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			Abstract

			Today’s societies are characterized by cultural and linguistic diversity and schools are places where different groups meet. Two similar proposals in the United States and Latin America have emerged in this regard: Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) and Intercultural Bilingual Education (IBE). This work of bibliographical review compares both paradigms using the Comparative Method. Specifically, it contrasts their goals, historical backgrounds, and language teaching aspects concerning the Second Language Acquisition field. There were found strong differences in all areas. Regarding the goals, CRT is mostly concerned about school performance, while IBE focuses on political-cultural revindications. About the historical background, CRT has been close to academia and IBE is mainly a result of social mobilization. In language teaching, CRT possesses a strong research tradition and solid scientific foundations. IBE presents scientific weaknesses and dispersion, as well as a lack of consensus. Regarding SLA, both paradigms are influenced by Commin’s notions of BICS and CALP and immersive bilingualism, Krashen’s hypotheses, and Vygotsky’s socio-cultural perspective and Zone of Proximal Development. The findings point out that these differences are related to the groups involved in the historical development and the way they emerged. Both paradigms should establish a dialog to strengthen each other. 
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			Resumen

			Las sociedades de hoy día se caracterizan por la diversidad cultural y lingüística,  y las escuelas son lugares de encuentro entre diferentes grupos. En este marco, dos propuestas similares han surgido en Estados Unidos y Latinoamérica: la enseñanza culturalmente receptiva (ECR) y la educación intercultural bilingüe (EIB). Este trabajo de revisión bibliográfica compara ambos paradigmas utilizando el método comparativo. Específicamente, se comparan objetivos, trasfondos históricos y aproximaciones a la enseñanza de lengua en relación con el campo de adquisición de una segunda lengua (ASL). Se hallaron diferencias notables en las tres áreas. Sobre los objetivos, se encontró que la ECR se preocupa mayormente por el desempeño escolar, mientras que la EIB se enfoca en la reivindicación político-cultural. En el desarrollo histórico, la ECR estuvo muy relacionado con la academia y la EIB es producto de las luchas populares. Respecto a la enseñanza, la ECR tiene una fuerte tradición investigativa y sólida fundamentación científica. La EIB posee debilidades científicas, gran dispersión y falta de consenso en esta área. En relación con la ASL, en ambos paradigmas hay influencias de las nociones de BICS y CALP y el bilingüismo inmersivo de Cummins, las hipótesis de Krashen y la perspectiva sociocultural y la zona de desarrollo próximo de Vygotsky. Se concluye que las diferencias están relacionadas con los actores involucrados en el desarrollo histórico de ambos paradigmas y la forma en que surgieron. Se recomienda un diálogo entre ambos para el fortalecimiento mutuo. 

			Palabras clave: enseñanza culturalmente receptiva, educación intercultu­ral bilingüe, interculturalidad, educación bilingüe, adquisición segunda lengua.

			1. Introduction: The Challenge of Cultural and Linguist Diversity 

			Cultural and Linguistic diversity is not new. The need to move to environments that provide better living conditions has been present since the origins of human existence (Harari, 2011, 2016). Since ancient times, there have been people fluent in more than one language and communities in which more than one language is spoken. Today, monolingualism and monoculturalism are not the norm, as Remillard and Williams (2016) affirm. Either officially or de facto, almost all countries are multilingual and contain different cultural groups. Cultural and Linguistic diversity are realities of contemporary human life.

			School is becoming more and more diverse (Gollnick & Chinn, 2009; Yao et al., 2009). According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2018), in 2015, 9.5% of public-school students —4.8 million— were English-language-learners, and the number was projected to keep growing (Lucas et al., 2008). In Latin America, Albó et al. (2009) identified 29 million native descendant inhabitants, 522 peoples, and 420 languages. Countries like Mexico, Colombia, Argentina, Ecuador, Bolivia, Peru, Paraguay, and Brazil have schools that teach in Western and Native languages. 

			The adequate management of intergroup relations is key to guarantee equitable access to opportunities, preserve the free development of personality, and balance power dynamics. In this regard, school is a tremendously important institution due to its potential of either promoting inclusion and equity or propitiating segregation and domination. It supposes a space to devise alternative educational models, capable of transforming our realities. Thus, it is pertinent and necessary to explore the efforts that have been made around diversity and education.  

			This article examines two educational paradigms that emerged from the discussion about cultural and linguistic diversity in the United States and Latin America: Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) and Intercultural Bilingual Education (IBE). The objective of this work is to compare CRT and IBE. Specifically, the comparison investigates three areas: goals, historical background, and language teaching methods concerning the Second Language Acquisition field. To attain the objective, this work uses the Comparative Method. First, this article gives a conceptualization of both paradigms. Then, it exposes their goals, historical background, and language teaching aspects concerning SLA field. Afterward, it makes a contrast by establishing differences in each area. Last, it offers conclusions and suggestions. 

