A World Bank Policy Approach Paper

°
©
N
=
o

=
=
<
[
S
S
7}

o
O

0

(@]

i)
¢

Public Disclosure Authorizgg

4
LOUD AND CLEAR:

Effective Language of
Instruction Policies For Learning

Public Disclosi™g

Public Disclosure Authorized

L @WORLDBANKGROUP



© 2021 International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank

1818 H Street NW
Washington DC 20433
Telephone: 202-473-1000
Internet: www.worldbank.org

This work is a product of the staff of The World Bank with external contributions. The findings, interpretations, and
conclusions expressed in this work do not necessarily reflect the views of The World Bank, its Board of Executive
Directors, or the governments they represent.

The World Bank does not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in this work. The boundaries, colors,
denominations, and other information shown on any map in this work do not imply any judgment on the part of
The World Bank concerning the legal status of any territory or the endorsement or acceptance of such boundaries.

The paper was designed by Nicole Hamam.

Rights and Permissions

The material in this work is subject to copyright. Because The World Bank encourages dissemination of its knowledge,
this work may be reproduced, in whole or in part, for noncommercial purposes as long as full attribution to this work
is given.

Any queries on rights and licenses, including subsidiary rights, should be addressed to World Bank Publications,
The World Bank Group, 1818 H Street NW, Washington, DC 20433, USA; fax: 202-522-2625; e-mail: pubrights@
worldbank.org.



LOUD AND CLEAR:

Effective Language of Instruction
Policies For Learning

A World Bank Policy Approach Paper



LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgements . . . . . = & &t & & 4 &tk s s m sk s E s e s e E s s E s sk 6
Abbreviations. . . . . &« & & 4 4 f h s d h ek s s s ks e E s E s e E s w s E e ek 7
ExecutiveSummary . . . . = & = & & = s = s = s 5 s s s = = = % s # %2 = * 2P o#owowow o owowoww 8
Part 1: Why Should we Care about this Problem and What Characterizesit? . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Section 1: Why shouldwecare?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e 14
Section 2: How bigisthe problem? . . . . . . . . . . . . ... oo 20
Section 3: Political, economic, and sociological considerations influence language choices. . . .24
Section 4: Language of instruction policy should be multifaceted . . . . . . . . . . ... .. 29
Part 2: Promoting Solutions through More ActiveEngagement . . . . . . . . .+ = ¢ s & s = & 33
Section 5: Effective Lol policy examples exist but are not being widely implemented . . . . . . 34
Section 6: A new approach to language of instruction for the WorldBank . . . . . . . . . .. 52
Annexes
Annex A - Ethiopia: Multilingual L1-Based Education . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. ... 58
Annex B - Rwanda: A Changing Education System for a Changing Time . . . . . . . . .. .. 63
Annex C - Hong Kong: Language of Instruction in Secondary Schools . . . . . . . . . . . .. 68
Annex D - Middle East and North Africa: Mastering Arabic & the Transition from Colloquial to
Formal . . . . . . e e e e e e 74
Annex E - Peru: Bilingual Intercultural Education . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..... 77
Annex F - India: The Language & Learning Foundation, Transforming Teaching . . . . . . . . . 79
References . . = = & &« ¢ & & & s 2 & o = = = = s s s s =2 = s s s s = % % s s » *» *%» % s »: » % ® 86
Endnotes . . . & & & & & & & 4 &t b f e s s ks E s e e E s wm o E s s E e 95

TABLE OF CONTENTS



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This paper was produced by a team led by Michael Crawford and Sergio Venegas Marin,
under the guidance of Jaime Saavedra and Omar Arias, and including Penelope Bender,
Barbara Trudell, Dhir Jhingran, Huma Kidwai, Elaine Ding, Laura Gregory, Lisha Almeida,
Amberine Huda, Aishwarya Khurana, and Tihtina Zenebe Gebre. The paper was edited
by John Steinhardt. The team benefited from comments from Reema Nayar, Jason Allen
Weaver, Adelle Pushparatnam, Samer Al-Samarrai, Liangin Wang, Tara Beteille, Toby
Linden, Harry Patrinos, Hanna Katriina Alasuutari, Juan Manuel Moreno, Marguerite
Clarke, Melissa Adelman and other members of the Education Global Practice who
participated in discussions on the paper. The paper was art directed and designed by

Nicole Hamam with illustrations by Margaret Flatley.

LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning



ABBREVIATIONS

LIST OF ACRONYMS

CCBY
ECD
ECEC

EGMA
EGRA
FCV
GBA
GRN
HC
HCP
ILSA

L1
L2
LAYS
LLF
LMIC
Lol
LPP
Lwc
MSA
MTB-MLE

MWL
NYC

PASEC
PIRLS
PISA
SDGs
SES

TIMSS
LM
WBG

*L1is typically defined as children’s first language. In this paper, it is used to indicate a language that children speak and understand well when they

Creative commons by [attribution]; meaning open access
Early Childhood Development

Early Childhood Education and Care

Early Grade Math Assessment

Early Grade Reading Assessment

Fragility, Conflict, and Violence

Global Book Alliance

Global Reading Network

Human Capital Index

Human Capital Project

International Large-Scale Assessment

Language in which children are proficient when they start school*
Language in which children are not proficient when they start school **
Learning-adjusted Years of Schooling

Language and Learning Foundation (India)

Low- and Middle-Income Countries

Language of Instruction

Literacy Policy Package

Language of Wider Communication

Modern Standard Arabic

Mother Tongue-based Multilingual Education

Minority Written Language

New York City

Programme d'Analyse des Systemes Educatifs de la CONFEMEN
Progress in International Reading Literacy Study

Program for International Student Assessment
Sustainable Development Goals

Socioeconomic Status

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
Teaching and Learning Materials

World Bank Group

start school. It may or may not be the first language they learned.

**[ 2 is typically defined as children’s second language, which they often learn at school. In this paper, it is used to indicate a language that children do

not speak and understand well when they start school. It may or may not be their second language.

These definitions are acutely relevant to multilingual societies or regions with many small communities that speak different languages but use a single

regional language as a means of broader communication across communities.

LIST OF ACRONYMS



Executive Summary

-

HUMAN CAPITAL ACCUMULATION IS LARGELY A LANGUAGE-BASED ENDEAVOR. It is the basis
of wealth in modern societies and is primarily acquired through schooling. Policies that maximize
the amount and quality of human capital have a myriad of positive effects. To maximize it, countries
must maximize learning in school, and in so doing raise the number of Learning Adjusted Years of
Schooling (LAYS) completed by their population. The World Bank created the Human Capital Project
and the Human Capital Index to bring policy attention to the need for countries to invest in their
people and for people to invest in themselves. Policies that promote human capital accumulation—
such as good language of instruction policies—should be actively championed by the World Bank and
central to country dialogues on helping people achieve their full potential.

SHOCKINGLY LOW LEARNING OUTCOMES MAY BE A REFLECTION OF INADEQUATE LANGUAGE
OF INSTRUCTION POLICIES. The LAYS component of the Human Capital Index and measures of
Learning Poverty show shockingly low learning levels. In some countries, children with three years
of primary education cannot identify a single written word, and may only know one letter.! Without
consideration of language of instruction (LolI) issues, one might erroneously conclude that teachers
lack the knowledge and skills to teach, or that students are too disadvantaged to learn. An alternative,
plausible consideration is that teachers are required to provide instruction in a language that students
do not speak or understand. The low test scores in some instances simply reflect this near-total lack of
understanding of the language used for teaching and/or testing; they do not indicate any inability to
learn under the right learning conditions.

APPROPRIATE LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION POLICIES FACILITATE LEARNING AND MORE. When
children are first taught in a language that they speak and understand wellthey learn more, are better
placed to learn other languages, are more likely to stay in school, and enjoy a school experience appro-
priate to their culture and local circumstances. A diverse and substantial body of research, cited
throughout this paper, attests to this fact. Appropriate Lol policies also promote equity in schools
and in labor markets, improve the cost-effectiveness of education, and promote inclusiveness. Good
Lol policies should be a cornerstone of effective national human capital development strategies, and
therefore of acute concern to national policy makers and development partners.