			2. Culturally Responsive Teaching and Intercultural Bilingual Education: A Conceptualization 

			This works studies CRT and IBE paradigms. CRT is a pedagogical paradigm that proposes the utilization of minority and low-income students’ cultural and familiar resources to propitiate a more effective, fairer, and pertinent educational experience (Gay, 2002, 2010; Vavrus, 2008). CRT is based on the Cultural Difference Theory (Ladson-Billings, 1994; Ramirez & Castañeda, 1974) which establishes there is a difference between the cultures of schools and minority-families-communities’, creating a conflict for students from these groups. 

			CRT is a reaction against traditional curricula based in a hegemonic culture that favors upper-middle-class, and Anglo-Saxon students, to the detriment of students from other realities. It arose in the nineteen-eighties to address African-Unitedstatian populations —Unitedstatian is used instead of American to confront the appropriation of the term America referring exclusively to the United States (Galeano, 1971) and as an attempt to resignify the concept (Segato, 2002) from a decolonial perspective (Quijano, 1992, 2014)—. Afterward, CRT gained interest in other marginalized groups besides Afro-descendant people such as low-income and immigrant students. 

			IBE [Educación Intercultural Bilingüe] is the name given to an educational perspective that permeates different educational models in Latin America, in which education is delivered simultaneously in more than one language and framed in different cultures (Sortorello, n.d.; Cariman, 2015). IBE is not a unique concept, rather it is a heterogeneous complex of ideas, models, and systems that varies largely from country to country (Sartorello, n.d.; Terreros, 2015). This paradigm is centered in indigenous —and Afro-descendant— populations but also extends to Euro-descendant groups.

			IBE is the application of Interculturality to school. Interculturality is a socio-cultural, political, and epistemological project that seeks more democratic and fairer forms of relations between different cultural groups (Schmelkes, 2006). It is a decolonizing concept that revendicates the indigenous and Afro-descendant people’s presence and resistances over colonial and Eurocentric power in the formations of Latin American identity. 

			3. Methodology 

			This research uses the Difference Comparative Method (Colino, 2009; Caballero et al. 2016). It is an analytic description of similar objects and their comparison by establishing differences. The data was collected under the bibliographical revision modality (Tonon, 2011). The procedure consisted of CRT and IBE’s analytical separation, following the three aspects —goals, historical background, and teaching methods concerning SLA—. Then, these aspects were systematically described (Bostingorry, 2006) and compared to their homolog in the other paradigm. Later, differences were highlighted by contrasting. Last, the paradigms are synthesized, and conclusions offered. 

			4. The Review 

			4.1. Goals

			Every educational paradigm intends to contribute somehow to sociopolitical ordering (Dewey, 1916). However, the idea of order is not universal, but it is based on the cultural, economic, political, and ideological characteristics of every society (Flor Do Nascimento & Botelho, 2010). These visions conform the goals, the ultimate objectives of the paradigm and education’s role in this task.

			4.2. Culturally Responsive Teaching

			CRT’s vision is that schools should integrate into classrooms the cultural experiences of groups with less power. By doing so, it provides an educational model capable of fulfilling their needs (Vavrus, 2008) and reach a better academic performance. To achieve this, it invites teachers to reflect on these students’ cultural and linguistic capital, racial heritage, and family background and use them in the teaching process (Gay, 2002, 2000; Aceves & Orosco, 2014) to make school interesting, relevant, and useful for them. 

			Aceves & Orosco (2014) identified six areas of concern in CRT. First, Instructional Engagement encourages teachers to connect students’ knowledge to the teaching process (August & Shanahan, 2010), positively affecting their performance by delivering familiar and relevant content. Second, Culture, Language and Racial Identity invites educators to use teaching to bring students’ learning closer to their cultural, linguistic and racial heritage, growing in them a sense of belonging (Irvine & Armento, 2001) and shaping a healthier personal identity (Aceves & Orosco, 2014). Third, Multicultural Awareness demands that teachers critically analyze their values, beliefs, and perceptions (Gay, 2002), to challenge stereotypes and prejudices. Fourth, High Expectations require teachers to believe in students’ learning capabilities (Scheurich, 1998) and to communicate learning expectations (Cahnmann, 2005), resulting in standard-driven, challenging, and engaging exercises. Fifth, Critical Thinking asks teachers to educate students in critical and independent thinking (Aceves & Orosco, 2014), causing students to apply reasoning and logic to new ideas, critically filter them, and increase problem-solving, inference, and inquiring skills (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2006). Sixth, Social Justice encourages teachers to acknowledge and act upon social inequalities and structural privileges and oppressions certain individuals and groups face (Cochran-Smith, 2004; Gay, 2002) and to foster a sense of agency in students by giving them tools to act independently (Ladson-Billings, 1994). 