GOOD LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION POLICIES REMAIN THE EXCEPTION, NOT THE RULE. Despite their
many benefits, many education systems do not implement appropriate Lol policies. Instead they often
require children to learn in languages they do not know well—and, in far too many cases, in languages they
do not know at all. The children who are impacted by these policies are often those who are disadvantaged
in other ways, such as socioeconomic status and distance from urban centers, that also make learning and
progress at school challenging. Requiring teachers to provide instruction in languages that neither they nor
the students speak is a common practice despite the evidence that 90 percent or more of students may fail
to acquire foundational skills such as basic literacy and numeracy in schools that implement these policies.?
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POOR LOI POLICIES HARM LEARNING, ACCESS, EQUITY, COST-EFFECTIVENESS, AND INCLUSION.
A substantial and growing body of research shows that children learn better in their first language (L1)
than in a second language (L2). When taught in their L1 first, they are more likely over time to become
proficient in an L2 and comfortably absorb academic content. They are also more likely to remain in
school. Children from households in the bottom 40 percent of the socioeconomic distribution are
more likely to endure instruction in a language they do not understand, and lack the family resources
to mitigate the effects of inappropriate Lol policies in the schools they attend.? Countries pursuing Lol
policies that promote the use of languages neither spoken nor understood by teachers and students see
a disappointing return on their investment in education. These policies contribute to higher dropout
rates, repetition rates, and lower learning overall. In this sense, countries would gain financially if, by
adopting better Lol policies, they were to lower the cost of each graduate produced and each unit of
learning mastered. That would also make learning relevant to and inclusive of students in many ways,
not least through the inherent value and validation a language receives when it is used as an official
medium of instruction.

INAPPROPRIATE LOI POLICIES AFFECT AN ESTIMATED 37 PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN LOW- AND
MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES. UNESCO (2016) estimates that globally four in every ten students
are taught in languages they do not know. Evidence from original analyses undertaken for this paper
largely confirm the figure and attest to the enormity of the problem: 37 percent of students in low- and
middle-income countries are not being taught in the language they speak and understand best. In
some countries, more than 90 percent of students are not taught in a language they speak and under-
stand. More than a quarter of a billion students are affected. Based on data from Ethnologue,* 12 of the
20 countries with the highest rates of learning poverty use instructional languages that few of their
students understand when they come to school. The 53 percent of children in low- and middle-in-
come countries (LMIC) who fail to read with understanding by age ten® almost certainly includes a
large share of students who are not taught in their L1.%”

37 percent of students in low- and middle-income countries are
not being taught in the language they speak and understand best.
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MASSIVE PROGRESS IS FEASIBLE BY TEACHING IN A SMALL NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL
LANGUAGES. The prospect of offering instruction in each of the world’s more than 7,000 languages®
is daunting, but that sentiment is misguided. Policy dialogue often labors under the assumption that
embracing mother-tongue-based multilingual education (MTB-MLE) is expensive and onerous.
In fact, MTB-MLE is cost-effective and simpler to organize than usually thought. Indeed, the vast
majority of students currently learning in an L2 would benefit from a rather modest global expansion
of the number of languages used for instruction. Three-quarters (75 percent) of the problem could
be attenuated by offering instruction in an additional 220 languages worldwide—on average about
one new language per country. To reach 84 percent of all language minority students in all countries
requires teaching in only about 559 languages—fewer than three additional languages per country
on average. In both scenarios, the would-be additional languages are already “written languages.”
They have established orthographies, and each is spoken by at least 1.5 million people. The remaining
roughly 6,200 languages of the world are spoken by fewer than 10 percent of the world’s people. Five-
sixths of the problem can be solved with concentrated and focused effort; solving the final one-sixth
is then likely to require exponentially increasing time and resources.

LOI POLICIES ARE INFLUENCED BY LARGER POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS. In
light of this evidence, why are so many countries still choosing a Lol that results in significantly
worse learning outcomes and social exclusion? One reason may be lack of knowledge of the bene-
fits of teaching the language that students best speak and understand. Other factors are arguably less
tractable. Language choices for education are often the result of political considerations beyond the
education sector. Language is closely tied to national identity and political identity. Nation-building
sometimes involves the promotion of one group’s language at the expense of the languages of other
groups. Language proficiency has labor market value. Parents often view competence in metropolitan
or international languages as central to their children’s career success. The ends—the goals—such as
proficiency in an international L2, can dictate the means in a manifestly counterproductive manner
when all instruction is in that L2 regardless of teachers’ or students’ levels of proficiency. Consideration
of the broader political context is essential to effective policy engagement on Lol issues.

POLICY SOLUTIONS EXIST BUT ARE NOT BEING SYSTEMATICALLY IMPLEMENTED. Advocacy for
good Lol policies has been ongoing for decades but has seldom held the attention of key decision
makers and development partners. A trend toward more and better research is thankfully emerging
in some regions.” Experience has been summarized and analyses have distilled sound policy advice
for the issue as a whole and for virtually all relevant sub-issues. Sound advice is available for coun-
try-level situation analyses and for planning for language use in education. Guidelines for and examples
of good scopes and sequences for L1 instruction have proliferated. Methods for the development of
teaching and learning materials, including software to create textbooks and storybooks for children,
are freely available and being used more frequently than in the past. Policy options with respect to a
range of issues affecting teachers, teaching, and training are growing. Knowledge about and concern for
language of assessment issues is increasing. Empirical evidence on the effectiveness of “late-exit” (see
below) and other effective curricular and pedagogical strategies is available. However, progress is too
slow and available tools are not sufficiently known or understood.

THIS PAPER DESCRIBES THE NEW WORLD BANK POLICY APPROACH ON LOI, AS PART OF THE
OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE LITERACY POLICY PACKAGE IN SUPPORT OF THE BANK'S NEW
LEARNING TARGET. This new approach aims to support progress on Lol policies and interventions,
as LoI-based challenges are identified and addressed in light of each country’s context. Under the new
approach, the World Bank considers it critical to observe the following principles to enhance learning
in low- and middle-income countries:

LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning



The new World Bank policy approach on Lol, as part of the operationalization of the Literacy Policy
Package in support of the Bank's new Learning Target, is based around 5 principles:

PRINCIPLE 1 PRINCIPLE 3 PRINCIPLE 4
© 5

Teach children Introduce an Continue using the
in a language additional language  language children

they understand (if desired) as a understand for

starting with foreign language instruction even

Early Childhood with a focus on oral after a foreign

Education and Care language skills. language becomes

(ECEC) services
through at least the

Siudlanis e the principal Lol.

A . master two L1 instruction

first six years of languages in continues to
primary schooling. basic education improve L2

It is critical that if instruction and performance in

instruction be in sequencing are important ways
the language most optimized. even after the L2

students speak and becomes the Lol.

understand best.

To promote and operationalize this approach, the World Bank proposes three strands of work to ensure
the principles are routinely integrated within World Bank operations. Strand 1 focuses on analyzing and
assessing the Lol situation in each client country as well as the main policy options available. Strand 2
involves more proactive engagement with Lol issues through enhanced dialogue and planning to help
countries address priority issues. As part of Strand 3, the Bank’s Education Global Practice would work
with other partners to advocate for appropriate attention to Lol issues and in creating, collecting, and
disseminating the full range of cutting-edge knowledge and policy solutions and promoting long-term
solutions for language issues in education.

THE PURPOSE, AUDIENCE, SCOPE, AND STRUCTURE OF THIS PAPER. Its purpose is to ensure that
the WB Education Global Practice can help clients mitigate or eliminate the serious problems that
inappropriate Lol policies impose on learning and schooling. The paper is intentionally short; it is
not an exhaustive academic paper. Sufficient detail is presented to begin to explain issues in light of
current policy decisions, not to treat the subject in its entirety. The paper is selective and does not look
at Lol in all aspects of education policy. It does not consider the role of Lol in tertiary education, tech-
nical and vocational education and training, adult education, or lifelong learning. The paper recom-
mends endorsement of the new approach by WBG management. Embracing its recommendations
involves commitment to a range of actions that will support WBG client countries, including more
in-depth analyses, development and dissemination of global public goods, improved education staff
knowledge and capacity and more effective dialogue, especially in basic education. Readers should
bear in mind that:

e We do not yet have all the answers. As we move forward, key knowledge gaps will need to be
addressed and closed. We will need, for example, to better understand and develop recommen-
dations to improve second-best situations, such as those that involve the use of one-way L2 im-
mersion. Likewise, the compounding effects of poor teacher proficiency in the target language in
combination with low student proficiency need to be disentangled. The effects of time-on-task,
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the quality of teaching and learning materials, and teacher support and other issues constitute a
future agenda which warrants urgent attention if policy advice is to be optimized.

 Leadership requires sustained commitment. Lol issues can be managed but never fully solved.
Policy efforts by countries should be a routine part of overall education policy. Sustained com-
mitment on the part of development partners, with the Bank seeking to set an example as a key
partner, should likewise be part of overall efforts to improve learning.

Part1addresses why we should care about Lol issues and the major challenges involved. Its four sections
are entitled: (i) why should we care? (ii) how big is the problem? (iii) the role of political economy;
and (iv) diverse Lol contexts. Part 2 presents existing solutions (in section 5) and proposes a detailed
way forward for the WB Education Global Practice (section 6). It should be noted that the paper does
not claim to possess or propose a complete set of technical solutions for the myriad of difficult policy
issues involved. By enhancing engagement and devoting adequate resources to the problem, existing
solutions will be deployed, and new solutions devised. Increased partnership and knowledge sharing
will be part of this, as will be the testing of innovative approaches. The new approach will involve
learning at the individual and institutional level, with an intensity of engagement commensurate with
the urgency of the issue.



PART 1:

Why should we care
about this problem and
what characterizes it?



Why should we care?

HUMAN CAPITAL ACCUMULATION IS THE KEY TO DEVELOPMENT. The World Bank understands
human development as the very center of economic and social development. Decades of research
have confirmed that education and health are the keys to poverty reduction and the promotion of
prosperity, for individuals and for societies. Creating conditions whereby people can invest in them-
selves, and governments and families can invest in children’s futures, is a pillar of World Bank policy.
The Human Capital Project and the Human Capital Index create a systematic approach to promote
investments in people, and understanding of what works in this domain. The Learning Target—the
goal of halving Learning Poverty—brings focus to the key role of foundational learning in facilitating
lifelong investment of people in themselves and governments in people. Education and learning are
the main investments. The themes and activities of the Bank’s Education Global Practice are chosen
and organized to maximize human capital accumulation for human development.

THE GLOBAL LEARNING CRISIS IMPEDES HUMAN CAPITAL ACCUMULATION AND PROS-
PERITY. The WDR 2018: Learning to Realize Education’s Promise, reports that millions of chil-
dren are struggling to learn in school.’® Near-universal enrollment in primary education has
not led to near-universal learning.!* Projections show that, at current rates of improvement,
the fourth sustainable development goal (SDG 4) will not be achieved.’? Fifty-three percent
of children in low- and middle-income countries are trapped in Learning Poverty: unable

to read and understand a simple text by age 10.1

LANGUAGE IS ESSENTIAL TO LEARNING, SCHOOLING, AND HUMAN CAPITAL
ACCUMULATION. Instruction unfolds through language—written and spoken—in
foundational learning and core academic subjects. Almost all schooling is inti-
mately tied to language. Teachers carefully select words and themes in ways to
unlock or transmit the meaning of the words and the concepts that underlie them
for students. Some school subjects, like physical education, art, and music, may
draw less on verbal tools, but students cannot participate if they do not under-
stand the language used to support instruction. In some school settings,
reading, writing, listening, and speaking with understanding and compe-
tence amount to the main or only requirement for students. A first
essential task of school is to have children gain command of written

14 LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning



language, through reading and writing. Those who fail to do this by age 10 are unlikely to succeed in
school without intensive remediation. Choosing the right Lol is an exceptionally important under-
taking. The right choice is the language that allows students to successfully begin their school careers.

GOOD LOI POLICIES MANDATE THE USE OF STUDENTS' L1 FIRST. The essence of good Lol policy
is to provide instruction in a language that students best speak and understand—their L1—from their
participation in ECEC services through roughly their first eight years of school. A second language
can be taught too, as a foreign language at first. Gradually, if students master the basics of literacy in
their L1, a second language can become the medium of instruction, with L1 learning continuing in
some form through 12th grade. Voluminous research supports this practice.® Providing instruction
in this way allows students to link the new concepts they learn in school to words they already know
and thereby affirms a bedrock principle of cognitive science: that new knowledge builds on existing

CHILDREN SHOULD BE TAUGHT IN A LANGUAGE THEY UNDERSTAND.

When children learn in a language they understand,
children have a greater chance of learning:

+

241
oA
OTHER SCHOOL

SUBJECTS LIKE MATH
AND SCIENCE.

R

While promoting the development of general cognitive abilities.

knowledge. Conversely, when children are expected to acquire language abilities and simultaneously
master new concepts via those abilities, they struggle. Using an L1 for foundational learning is consis-
tent with the science of learning. It promotes the variety of benefits discussed below. When children
are sequentially taught two languages through appropriate, high-quality Lol policies, they achieve
higher aggregate learning in both languages.’®

LEARNING FIRST IN AN L1 IMPROVES FOUR TYPES OF LEARNING OUTCOMES. Literacy (speaking,
listening, reading, and writing) is typically the dominant subject and key learning task in primary
school. Becoming literate in an L1 at the start of ECEC and primary school promotes the improvement
of three types of learning outcomes and general cognitive abilities.

* It promotes better learning outcomes in the L1. Box 1 summarizes evidence from numerous
studies from a range of regions, contexts, ages, languages, income levels of countries, and lan-

: WHY SHOULD WE CARE?



:{0) &5 A Wealth of Evidence for a Variety of Positive Outcomes from Teaching in L1

Impact on Literacy Skills: Evidence suggests that children who are taught in a language that is not their
L1 perform significantly worse than their peers. A study across 48 countries found that students who
did not speak the language of the test before starting school had much lower average achievement
on PIRLS 2011 (479 versus 516). In South Africa, SACMEC data from 2005 shows an even larger
difference (37 percentage points between students who use their L1 versus those studying in an
L2). Other studies show similar results across a diverse set of countries. However, mother-tongue
based multilingual programs (MTB-MLE), which start in an L1 and later introduce an L2, can remedy
these gaps. In Mali's pédagogie convergente program, children who began their schooling in their L1
scored 32% higher on French proficiency tests at the end of primary school than those in French-only
programs. Similarly, a recent study of Somali MTB-MLE in Swedish schools found that participation in
MTB education contributed positively to participants’ results on Somali reading comprehension, and
these results were associated with higher results in Swedish reading comprehension.

Impact on Mathematics: MTB-MLE instruction has positive effects on student performance across
curricular areas, including mathematics. An experiment in Cameroon that provided a treatment
group of schools with MTB-MLE instruction during the first three years of schooling found that these
students exhibited gains in both English and mathematics of 1.1to 1.4 of a standard deviation in grades
1 and 3 as compared to control students. A study in Peru found that indigenous Quechua children
who attended Quechua-medium schools scored 0.54 standard deviations higher in mathematics
than indigenous children who attended Spanish-medium schools, even after controlling for variables
such as school resources. By contrast, evidence from TIMMS 2007 shows that the mathematics
scores of students who ‘never’ (368) or ‘sometimes’ (438) spoke the language of the test at home
were lower than those who ‘always or almost always' spoke the language at home (483).

Impact on other Educational Outcomes: Beyond academic achievement, L1 instruction has effects on
other aspects of schooling, such as attendance and overall attainment. A study of a 1994 Ethiopian
policy change that introduced mother-tongue instruction to the largest ethnic group in the country
found that the policy led to an increase of 0.75 to one year of primary schooling in the affected cohort,
and increased the percentage of students completing six or more years of schooling by 31 percent.
Similarly, a study of 23 countries representing 153 linguistic groups found that when MTB instruction
is available at half or more of the schools frequented by members of a linguistic group, the proportion
of out-of-school children is 10 percent lower than in groups for which MTB instruction is not available.