			This would result in CRT’s aim, the closing of academic, social, and economic achievement gaps based on race, ethnicity, culture, class, and English language proficiency disparities (Gay, 2010, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Vavrus, 2008). 

			4.3. Intercultural Bilingual Education

			IBE conceives the school as an institution which has the role to create a new epistemic vision that involves indigenous and Afro-descendant linguistic, ethnic, and rational background and identities (Williamson, 2004; Chiodi, 2000; UNESCO, 2018). At the time, it brings dominant students’ groups closer to such populations by the cherishing and diffusion of their culture.  

			IBE is an understanding of education based on Critical Interculturality. Critical Interculturality is a decolonizing reaction against the Unitedstatian and European Multiculturalism and functional and relation interculturality. Rincon (2018) and Walsh (2012, 2012b) consider those perspectives are obstacles in the construction of egalitarian relationships among cultures since they are aligned with the ruling class’ interest and the system’s dynamics. By just acknowledging cultural differences, multiculturalism does not tackle the structural causes disparity. Critical Interculturality critiques the structural bases of inequality such as economical exploitation, racial differentiation, racism, and colonial domination (Walsh, 2012; Rincon, 2018). 

			IBE’s final objective is to disassemble oppressive configuration, socially unequal structures, and balance asymmetric power relations. It aims to build national identities that nurture from diverse groups (Cariman, 2015) and uses Interculturality as an instrument to reconcile cultural differences and mitigate conflicts (Valdez Castro, 2019). 

			5. Historical Background 

			Education is a historically situated process (Vygotsky, 1978). The configuration of a certain type of education responds to specific historical contexts and groups involved in the construction of education’s ideals. The epistemological production and cultural techniques of these groups built the educational paradigms in which schools are based (Gomes, 2011). Thus, the Historical Background includes the origin, actors, trajectory, and epistemic bases of the paradigm. 

			5.1. Culturally Responsive Teaching 

			CRT has been very close to academia. It nurtures mainly from theoretical sources like John Dewey’s ideas of education and democracy, and James Bank’s work on Multicultural Education. Moreover, it is influenced by the Civil Rights Movement’s victories.

			CRT takes Dewey’s ideas of education’s function for social reproduction. Dewey (1916) argues schools are places where citizens develop and validate skills that would help them to incorporate into the economic and social machinery and participate democratically in society. His thoughts justify the need of guaranteeing everyone’s participation in formal education since it is an opportunity for economic development and social integration. Education deprivation based on race and/or income level is in itself a discriminatory act but also an act that produces more discrimination as it maintains the inequalities. 

			The influence of James Banks on CRT is his work on multicultural education. Banks (2015, p. 3) states that multicultural education seeks to “reform schools, colleges, and universities so that students from diverse racial, ethnic, and social-class groups will experience educational equality”. He suggests five dimensions that should be present in multicultural education. First, Content Integration refers to the usage of examples from a variety of groups. Second, Knowledge Construction Process attempts to help students investigate and understand how biases and cultural assumptions shape the way knowledge is constructed. Third, Prejudice Reduction uses teaching methods and materials as modifiers of students’ racial attitudes. Fourth, Equity Pedagogy, exists when teachers facilitate the academic achievement of students from diverse groups. Five, Empowering School Culture and Social Structure examines the way school dynamics and relationships are produced across race and ethnicity to achieve a school culture that empowers students from all backgrounds. 

			CRT’s formation is close to the demands and conquests of the Civil Rights Movement.  Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 was key since it destroyed the separated but equal ideology that fed Jim Crow laws (Vavrus, 2018). This opened the doors to end racial segregation that established distinct schools for white and colored people. Lau v. Nichols in 1974 was important as well since it obligated schools to address the language needs of students with limited or no English proficiency. Thereby, the case established meaningful public education for non-English speaking children as a constitutional right (Biegel, 1994; Sugarman & Widess, 1974). 

			It was within this context that educators started to publicly question the existing structures and institutions (Vavrus, 2008). These demands, recommendations, and theories articulate the basis for CRT as an expression of a multicultural education system in a democratic society, which became possible through legal victories. 

			5.2. Intercultural Bilingual Education 

			IBE has been developed mainly in the streets and communities, outside of academia or courts. Although Interculturality and Decoloniality have been key, IBE is a political achievement of indigenous people’s fight to receive quality education. In this sense, it is more pertinent to look into the historical evolution of indigenous people’s educational situation rather than the institutional influences. 

			In Latin America, bilingual education has been present since the colonial era (Lopez & Kuper, 1999; Lopez, 2005, 2006). However, it was not until the 20th century when an indigenous centered education started. In 1930 and 1940 community leaders, anthropologists, linguists, and ethnolinguists —many of whom were Christian missionaries— created writing systems for Native languages which allowed the first bilingual teachers to write and read using them (UNESCO 2018). 