Sources: Mullis, Martin, Foy, Drucker 2012; Biihmann and Trudell, 2008; Ganuza & Hedman, 2019, Hynsjé & Damon, 2015; Martin, Mullis and
Foy 2008, Ramachandran 2012; Smits, Huisman & Kruijff, 2008

guage characteristics. Evidence is from randomized control trials (RCTs), international large-
scale assessments (ILSAs), and national learning student assessments (NLSAs), and published
project reports, among other sources. Findings consistently show large effects, with effect sizes
of one-third to one-half a standard deviation being common. Brown’s (2011) findings were typi-
cal: students in Uganda taught in their L1 identified 20 letters per minute and read seven words
per minute versus six letters and one word per minute respectively for the students in the con-
trol group taught in an L2. Other studies show similar massive and consequential differences in
learning outcomes.

e It promotes higher learning outcomes in a subsequent L2. Students who become proficient first
in their L1 have a greater ability to subsequently learn an L2, especially when the L2 is introduced

LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning



at the right time. Goldenberg’s (2008) meta-analysis of evi-
dence from high-income countries is matched by growing
numbers of studies from low- and middle-income coun-

tries; in South Africa, Taylor and von Fintel (2016) con- LTinstruction is the

sidered more than 9,000 primary schools and 800,000 ultimate student-centered

s:tude.:nt records. They f01'1nd' that “MTB-MLE 1nstr9c- pedagogical practice, as it

tion in the early grades significantly improves English

as measured in grades 4, 5, and 6.” Strengthens teacher-student
« It promotes learning in other academic subjects— interactions and it allows

such as mathematics, science and history/social stud- teachers to build on

ies. Seid’s 2019 findings from the Young Lives Ethiopia .
School Survey found that “Learning in mother tongue students Pl
first (in grades 1-4) increases students’ mathematics and knowledge.
literacy test scores later after they transition to English in-
struction (in grade 5) by 0.269 and 0.089 standard deviations
respectively”; (cited in Evans and Acosta 2020).

It promotes the development of general cognitive abilities. Students
who are taught in their L1 until at least grade 5 (around age 10-11) develop

their cognitive abilities to a threshold that is not generally reached by students

who begin school in an L2. Multiple studies conducted by Collier and Thomas from 1997 to 2014
and replicated by other researchers (especially Lindholm and Leary, 2004) provide consistent
evidence for this effect. Trudell and Piper (2014) provide evidence for this effect from developing
country settings.

GOOD LOI POLICIES PROMOTE ACCESS AND RETENTION. A growing body of evidence shows that
children who are taught in their L1 first stay in school longer than those taught in an L2. Laitin et al.
(2019) found that students in Cameroon taught in their L1 were 22 percent more likely to be in school in
grade 3, and 14 percent more likely to still be in school in grade 5. Seid (2017) found MTB-MLE in Ethi-
opia increases the likelihood of enrollment in primary school and of attending the right “grade for age.”
Ramachandran (2017) similarly found L1 instruction in the early grades leads to an additional half year of
completed schooling and a five percent increase in the chance of finishing primary school. Positive impact
on enrollment and retention is particularly important, as an estimated 54 million out-of-school children
(or 72 percent of the total out-of-school population) live in countries with high linguistic diversity.'®

GOOD LOI POLICIES PROMOTE EQUITY AND INCLUSION. USAID’s “Planning for Language Use
in Education” handbook cites multiple research studies confirming that (a) language of instruction
issues negatively affect students from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds more than their high-
er-income peers; and (b) gender equity is promoted by initial L1 education, as its positive effects in the
classroom are at least as likely to benefit girls and help overcome some of the bias-related educational
challenges they face (USAID 2015). Good Lol policies also allow parents in difficult socioeconomic
circumstances to participate more fully in their children’s schooling.

L1 TEACHING ALLOWS FOR USE OF EFFECTIVE STUDENT-CENTERED PEDAGOGY. L1 instruction
may be the ultimate student-centered pedagogical practice. The use of L1 strengthens the student-
teacher interactions which are responsible for a large share of student learning'” and it allows teachers
to build on students‘ prior knowledge—language skills and background knowledge acquired outside
school—as the foundation for new concepts. The sound-based symbols of written language are arbi-
trary (see Sapolsky 2013) in whatever language they are found—the symbol “B” for instance has no
inherent connection to the first sound in the word “basket”. Students must learn to match abstract
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symbols to the sounds of words they know. After some reasonable repetition, most students fully
master these alphabetic tasks. If children are asked to map symbols to sounds in words they do not
know (and therefore may not be able to disentangle phonemically, or even hear), this becomes the
ultimate exercise in arbitrary memorization. Indeed, there are few purely pictographic languages, but
where sounds do not correlate to symbols, reading progress is slower. Countries have invented sound-
based alternatives, such as pinyin for Chinese, to make the initial stages of learning to read easier. It is
hardly surprising that in contexts where mapping is merely an exercise in arbitrary memorization, 98
out of 100 students can barely recognize any written words by the end of third grade. When teachers
teach in a language that students do not understand, the teaching of basic letter/sound relationships
is impossible, as is the kind of broader class discussion that might otherwise facilitate it. By contrast,
when they teach through the medium of a language that their students know, teachers can reduce the
use of “chalk and talk” instruction that largely consists of copying and memorizing. Instead, then can
deploy a range of more effective strategies, including question and answer exchanges, wider discus-
sion, and small group activities.'®"’

GOOD LOI POLICIES PROMOTE EFFICIENT AND COST-EFFECTIVE PROVISION OF EDUCATION.
The evidence cited above attests indirectly to the efficiency gains and improved cost-effectiveness
of education using good Lol policies. Other studies have measured costs and confirmed not only that
MTB-MLE is highly cost-effective, but that its costs are consistently lower than most policy makers
and other stakeholders believe them to be. In Guatemala, Patrinos and Velez (2009) found cost-sav-
ings equivalent to USD five million per year from lower dropout and repetition rates in a program
providing bilingual education to over 100,000 students. Grin (2005, cited in Heugh 2011) analyzed
several models of provision of MTB-MLE and concluded that there would be: (a) saving in financial
outlays due to efficiency gains in teacher training and instructional delivery and, (b) long-term bene-
fits from lower repetition and dropout, plus increased human capital accumulation and use for the
skills of graduates.

THE TARGET OF REDUCING LEARNING POVERTY BY HALF IS FOR READING IN L1. The Literacy
Policy Package that accompanies this World Bank operational target calls for students to be taught
in the language they best speak and understand. Achieving the Learning Target requires the type of
acceleration in progress that is associated with L1 instruction. Countries may wish to have graduates
who can read, write, speak, and listen equally well in two or more languages; teaching in L1 first for
all of primary school and part of lower secondary school (while providing L2 “as a foreign language”
instruction) is the most promising way to achieve the needed progress.

GOOD LOI POLICIES INCREASE THE EFFICIENCY OF OTHER EDUCATION INVESTMENTS. Grin
(2005) estimated the external and internal efficiency gains likely to result from improved Lol poli-
cies. Improved efficiency of teacher training contributes to overall internal efficiency gains through
its potential to lower direct cost and raise effectiveness. Instruction by teachers trained in a language
they speak and understand is synonymous with effective planning and delivery of instruction. There is
also the likelihood of complementary improvements when Lol is integrated into an overall education
strategy—and the danger of failure if it is left out. Interventions and investments that combine appro-
priate approaches to Lol with strong instructional programs will have higher impact than improve-
ments in instruction alone. Teacher training and coaching, classroom observation, early childhood
development, and other programs exert more impact when conducted in languages children know.
By contrast, investments in activities such as teacher training, classroom observation, and struc-
tured lesson plans could suffer a comprehensive “O-ring” failure (Kremer 1993) when conducted in a
language that students and teachers do not know: what would otherwise have succeeded in the right
language is bound to fail in an L2.
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:{0) (21 Teaching in L1: A Core Element of the Literacy Policy Package

The Literacy Policy Package (LPP) identifies five core elements for helping students become literate,
and start on the path to becoming advanced readers: (i) a political commitment to clear goals for
making all students literate; (ii) effective instruction by supported teachers; (iii) adequate teaching
and learning materials, including at least one teacher's guide per teacher, one textbook per child
and additional reading books for practice; (iv) instruction in a language that the student speaks and
understands; and (v) promotion of love of reading.

The elements of the LPP reinforce one another; each makes the others more effective. Clear goals
facilitate effective lesson planning and teaching; adequate teaching and learning materials promote
efficient use of class time and student practice; love of reading drives students to use early foundational
skills to read with pleasure, and read to learn.