			Until then, Native languages were mere bridges to Western language instruction (Cariman, 2015; Rodas, 1989). In the mid-1940s, indigenous leaders and teachers started to question the usage of hegemonic languages and worldviews. People like Maria Asunsión Galindo, Avelino Siñani, Elizardo Pérez, Dolores Cacuango, and Manuel Camacho started to create informal schools where education was delivered in both Western and Native languages (Arellano, 2008; Lopez, 1996; Lopez & Kuper, 1999; Terrero, 2015). 

			They slowly started to receive support from universities that ran pilot programs of more structured bilingual models. In 1970s, Latin American states began to acknowledge their population’s diverse character and recognized indigenous people’s cultural and linguistic rights. This, added to indigenous peoples’ pressure, created organisms and plans to expand bilingual education, generating reforms of education systems. In this context, IBE sat as an alternative to include indigenous languages, values, and epistemes to school, and eventually, became one of the most important educational paradigms in Latin America. 

			6. Language Teaching 

			Language is capital to an education that is concerned about cultural diversity since, as Remillard and Williams (2016) state, language is the vehicle by which culture is delivered. Language Teaching refers to the approximation the paradigm has to language as an object and means of instruction. In this work, this area is examined concerning Second Language Acquisition theories and concepts. 

			6.1. Culturally Responsive Teaching 

			A huge concern of CRT relates to the linguistic barrier many migrant populations face. This propitiated th23e creation of Linguistically Responsive Teaching (LRT), a CRT’s branch that specializes in the students’ linguistic necessities. LRT has two main objectives: students’ acquisition of the target language and students’ academic advancement and success using that language. 

			LRT draws heavily on the advancements in the SLA field. Three SLA points are critical for LRT: Cummins’s Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) notions, Krashen’s Comprehensible Input and Affective Filter hypotheses, and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Perspective.

			BICS and CALP refer to sequences in language proficiency acquired during the development of language usage (Cummins, 1979, 1999). They consider the different stages in language proficiency according to the complexity of the stimulus people receive in informal and academic settings. If the learner is not familiar with L1 with the specific tasks of schooling academic discourse, more advanced proficiency would be more difficult to develop in L2. Street & Hornberger (2008, p.3) advise that ignoring this has contributed to the “inappropriate placement of bilingual students in special education programs.” Similarly, students who have developed BICS but not CALP in L2, important for academic success (Roessingh, 2005), may be considered proficient and, thus, denied additional language assistance, resulting in poor academic performance. LRT considers the learner’s development of basic and advanced competencies in both L1 and L2 and recognizes language use for different purposes in academics and familiar settings (Schleppegrell, 2001). LRT foster teachers to acknowledge the student’s familiar linguistic background to distinguish conversational and academic proficiencies and provide suitable support. 

			The Input and Affective Filter hypotheses (Krashen, 1977,1982) have also influenced LRT. Input Hypothesis states that “acquisition occurs when one is exposed to a language that is comprehensible and that contains i+1 [a stimulus just above learners’ current level]” (Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 37). From an LTR perspective, Lucas et al. (2008, p. 363) affirm “second language learners must have access to comprehensible input that is just beyond their current level of competence.” LRT provides students the right amount of L2 input; if the input is too much or too difficult, it would not be comprehensible, and the student will not learn. Scaffolding-based-strategies (Ninio & Bruner, 1978) have been suggested to improve comprehensibility (Aceves & Orosco, 2014). Also, LRT reminds teachers that second language learners are learning a language and content in that language, so comprehensibility should be constant in language class and other subjects. 

			The Affective Filter concept captures how emotional variables intervene in second language learning. Krashen (1982, p. 32) describes the Affective Filter as “affective variables acting to impede or facilitate the delivery of input to the language acquisition device.” Lightbown and Spada (2006, p. 37) see it as a “metaphorical [emotional] barrier that prevents learners from acquiring language even when appropriate input is available.” When learners suffer high levels of stress and lack confidence speaking L2, the filter activates, and the learner will not perform properly. The filter often appears when there is a perception that language fluency is more important than learning itself (Krashen, 1982). LRT emphasizes making the classroom emotionally safe with minimal anxiety (Lucas et al., 2008). Due to xenophobic and hostile attitudes, Olsen (1997) and Valdés (2001) have found some language learners in US schools feel marginalized, ignored, and unwelcomed, experiencing anxiety and nervousness. LRT aims to mitigate these behaviors and encourages teachers to embrace multicultural awareness (Aceves & Orosco, 2014) to constantly question biases and prejudices.

			Vygotsky’s contribution is the importance LRT gives to socialization in the language learning process. Gass (1997) and Wong-Fillmore and Snow (2005) highlight socialization’s prominence when arguing language learners should interact frequently with people who are fluent in L2. Socialization presents an opportunity to receive feedback and negotiate meanings. Practicing with people who imbue language with cultural meaning is necessary to communicate effectively (Bialystok & Hakuta, 1994). LRT’s interest in socialization and anxiety is due to inappropriate management of these two elements that may activate an affective filter during classes of/in the L2 and interaction with native speakers. Pappamihiel (2002) discovered second language learners tend to feel more anxious about ESL classes than other classes and feel stressed about social aspects like interacting with other English-speaking students. Collaborative teaching methods are suggested since they have proven to positively impact motivation (Au, 2011; Genesee & Riches, 2006) and “enable participants to share and learn from their collective experiences and challenges” (Aceves & Orosco, 2014, p. 13). 

			6.2. Intercultural Bilingual Education 

			The implementation of bilingual education models in Latin American schools started a debate centered on how much L1 and L2 should be present in the education of language learners and if a monolingual or bilingual approach was better (Hamel et al., 2004; Lopez, 1996, 2009). The debate can be summarized in Lopez’s (2009) identification of bilingual education models used in Latin America: submersion, subtractive, maintenance, and enrichment. 

			Submersion models prohibit using Aboriginal languages and use exclusively Western languages. In subtractive models, Native languages are used as an instrument to develop Western Languages which eventually replace them. Maintenance-development models intend to develop Western languages without damaging the Native languages by teaching students in both languages. Enriching models, parallel to the interculturality and decoloniality movements, teach in both languages but also increases Native languages’ value by giving them major pragmatic usefulness. Although enriching models are the most accepted today, they are not the only ones in use, and Lopez (2009) says the same program might use different models at different stages.

			IBE academics, experts, and leaders, who support the usage of enriching models, use SLA theories to justify their positions. They are heavily influenced by Cummins’s BICS and CALP and submersion bilingual model findings, Chomsky’s ideas of a critical period, Comprehensive Input Hypothesis from Krashen, and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Perspective and ZDP. 

			IBE learned from Cummins’s experiences with submersive bilingual schools in the 1990s (2000) which provided opportunities to examine linguistic power relations and the learning of inferiorized languages. IBE academics propose replacing submersion with enriching models, which Hamel et al. (2004) consider culturally exclusive. Cummins’s (1981) BICS and CALP were also helpful in constructing IBE models. Hamel et al. (2004) argue basic skills development in L1 is necessary for the acquisition of L2, and for CALP in both, so they suggest complementing didactic activities with quotidian contextualized exercises. Similarly, Lopez & Kuper (1999) state the maintenance of L1 is not detrimental to learning L2 but instead it improves its learning. Peru’s Ministry of Education even suggests students occasionally communicate in L1 (Ministerio de Educación, 2013)

			The Critical Period Hypothesis (Chomsky, 1969; Lenneberg, 1967) has also been utilized to promote teaching in both languages continuously. It establishes there is a critical period for language acquisition in the development of biological structures that allows linguistic communication, so deprivation of stimulus could hinder maturing of linguistic skills’ (Chomsky, 1969). For Bailey et al. (2001), if language learners are not exposed to a language during this period, they risk not achieving native-level competence. Supporters of permanent L1 and L2 teaching in IBE models argue that students should be exposed to both languages from an early age to guarantee normal development and native proficiency. Criticizing subtractive and transitional models, Hamel (1988) says it is necessary to teach in L1 and L2 continuously, at least during the elementary level. 

			Vygotsky’s contribution to IBE is the vision of language as a cultural and historical product. IBE conceives education as a process situated in a cultural and historical context (UNESCO, 2018). Since language is inherently linked to culture it should be learned through socialization with culturally experienced actors. IBE aims for cultural vindication of indigenous identities, so indigenous culture is very present in both means and content (Hamel et al., 2004). IBE stresses greatly the importance of family and community members in transmitting cultural and historic heritage (Alvarado 2016; Cariman, 2015; Lopez, 1996; Quidel 2011). Thus, the role of culture is capital to IBE as a capability to change the material reality of indigenous peoples and as a resource to contribute to society’s development. 

			Krashen’s Comprehensive Input Hypothesis and Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) are also present when it comes to learning in/of L2. ZPD was introduced by Vygotsky (1978) and is defined as a “metaphorical location or ‘site’ in which learners co-construct knowledge in collaboration with an interlocutor” (Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 47). ZPD implies there is a specific level of difficulty students can endure with the help of a more experienced learner or adult. Learning would, therefore, be unsuccessful if students attempted to develop abilities beyond this level. Similarly, Krashen’s Theory claims learning happens when students are given an input which is just a level above their current knowledge (Krashen, 1977). If input is not comprehensible, it is not useful. Thus, the recommendation is to give students a large amount of comprehensible, natural, and familiar input (Ministerio de Educación, 2013). If students do not comprehend the input, teachers should not talk louder or translate, but make the input understandable by lowering vocabulary level, repeating slowly, using grammatical structure, modifying the discourse or negotiating meaning (Hamel et al., 2004). 

			7. The Contrast 

			CRT and IBE are both educational perspectives to manage cultural diversity in school and address marginalized populations. Although similar, there are strong differences. Highlighting those differences is the focus of this analysis.