Using the student’s L1 is the foundation for effective instruction. Instructional goals become more
attainable, teaching becomes more effective, textbooks and other TLM can be used effectively.
The WBG's new approach to Lol issues is consistent with and promotes the implementation of the
Literacy Policy Package.

CONTINUOUS ENGAGEMENT WITH LOI IS ESSENTIAL TO THE BANK'S OVERALL EDUCATION
APPROACH. The Education Global Practice regards foundational learning as the indispensable
cornerstone of an individual’s educational success, and, by extension, the underpinning of entire
education systems. This represents an evolution from earlier approaches, which paid scant atten-
tion to foundational learning or Lol issues. With task teams having to engage with Lol issues as
a way of improving foundational learning, a need has arisen for an approach to Lol issues that
can help strengthen, sustain, and increase these efforts for greater impact. The Bank’s current
goals—and more importantly the goals of students, parents, and families in client countries—are
best achieved if significant and sustained attention to Lol issues is fully integrated into World Bank
education policy.
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SECTION 2:
How big is the problem?

IN LOW- AND MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES, AN ESTIMATED 37 PERCENT OF CHILDREN LEARN IN
A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN THEIR L1. In some countries, more than 90 percent of children learn in
a language that is not their L1. UNESCO (2016) states that “globally, close to 40 percent” of children
are learning in a language that is not their L1. An original estimation done for this paper of the figure
for low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) finds a very similar figure: 37 percent of all students
are taught in a language other than their L1. In absolute numbers, this means that of about 1 billion
students in LMICs, 370 million are not being taught in the language they best speak and understand.
Unsurprisingly, the figure is more than half of the overall headcount of the roughly 550 million chil-
dren in Learning Poverty.

[ZI[TEA Share of Students in Low- and Middle-income countries by Type of Language Spoken

37% 27% speak MWLs not taught in school

Non-National Language,

62% PR 10% speak other less common languages

National Languages,
Used for Teaching

1%
Non-National Languages,
Used for Teaching

-
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MINORITY WRITTEN LANGUAGES: LANGUAGES SPOKEN BY LARGE LINGUISTIC MINORITIES.
Policy makers have expressed concern about the cost and difficulty of providing L1 instruction for
every child, given the great diversity of languages spoken in the world. This may be true for some
small, unwritten languages, where orthographies need to be developed before they can be used for
instruction. However, this dialogue has not been informed by data on the number of languages,
numbers of speakers, and corresponding orthographies. To overcome this, the concept of a “Minority
Written Language” (MWL) was defined as a language that (i) currently has more than 1.5 million
speakers; (ii) is written (has an existing orthography); and (iii) is not the official, national, or dominant
language of the country in question. Since, globally, one in six people is a school-aged student (1.3
billion of the world’s 7.8 billion people), we can expect that any language spoken by 1.5 million people
will be spoken by at least 250,000 school-aged children (or more—given the demographic age profiles
of many LMICs). For each MWL in which instruction is offered, at least one-quarter of a million
students would potentially be reached in their L1.

MANY CHILDREN SPEAK A RELATIVELY SMALL NUMBER OF UNTAUGHT L1S. The figure of 37
percent mentioned above divides into twenty-seven percent (27 percent) who speak a minority-written
language (MWL) and 10 percent who speak a less common language. The 10 percent represent a
“long tail” of many languages, each with relatively few speakers. The 27 percent share, by contrast,
represents a large group of students who speak about 237 languages, or only three percent of the
8,789 languages spoken in these countries. (This figure of 8,789 is arrived at by deliberately counting
each language once for every country where it is spoken, hence the total of 7,117 known languages is
exceeded.) Teaching this 27 percent of students in this three percent of all languages requires signifi-
cantly less effort than reaching the entire 37 percent. The analysis confirms a “90/10 rule” whereby 90
percent of students speak either the national (dominant) language or a common, widely spoken and
written L1. Globally, teaching in an additional 220 languages could serve the needs of approximately
270 million students. Although such an expansion of instruction shouldnot be portrayed as a trivial
undertaking, it would demonstrate the relatively easy gains on offer: the “low hanging fruit” presented
by a modest augmentation of languages taught.

TEN PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN LOW- AND MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES (LMICS) SPEAK A
LANGUAGE IN THE “LONG TAIL" OF MANY LANGUAGES WITH RELATIVELY FEW SPEAKERS.
Those not included in either national Lls or MWLs are less than 10 percent of the population of
LMICs. This group is composed of fewer than 100 million students who may any one of more than
6,000 languages that are not national L1’s or MWLs. The student population in this group is likely to
be even smaller than this estimate, however, as this count includes endangered languages that are very
rarely effectively spoken or learned by young people. The value of these languages and the associated
cultural capital they represent is unquestioned. However, as countries pursue the goal of providing
equitable education for all children, when national programs cannot cover all languages in the short-
or even medium-term, consideration of language coverage and costs may factor into choices. Flex-
ible, context-specific strategies must be developed for children speaking demographically very small
languages. In many cases, when these children come to school, they are bilingual in a small language
and a larger language used across communities. In those cases, the larger language can be effectively
used for instruction. In other cases, community teaching aides and materials may be needed to support
children in learning foundational learning skills before an appropriate L2 is introduced.

WHAT WOULD IT TAKE TO REACH MORE THAN 80 PERCENT OF L1 SPEAKERS IN ALL LOW-
AND MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES? The analysis above yields a total of 220 languages by
counting each individual additional language only once, even if it is a potential L1 Lol in more
than one country. Two or more countries developing learning materials in the same language
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could, in theory, partially share or collaborate in the creation of curricula and teaching and
learning materials. In practice, this type of beneficial sharing would not drastically reduce
the financial and time costs associated with curriculum and language program creation.
If each country’s languages are counted individually, instruction in a total of an additional 559
languages (or “country-languages”) would be needed to reach 84 percent of students in each country
in their L1. Thus if Hausa, for example, is an L1 for both Niger and Nigeria, in this estimate it is counted
twice. Although this number is significantly above the 220/3% estimate, one sees that teaching in 12
percent of the world’s languages reaches five-sixths-fifths of learners.

National (Official) versus “Minority Written" Languages in WB Client Countries'

National (Official) LANGUAGE “Minority Written” Languages

MWL
POP.FOR 1o WHO = SPEAKERS AS ToTAL [ToTAL#| MWLSAS RAVERAGES
,  WHOM SHARE = SPEAKERS
POP. SPEAKAN A SHARE OF # OF OF
NATIONAL OFALL = PERMWL
LANG = L1 WL UEIER LANGS. | MWLS ' | \NG. | (MILLIONS)
- POPULATION :
EAP 2148 1,359 653 30% 324 56 2% n7
ECA 690 603 ) 5% 706 5 1% 6.5
LAC 620 580 14 2% 1058 6 1% 24
MNA M4 55 316 76% 55 39 12% 81
SA 1,694 1192 400 2% 757 53 7% 75
SSA- 309 66 182 59% 1158 2 2% 83
Central
SSA-Fast 324 67 155 48% 636 q 6% 38
SSA-West = 175 26 59 34% 944 15 2% 39
WBClient 1 3047 181 28% 8798 237 3% 76
Countries

'Source: Estimations based on 2020 Ethnologue data - total number of languages exceeds 7,117 from double-counting the same language used in more
than one country (i.e., Spanish counted once per Spanish-speaking country in the 8,798 figure but only once in the 7,117 figure.)

2Counts shown in millions

317 of these languages are currently used as official Lol; 237-17 = 220 untaught MWLs.