			8. Goals 

			CRT’s chief concern is students’ scholarly development. Its goal is to diminish achievement gaps in the formal educational system and improve student’s performance. Thus, students would be integrated into society and have a more equitably social and economic life. Its interest in student’s performance fetishizes academic achievement and makes it a goal in itself. Also, CRT develops academic competencies in a framework where the skills that are more valued are the ones of the dominant groups. This is functional to the current system as it homogenizes identities and minimizes conflicts (Walsh, 2012, 2012b) and since the means-goals structure and cultural symbols keep the established system (Parsons, 1991). This imposition of the success model reproduces social inequalities and assimilates marginalized populations into the hegemonic cultural structure. 

			IBE considers education not as a goal, but as a means. The purpose is to attain social transformation. It challenges Western-Modern episteme and rationality, including the school as an institution designed to formalize their reproduction. IBE aims to make the school a place co-created by and for native populations, which includes teaching indigenous populations’ mainstream languages but does the same with Euro-descendant students.

			CRT’s focus on non-English-speaking students’ learning consolidates English as the dominant language and Anglo-Saxon as the dominant culture. CRT’s concern for developing students’ abilities to learn the target language produces a dominance over the mother tongue. The native language and cultural values are reduced to tools for learning the hegemonic culture and language, potentially causing its deterioration. IBE sees indigenous languages and cultures as endangered heritage that should be not only preserved but also celebrated and promoted. Therefore, indigenous cosmology, epistemes, culture, and values take an active role and are not only objects of instruction but fundaments in which education is framed. 

			8.1. Historical Background 

			CRT and IBE had very different historical evolutions. CRT, although influenced by the Civil Rights Movement, was developed alongside academy. This propitiated contributions from Pedagogy, Sociology, Law, and Philosophy. IBE is the result of people’s manifestation and it is a political achievement of indigenous movements. Educational institutions joined later. Although IBE was possible due to the work of ethnologists and linguists, their work was centered in written language building. It was social mobilization and communities’ desire of having an indigenous centered education what made IBE possible. 

			Since its origins, CRT relies heavily on scientific reflection. Dewey’s postulates establish a clear path for CRT to follow in terms of what is expected from education. Banks’ principles give CRT an action framework on what should be done to attain its goal. Banks’ influences are noticeable in Aceves & Orosco’s (2014) concern areas and Gay’s (2010) descriptive characteristics. These, added to the extensive usage of SLA, have given CRT a strong scientific tradition and a teaching research profile (Vavrus) which have conducted to an effective, although in constant improvement, language teaching. Even the Civil Rights movement, that is an expression of social mobilization, sat important and early victories at an institutional level with the Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 and Lau v. Nichols in 1974 cases.

			IBE’s origins in the popular manifestation and attempts did not give it robust language teaching methods. The first efforts of community leaders used linguistic and anthropological knowledge in the beginning. Nevertheless, many of these people did not have advanced formal education and the teaching methods used were very rudimentary. It was after these first steps when academia intervened. Furthermore, the governments just started to get involved in the matter and support IBE after the recognition of these groups’ rights.

			8.2. Language Teaching 

			The historical contexts and the scientific contributions that shaped CRT and IBE led to a strong contrast in their teaching aspects and approaches to language management. CRT mainly uses transitional-subtractive programs. Non-English-speaking students enroll in courses designed to develop language abilities which allow them to enter English-taught classes. In general, English remains the dominant language while other languages are reduced to subjects in the curriculum. IBE has moved from transitional to enrichment programs in which minority languages have as means of instruction as well. Countries like Mexico and Bolivia have made efforts to deliver content to students in indigenous languages, and Paraguay represents a landmark in making Guaraní mandatory nationwide. 

			CRT shows a very extensive and sophisticated usage of SLA advancements and has even developed a branch specialized in language teaching: Linguistically Responsive Teaching (LRT). LRT is influenced by the notions of BICS and CALP, Comprehensible Input and Affective Filter Krashen’s hypotheses, and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Perspective. These were those analyzed in this work, but there are many others. IBE’s usage of SLA theories is more limited. However, there are influences of BICS and CALP, critiques to submersion models, Krashen Hypotheses, and Vygotskian Perspective and ZDP. 

			In terms of methodology, cohesion, structure, and assessment, CRT is very solid and well developed. IBE in Latin American countries is very heterogeneous, sometimes causing confusion among authors. There are important theoretical and methodological disagreements that should be solved to attain consensus and implementation to a greater scale. Authors, such as Cañulef (1998), Matus and Loncón (2012), and Oñate (2005) claim that some IBE models lack a clear teaching methodology in both the teaching process and learning assessment. Others like Becerra et al. (2013), Loncón (2013), Quidel (2011), and Relmuan (2005) state the methodologies that have been used so far, which have been created for European languages, do not help teach indigenous languages because these languages need methods for their specific structure. Also, Alvarado (2016) identifies confrontations between Western educators and local leaders in the teaching methods.

			

			Table 1. Main Differences Between Culturally Responsive Teaching and Intercultural Bilingual Education 

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Categories 

						
							
							Culturally Responsive Teaching

						
							
							Intercultural Bilingual Education

						
					

					
							
							Goals

						
							
							Equitable integration to society 

						
							
							Society’s sociocultural reconfiguration

						
					

					
							
							Dominant culture reproduction 

						
							
							Cultural-political alternatives 

						
					

					
							
							Hegemonic conception of success 

						
							
							Critique to dominant means and goals 

						
					

					
							
							Academic achievements as goals 
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			Note: Elaborated by the author.

			9. Conclusions 

			This work shows the profound relation between education and sociocultural, political, and institutional conditions. The actors involved in the origin and the historical evolution of these paradigms shaped their teleological interpretation of education and methodological aspects. Education proposals are powerful strategies to solve societal challenges. However, they are heavily influenced by sociohistorical characteristics, so a critical eye is needed not to reproduce what it wants to be changed. 

			The nature of these actors intervenes in the development of the methods used to attain established goals. The analysis shows that proximity to the academia and official institutions produces a close contact to scientific knowledge. This leads to the production of scientific-standards-based teaching strategies and methodologies. Methods are important in the attainment of goals since they trace the lines to follow and direct the actions. Nevertheless, the presence in these power spaces and the integration into normative, convergent knowledge production centers produce alienation and interiorization of dominant worldviews. This creates an imposition of hegemonic means and goal systems, reproduction of dominant success conceptions, and subordination to mainstream culture. 

			Closeness to communities and the participation of marginalized subjects, especially those whose realities want to be changed, give alternative views’ that confront the establishment rules’. This task, as it is proposed by IBE and the Critical Interculturality perspective, implies the examination of social structures and the construction of alternative realities. Instead of requiring minority populations to be assimilated, it is mandatory to revendicate their identities and values, bringing dominant groups closer to their culture. However, this possesses methodological challenges which might result in a lack of objective teaching and assessment methods. In this regard, strategies to attain those goals are diffuse and without a clear path and correct articulation, objectives achievement seems to be still far. 

			Education should not be limited to school but take political actions beyond the classroom. Democratic management of cultural relations not only addresses minority students but also directs actions towards students from power groups to combat privileges and inequalities and promote inclusion. It recognizes languages and cultures’ practical utility as epistemological tools to face reality and not only as a means to achieve success. In addition to this, the development of accurate and clear scientific methodological procedures is needed. These should be contextual based, culturally respectful, and equative but also driven by scientific standards. Without solid and effective pedagogical strategies, educational goals would not be attained. This synthesis would contribute to the strengthening of educational practices.

			The findings acknowledge there are strengths and improvement areas in both paradigms. This invites to a horizontal dialog between them. This should be a joint effort among different social actors, including teachers, researchers, and theorists from different sciences, as well as policymakers, community leaders, families, and students. Education for culturally and linguistically diverse populations should be where science meets tradition and culture to create an emancipatory knowledge capable of transforming realities and improving people’s living conditions.  

			References

			Aceves, T., & Orosco, M. (2014). Culturally responsive teaching. University of Florida. 

			https://cutt.ly/ntTS8Fy

			Albó, X. (Coord) (2009). Atlas Sociolingüístico de los Pueblos Indígenas de América Latina. UNESCO. 
https://cutt.ly/ltTS61h

			Alvarado, M. (2016) Contextos, metodologías y duplas pedagógicas en el Programa de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe en Chile: una evaluación crítica del estado del debate. Pensamiento Educativo. Revista de Investigación Educacional Latinoamericana, 53(1) 1-16. http://dx.doi.org/10.7764/PEL.53.1.2016.11

			Arellano, A. (2008). Educación Intercultural Bilingüe en el Ecuador: La propuesta educativa y su proceso. Alteridad, 3(1), 64-82. https://www.learntechlib.org/p/195363/.

			Au, K. (2011). Literacy achievement and diversity. Teachers College Press. 

			August, D., & Shanahan, T. (2010). Developing literacy in second-language learners: Report of the National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and Youth. Journal of Literacy Research, 42(3), 341-348. 

			http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1086296X.2010.503745 

			Bailey, D., Bruer, J., Symons, F., & Lichtman, J. (2001). Critical thinking about critical periods. Paul H Brookes Publishing.

			Banks, J. (2015). Cultural Diversity and Education: Foundations, Curriculum, and Teaching. Routledge. 

			Becerra, R., Hasler, F., & Mayo, S. (2013). Re-pensando el lugar de las lenguas indígenas en Chile: globalización y educación intercultural bilingüe. International Journal of Multicultural Education, 15(3), 26-44. http://dx.doi.org/10.18251/ijme.v15i3.715 

			Bialystok, E., & Hakuta, K. (1994). In Other Words. The science and Psychology of Second Language Acquisition. Basic Books. 