-

MOST LEARNING POVERTY IS IN LANGUAGES THAT TOGETHER USE ONLY A FEW WRITING
SYSTEMS. One should consider not only the number of languages but also the number of writing
systems required for instruction, since foundational literacy involves mastery of the use of written
language. The congruence between languages and their writing systems varies. Few languages are
purely either sound- or symbol/image-based, and a small number of alphabets are very widely used.
Among alphabetic languages, some more easily (“transparently”) represent the sounds of the spoken
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language. Learning to “decode” in these language/writing system pairs generally takes less time and
effort than for language/writing system pairs where the sound-symbol relationships are less straight-
forward. English is an example of a language that takes longer to learn. Languages whose current
writing systems have been developed or adopted more recently, and/or whose , orthographies may
have been developed by linguists for ease of use, will often have greater sound-symbol alignment and
be highly transparent. This is the case for many languages in sub-Saharan Africa. The preliminary
analysis conducted for this paper shows that: (i) Learning Poverty is concentrated in languages that
use a small number of writing systems; and (ii) alphabetic languages are very heavily represented, with
50 percent of Learning Poverty in languages written with an alphabet derived from Latin alphabet.
This issue is important as approaches to foundational learning are affected by language difficulty and
the relative complexity of the language/writing system combination. Countries that teach multiple
L1s and countries that teach L1s and an L2 with a simpler writing system like those with Latin-derived
alphabets—with its 23 letters?® —may be able to standardize certain aspects of orthography and gram-
matical conventions across languages. This makes it easier for children to learn L2s, provided that
instruction explicitly teaches the similarities and differences between languages.

LEARNING POVERTY IS CONCENTRATED IN LANGUAGES USING NO MORE THAN 14 WRITING
SYSTEMS. The 20 countries with the highest percentages of students in Learning Poverty use only
three writing systems: Latin, Arabic, and Ethiopic. Consideration of absolute numbers of students in
Learning poverty involves more writing systems, but still a relatively small total number: the 20 coun-
tries with the highest Learning Poverty by headcount use a total of 14 writing systems. Of these, 12
are alphabetic and more than half are used in. India, which uses eight writing systems to write widely
spoken regional languages. China’s two widely used writing systems (Bopomofo and Han) are both
non-alphabetic. Developing tools for instruction in additional languages can concentrate on a small
number of writing systems and a small share of the world’s languages.

MORE AND BETTER EMPIRICAL MEASURES OF THE PROBLEM ARE NEEDED. The analyses presented
above are preliminary, but they demonstrate that: (a) at the global level, coverage of L1 speakers can be
vastly increased with a relatively modest increase in the number of Lol; and (b) quantification of the
problem with at least first-order estimates is possible. This work must be done at the country level.

QUANTIFYING THE PROBLEMS BRINGS MULTIPLE ADVANTAGES. First, governments and develop-
ment partners, including the World Bank, have known that Lol is “an issue” but have generally not
known how significant an issue it is or what it would take to make progress in solving it. These esti-
mates allow for better dialogue. Second, as data are improved, the relationships between Learning
Poverty and language diversity and proficiency can be analyzed and investigated. Third, other actors,
potentially including private developers of teaching and learning materials and education technolo-
gies, can access information about potential investment opportunities.

REALITY CHECK: MULTIPLE PERMUTATIONS OF LANGUAGES, PROFICIENCY LEVELS, AND USE.
These initial analyses tend to paint the differences among language speakers as uniform and even
binary. For example: this student speaks an L1 but not an L2. In fact, students often fall somewhere
along a continuum of proficiency levels for their L1 and any other languages spoken. Policies should
pay special attention to where proficiency differences are greatest between Lls and Lol for both
students and teachers, as learning outcomes are at the highest risk in these situations.
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Political, economic, and sociological
considerations influence language
choices

-

LANGUAGE POLICIES ARE SHAPED BY HISTORY AND SERVE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC GOALS.
Lol policies are related to national language policies. These are influenced in turn by history and by
political and economic goals such as political identity, cultural identity, economic modernization and
integration into global trading communities. National language policies routinely seek to facilitate
communication among all citizens. Some languages are part of regional or global communities such
as “la francophonie.” These goals can be contentious. Their ends may be in direct conflict with educa-
tion policies that promote equitable learning. Attempting to create or preserve national unity through
a common language of communication may confer advantages to speakers of the chosen language
while linguistic minorities must learn a new language. Using an official language that is only spoken
by a small number of citizens may preserve the advantages of the elite. Governments have also used
language policies and Lol policies to signal a break with past political groups, eras, and practices.

POLITICAL LEADERS HAVE USED LANGUAGE POLICY TO BUILD NATIONAL UNITY. Languages can
define cultural identity and create communities. For some countries, national identity, a common
language, and a common culture and heritage are synonymous. The original source of linguistic unity
may be in the remote past. The language may have been imposed as a result of a long-forgotten mili-
tary conquest, a period of colonialism, or as the result of one linguistic group gaining hegemony within
national territory. Nonetheless, citizens see themselves as Italians, Armenians, Koreans, or Russians
because they speak that national language. In other cases, the efforts to create this unity are more
explicit and deliberate. When Tanzania gained independence, Julius Nyerere promoted Kiswabhili to
increase communication among citizens who spoke more than 100 indigenous languages. He linked it
to social and cultural policies under the banner of “ujamaa.” The connection of Kiswahili to Pan-Af-
ricanism helped consolidate its position beyond Tanzania’s borders. Singapore’s leaders balanced
pragmatism in communications with cultural policies that have sought to recognize the linguistic
heritage of its main ethnic groups, and promote the continued use of several L1s. Canada’s Constitu-
tional Act of 1867 defines French and English as its official languages, but it was not until 1969 that it
became a bilingual country where all public services and education would be made available in both
languages. In some cases, the struggle for national unity is conflictual, and languages may be imposed
by force through internal or external strife and subjugation. Linguistic minorities are often marginal-
ized socially, economically, and politically.?! Metropolitan prestige languages often exclude linguistic
communities, even when these constitute the large majority of citizens. In Haiti, for example, a small
French-speaking elite based primarily in the capital controls social, economic and political oppor-
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tunity. Meanwhile, Haitian Creole is spoken by more than 99 percent of Haitians, but it has been a
struggle to have it used for education.

PARTICULAR CONTEXTS MAY FAVOR THE INTRODUCTION OF IMPROVED LOI POLICIES. The links
between language and history, politics and conflict do not prevent policy discussions on Lol. Experi-
enced observers have identified four contextual conditions that may increase the likelihood of adop-
tion of sound Lol policies. Box 3 outlines these and provides examples of countries that have success-
fully introduced and implemented improved Lol policies.*?

:10),¢cH| Enabling Contexts and Conditions for Adoption and Implementation of
Education Language policies

Lol policy, regardless of its content, thrives when the following criteria are met:

1. ltis seen as reflecting a new national direction (e.g. post-revolution policy), and/or

2. The national policy reflects a stronger commitment to national identity.

3. The state is stable and strong enough to resource and align other policies to support it.
4,

Local appropriation of language policy aligns with national policy, even if it is not enforced.

Examples:

Ethiopia's post-revolution constitutional support for the development and use of all Ethiopian
languages, instead of only Amharic (the language of Ethiopia's dominant ethnic community for
generations before). Criteria met: 1, 2, 3, to some extent 4.

Eritrea's policy statement of 1991, reflecting its new independence from Ethiopia, supporting the use
of all nine Eritrean languages as languages of instruction as a fundamental democratic right. At least
seven of those languages are currently in use in Eritrean classrooms. Criteria met: 1, 2, 3, 4.

South Africa's post-apartheid policy includes 11 languages of instruction. The list includes English
and Afrikaans, as well as nine additional South African languages, indicating the government's
determination to provide opportunity for all. Criteria met: 1, 2, 3, 4.

Rwanda's move away from French towards English in the education system, beginning after the
genocide and change of regime in the early 1990s. Kinyarwanda, the first language of more than 90
percent of the population, has been included as part of this evolution in language policy. However,
the recent policy change from Kinyarwanda-plus-English to 100 percent English-medium instruction
demonstrates how policy changes may advance or retard the cause of L1 instruction for all through at
least the end of primary school. Criteria met: 1, 2, 3.

PERCEIVED OR REAL ECONOMIC VALUE OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY SHAPES POLICIES AND
POLITICS. Language policies reflect economic aspirations. Economists have shed light on the
economic value of different languages as well as the real and perceived effects of linguistic attributes
on earnings.?® These are intrinsically linked to language preferences and policy decisions. Countries
want to take advantage of global trade and economic integration, and therefore seek to build skills in
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international linguae francae. An international language, used
for commerce and diplomacy, may acquire or retain status
because of perceived high value outside the economic
sphere.** A study of the economics of language has docu-
mented the labor market value of language abilities in a
variety of contexts.?> A persistent empirical finding is the
disadvantage of being in a linguistic minority or failing to
speak and understand the dominant language.?® Expla-
nations of wage premia include factors directly related to
productivity such as communication costs and language-me-
diated access to networks as well as factors such as discrim-
ination. The literature on the economic value of language
pertains to their use by adults in the labor market.

Especially in low
resource contexts,
children who start

school in an L1 learn an

L2 more effectively than
students who start

school in the L2.

THE PERCEIVED VALUE OF L1 PROFICIENCY AND USE VARIES.
In many contexts, speakers of an L1 take pride in their language and the

culture and values they feel it represents. In others, biases against L1 instruction
exist, often among a range of stakeholders: teachers, parents, community leaders,
school authorities, and students.?” In many countries, policies implemented during the colonial period
and continued since independence have created and perpetuated an aversion to L1s and a preference
for metropolitan, generally European, L2s as languages of education and government more broadly.?®
These historical considerations are often mixed with perceived labor market biases, especially in the
formal economy.?® A strong attachment to L1s by community stakeholders may be present alongside
a preference for L2s in education. This becomes especially problematic when education policy is
communicated as either L1 or L2 instruction, not the L1 and L2 additive bilingualism endorsed by
evidence and this paper. Kalenjin-speaking parents in rural Kenya, for example, told researchers that

L1 was “a distraction from learning”.3°

LABOR MARKET VALUE DOES NOT INDICATE THE BEST WAY TO ACQUIRE LANGUAGE PROFI-
CIENCY. Especially in low resource contexts, children who start school in an L1 learn an L2 more
effectively than students who start school in the L2. The perception of labor market value for specific
languages in business, commerce, and administration strongly influences preferences with regard to
school language among parents and policy makers. However, strong disconnects are common between
a legitimate desire for schools to provide graduates with specific valuable language skills and the best
means of structuring learning trajectories to arrive at this end point. Selection of an inefficient means
of teaching languages—such as early use of an L2 as the medium of instruction for all school subjects—
decreases the chances of a student ever obtaining the labor market premia. Policy makers are well
served to separate goals for school language policies from the means for obtaining these goals. Other
stakeholders, especially parents, should be well-informed that MTB-MLE provides the best path to
their children becoming bilingual, preserving their L1 and becoming stronger speakers of the L2.

INCOMPLETE INFORMATION ABOUT THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF LOI POLICIES CREATES
CONCERN. Many governments and development partners raise concerns about costs during Lol policy
discussions.® However, estimates show that the cost of implementing appropriate Lol policies aver-
ages only four to five percent of additional expenditure in countries where an additional language is
added.® Atthe same time, successfully implementing strong Lol policies tends to result in cost-saving
benefits such as a decline in the repetition rate, a decline in the dropout rate, an increase in graduation
rates, and better learning outcomes. These promote higher productivity and growth, which in turn
generate higher tax revenue. Even under conservative assumptions, the value of the benefits (lower
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costs and higher productivity) consistently exceeds the additional investment costs.3® These identi-
fied benefits result in cost-savings not just in countries with a small number of languages, but also
in linguistically diverse countries. For instance, in Mali, a World Bank study found that French-only
programs cost about eight percent less per year than mother-tongue schooling, but the total cost of
educating a student through the six-year primary cycle was about 27 percent more, largely because
of the difference in repetition and dropout rates.3* Studies looking at the provision of MTB-MLE
in Guatemala, Senegal, and elsewhere confirm these conclusions.®® Net benefits are positive even
without including any valuations of considerations wholly external to the labor market such as the
preservation of languages as living cultural assets.*® Figure 2 compares the impacts and cost-effective-
ness of different teaching interventions. Among them, MTB-MLE stands out as the one that yields the
most learning gains per equivalent investment costs. For more information regarding the cost impli-
cations of MTB-MLE, refer to Chapter 6 in Optimising Learning, Education and Publishing in Africa:
The Language Factor.>’

IGI[IFA Highly Effective Practices to Increase Access and Learning Outcomes

Providing remedial education _ $$
Doubling learning time _ $
Group by learning activity _ $
Update teachers on student progress _ $
Teacher performance incentives _ $$
I 1 1 1 1
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%
$ Interventions cost 0-3% of standard (basic) costs $$ Interventions cost 4-9% of standard costs
$%$% Interventions cost 10% or more of standard costs I Impact on learning outcomes

Source: Education Commission analysis (2016). Note: The improvements are calculated from a baseline of 50 percent (of enrollment, completion, or
reaching learning targets) and measured as percentage points gained. The costs are estimated relative to average baseline costs—with average class
size, materials, support, and salaries.

-

RATIONAL GOALS LEAD TO SEEMINGLY IRRATIONAL EDUCATION POLICIES FOR LOI. The high
prevalence of Lol practices that ignore evidence of the effectiveness of L1 instruction point to a crit-
ical disconnect between the end goals of language policies and the means of achieving these goals.
Reducing or eliminating this disconnect should be a main goal of national policies to issues of Lol.
Examples abound of both negative and positive experiences. Whereas Box 3 presented some posi-
tive experiences, Box 4 presents the Rwandan case, which exemplifies the notion of rational goals
leading to Lol decisions that go against the evidence (please see case study on Rwanda, Annex B). This
paper recommends that governments: (a) clarify the goals of Lol policies; (b) review their past and
current experience with Lol policies; (¢) analyze their language landscape from technical and polit-
ical perspectives; and (d) systematically plan and employ the most effective means for achieving high
learning outcomes across school subjects.
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:10),&“5 Rwanda: A Changing Education System for a Changing Time

Rwanda has made impressive progress in education over the past few decades, having achieved a gross
enrollment rate of over 100 percent and maintaining a low rate of out-of-school children. Learning,
on the other hand, has not advanced at the same pace. While Rwanda has not yet participated in any
international assessments, it implemented several Early Grade Reading Assessments (EGRAS) in
Kinyarwanda. A 2011 EGRA found that only 32 percent of grade 4 students and 47 percent of grade
6 students could read and understand a grade 2 text. At the core of this learning crisis is the issue of
language.

In Rwanda, Kinyarwanda is the national language, spoken by all ethnic groups. English is spoken
by only 190,000 people in a population of nearly 13 million. Yet, for the past 25 years, Rwanda has
consistently introduced reforms to Lol policies that have almost exclusively given priority to the use
of English for instruction instead of Kinyarwanda beyond grade 3. The latest policy change came in
December 2019, when the Government of Rwanda announced a new Lol policy, mandating the use of
English as the primary language in all grades in basic education.

This shift can be explained by the pursuit of political and economic goals. The Government of Rwanda
has ambitious economic goals for the future of the country, and a reliable education system is a key
part of that plan. In 2007, Rwanda joined the East African Community. In 2009, Rwanda joined the
Commonwealth. These factors, plus a decision to cease using the language associated with the
country’s Franco-Belgian colonial period,, provided a strong impetus to favor English.

Societal pressures have a role to play as well. With the goal of an increasingly globalized economy,
Rwandan parents want their children to gain English proficiency. This push is driven by wealthier
parents who can send their children to private schools better able to support English instruction. In
both the short and the long term, children from poorer households bear more of the brunt of hasty
decisions that prove difficult to implement.

Rwanda is an example of how political and economic goals requiring educated adults are often at odds
with best practice to improve learning for young children. Achieving desired L2 proficiency by the end
of basic education is best done through initial instruction in L1in primary school for at least 5-7 years,
accompanied by L2 “foreign language” instruction and a well-planned, skill-based transition to L2
instruction in secondary school. (Annex B considers the case of Rwanda in more detail).

THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC IS A CHANCE TO ADVANCE IMPROVED LOI POLICIES. The global
COVID-19 pandemic will exacerbate the learning crisis and worsen inequality in education. School
closures have affected almost all children worldwide. It is expected that Learning Poverty will rise
10 percentage points in LMICs (from 52 percent to 63 percent).3® The combined shocks of school
closures and the economic impact of the pandemic are expected to result in higher dropout rates.
Adjustment requires schools and school systems to quickly develop or adapt new curricula for new
modes of delivery, especially distance learning. Sound policy engagement can mitigate negative effects

and allow countries to “build back better”,? with evidence-based Lol policies and programming.
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Language of instruction policy
should be multifaceted

.

LOI POLICY CONTEXTS ARE NOT MONOLITHIC. Language, cultural and political contexts vary
within and across countries. In formulating effective policy, there are several key factors to consider
(see Table 2):

 Absolute number of languages spoken. Overall language diversity is first a function of the num-
ber of languages within national territory. Low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) span a
spectrum from being monolingual to having several hundred languages. The sizes of language
communities vary, as do the number of languages and dialects spoken in them and the range of
proficiency levels.

e Number of major languages used in education. Countries may seek to have gradu-
ates of basic education who are proficient in several national languages. It is com-
mon for one of these to be an international or colonial language that may share
few characteristics with local languages. A typical situation in Sub-Saharan Af-
rica, for example, may include local L1s, a Language of Wider Communication
(LWC—sometimes referred to as a lingua franca), an official language or lan-
guages, and various additional national or official languages.

 Education model for language instruction and schooling. Countries may
use “L2 only from the start of primary school (and even in ECEC),” which is
the least effective model. Slightly, but only slightly more effective, are “ear-
ly-exit” bilingual models, which provide a minimal amount of L1 instruction,
often in parallel with L2 instruction. More effective for learning are models such
as two-way (language learners and language-proficient students in the same class-
room), dual language education, and late-exit models whereby language and academ-
ic content in other school subjects are taught in L1 first, then gradually in L2 under
explicit transition plans that are informed by research.

e Numbers and distribution of students and teachers. Countries may not have enough
teachers who are literate in L1s or they may not be posted appropriately around the
country. Teachers in larger cities may be proficient in the official languages
but lack L1 language skills for teaching. Teachers in rural areas
may have the opposite skills, namely proficiency in L1s, but not
in the official language.

Homogeneity of speech communities. Rural communities
may be characterized by a single widely spoken L1 or by
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several. Geographically, the boundaries of speech communities may be sharply or weakly de-
fined. Section 6 suggests the best ways to develop policies according to the number of languages
spoken in a classroom, school, or school system.

e Proficiency levels of students and teachers. Since L2-only education leads to lower graduation
rates, assessments of upper secondary or lower secondary students will understate the learning
gaps between L1 and L2 speakers. L1 speakers who persist in school to upper grades will have
better L1 and L2 abilities than a randomly chosen peer from their age cohort, due to more school-
ing and likely interaction effects associated with having remained in school.

 Similarity of languages, writing systems, or both. Lol policies will be affected by levels of sim-
ilarity among languages in question. It must also be borne in mind that dialects can vary widely.
In some cases, such as formal Arabic versus colloquial Arabic, the distinction is between versions
(and registers) of a single language (Box 5). In other cases, languages may be closely related and
share common word roots and mutually intelligible vocabulary (as do Spanish and Portuguese).
At the other end of the spectrum, languages—even those found within the same country or com-
munity—may share very few characteristics. Similarity between languages and writing systems
facilitates learning. Achieving bilingual proficiency is easier when languages and writing systems
share characteristics. Overlapping sounds and symbols in L1 and L2 will shorten the instruction-
al time required for proficiency in L2, if instruction is designed to facilitate bridging between
languages.®® In Kenya, studies found that reading skills in L1 (Gikuyu, Dholuo, and Kiswahili)
and L2 (English) were strongly correlated.** Similar findings have been found in myriad other
studies in low-, middle-, and high-income settings.*?

 Ages of language learning. Lol policies need to be contextualized to reflect the languages chil-
dren know when they start school. In some contexts, children are bilingual or even multilingual
at a very young age. In other countries, children are monolingual until they leave home to go
to school. In yet other countries, there are differences by gender due to differences in gender
roles. Ages of language learning can also vary according to parental occupation, and other fac-
tors. When children first arrive in school, typically at age five or younger for ECEC and six or
seven for primary school, their instruction needs to be in a language they speak at that time in
their lives.

 Special considerations. Refugees and internally displaced school-age children require in-
struction in a language they speak and understand. Continuity with the Lol of their earlier
schooling is ideal, but circumstances may not permit it. Language of instruction for learners
with disabilities should also be considered. This may involve accessible learning materials,
along with additional support, such as specialized staff, or community volunteers. For exam-
ple, deaf children’s language of instruction should be a sign language in which instruction may
be offered. A multiplicity of other language-related considerations applies to those with learn-
ing difficulties and other communication challenges (but lies beyond the remit of this paper).

CONTEXTS AND CONSULTATIONS ARE ESSENTIAL TO POLICY FORMULATION AND IMPLEMENTA-
TION. Since so many factors influence Lol policies, it is critically important for all involved to (a) under-
stand the context; and (b) consult widely with stakeholders during policy development and imple-
mentation. Stakeholder consultations help policy makers understand the diversity of the language
context and allow those most affected by policy to articulate their goals and concerns. Understanding
and respecting diverse perspectives makes it more likely that Lol policies will align with stakeholders’
goals, which in turn increases the likelihood of a policy’s long-term acceptance and viability
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:{0), "5 Mastering Arabic: The Transition from Colloquial to Formal

Arabic is spoken by more than 420 million people, making it the sixth most spoken language across
the world. Arabic exists in a continuum of forms, from Classical Arabic—the language of the Qur'an—
to the many informal, colloquial versions used in everyday communication. Modern Standard Arabic
(MSA) lies near the formal end of the continuum, and is described by some linguists as a version that
dates back to the 19th century, having dropped some words and phrases over the intervening decades,
and added new technical vocabulary. MSA is the written form of Arabic that is used across Arabic-
speaking countries in literature, official documentation, mass media, and educational institutions.
However, MSA is not an L1; it is learned through formal education.

Formal Arabic (Classical or MSA) differs significantly from colloquial Arabic. There are many types
of colloguial Arabic, including Iragi, Gulf Arabic, Levantine, Yemeni, Sudanese, Egyptian, Maghrebi
(North Africa excluding Egypt), and Hassaniya (mainly Mauritania) and even differences within
some of these. The strictly formal version of Arabic has barely changed over time, unlike the rapid
development of colloquial Arabic, resulting in widening gaps between the two.*3

Children grow up hearing colloquial Arabic in their homes and communities, but are expected to
learn to read and write in formal Arabic as soon as they enter school. Given that oral language
proficiency is a prerequisite for reading acquisition, this results in delays in reading. Parents in Arabic-
speaking countries are less likely to have children’s books in the home and are less likely to read to
their children when they are young than parents in other countries (See Annex D). This is a concern,
as children transition more easily from their L1 colloquial to formal Arabic if they are exposed to
children’s literature.**

Low quality instructional materials and ineffective teaching methods make it difficult for children
to learn formal Arabic. Teaching and learning materials in schools use MSA. Children are often taught
to read and write in a rigid way, with a focus on grammar and accuracy and a lack of playfulness and
inquiry.*® Teachers correct children as they learn to read and write, while inventive or spontaneous
engagement with words or spellings is considered inappropriate.®® Likewise, phonics-based methods
are rarely used as they rely on breaking words down and assessing using non-words. Teachers do
however sometimes use colloquial Arabic to help to explain features of the formal Arabic language,
but this tends to add a level of complication.#” In fact, teachers are themselves frequently the
products of poor Arabic language education, meaning they rarely have the knowledge and skills in
formal Arabic to be comfortable using it as a medium of instruction. Furthermore, those training to
become Arabic language teachers rarely experience the in-depth training they need on how to teach
Arabic, with very few university teacher preparation courses in the region including Arabic pedagogy.

Teaching and learning approaches for Arabic have not enabled all students to reach their potential.
Improving Arabic language teaching and learning would boost overall learning outcomes. This should
include (1) encouraging parents to read to children from an early age to help develop vocabulary,
(2) developing more, and more engaging, children'’s literature, (3) using evidence-based pedagogical
methods in the early grades, and (4) devoting sufficient time within the curriculum to the development
of Arabic language skills. (Annex D considers the case of Arabic in more detail).

LOUD AND CLEAR: Effective Language of Instruction Policies for Learning




PART 2:

Promoting Solutions
through More Active
Engagement




34

GREATER USE OF EXISTING SOLUTIONS AND MORE PROACTIVE ENGAGEMENT BY THE BANK.
Although there are examples of excellent engagement with Lol issues within Bank teams, the Educa-
tion Global