			Biegel, S. (1994). The Parameters of the Bilingual Education Debate in California Twenty Years after Lau v. Nichols. Chicana/o Latina/o Law Review, 14(1), 47-60. https://cutt.ly/UtTHCqR

			Bustingorry, S., Tapia, I., & Mansilla, F. (2006). Investigación cualitativa en educación: hacia la generación de teoría a través del proceso analítico. Estudios pedagógicos, 32(1), 119-133. 

			https://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-07052006000100007

			Caballero, A., Manso, J., Matarranz, M., & Valle (2016). Investigación en Educación Comparada: Pistas para investigadores noveles. RELEC, 7(9), 39-56. http://www.saece.com.ar/relec/revistas/9/art3.pdf

			Cahnmann, M. (2005). Translating competence in a critical bilingual classroom. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 36(3), 230-249. 

			http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aeq.2005.36.3.230 

			Cañulef, E. (1998). Introducción a la educación intercultural bilingüe en Chile. Pillán Editores. 

			Cariman, G. A, (2015). Educación Intercultural Bilingüe y los desafíos de su implementación. Cuadernos de Educación, (70). Universidad Alberto Hurtado. https://cutt.ly/YtTFzQK

			Chiodi, F. (2000). Una escuela, diferentes culturas / Francesco Chiodi, Miguel Bahamondes. Corporación Nacional de Desarrollo Indígena. 

			https://cutt.ly/BtTFmbp

			Chomsky, N. (1969). Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. MIT Press.

			Cochran-Smith, M. (2004). Defining the outcomes of teacher education: What’s social justice got to do with it? Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 32(3), 193-212. 

			https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866042000295370

			Colino, C (2009) Método comparativo. En Román Reyes (Ed.), Diccionario Crítico de Ciencias Sociales. Terminología Científico-Social, Tomo 1/2/3/4. Plaza y Valdés.

			Cummins, J. (1979). Cognitive/academic language proficiency, linguistic interdependence, the optimum age question, and some other matters. Working Papers on Bilingualism, (19), 121-129. 

			https://cutt.ly/ZtTFJqn

			Cummins, J. (1981). The role of primary language development in promoting educational success for language minority students. In California State Department of Education, Schooling and language minority students: A theoretical framework. California Department of Education. 

			Cummins, J. (1999). BICS and CALP: Clarifying the Distinction. https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10189sed

			Cummins, J. (2000). Language, power and pedagogy: Children in the Crossfire. Multilingual Matters. 

			Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and Education. The Free Press. 

			Diaz-Rico, L., & Weed, K. (2006). The crosscultural, language, and academic development handbook: A complete K-12 reference guide. Pearson

			Flor Do Nascimento, W., & Botelho, D. (2010). Colonialidade e Educação: O currículo de filosofia brasileiro entre discursos coloniais. Revista Sul- Americana de Filosofia e Educação, (14) 66-89. 

			https://repositorio.unb.br/handle/10482/9671

			Galeano, E. (1971). Las venas abiertas de América Latina. Siglo XXI.

			García Rincon, J. E. (2018). Interculturalidad y racismo en el circuito Centro- periferia: aporte crítico en la perspectiva de la negritud. Revista ABPN, 10(26), 27-56. 

			http://dx.doi.org/10.31418/2177-2770.2018.v10.n.26.p27-56

			Gass, S. M. (1997). Input, interaction, and the second language learner. Lawrence Erlbaum. 

			Gay, G. (2000). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice. Teachers College Press. 

			Gay, G. (2002). Preparing for Culturally Responsive Teaching. Journal of Teacher Education, 53(2), 106-116. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102053002003 

			Gay, G. (2010). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice.Teachers College Press. 

			Gay, G. (2018). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice. Teachers College Press. 

			Genesee, F., & Riches, C. (2006). Instructional issues in literacy development. In Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders & Christian (Eds.), Educating English language learners: A synthesis of research evidence (pp. 109-175). Cambridge University Press.

			Gollnick, D., & Chinn, P. (2009). Multicultural education in a pluralistic society. Merrill Pearson.

			Gomes, N. L. (2011). O movimento negro no Brasil: ausências, emergências e a produção dos saberes. Política e Sociedade. Revista de Sociología Política,10(18) 133-154. 

			https://doi.org/10.5007/2175-7984.2011v10n18p133 

			Hamel, R. (1988). Determinantes sociolingüísticas de la educación indígena bilingüe. SIGNOS. Anuario de Humanidades, 319-376. https://cutt.ly/PtTGdqT

			Hamel, R., Brumm, M., Carrillo, A., Loncon, E., Nieto, R., & Silva, E. (2004). ¿QUÉ HACEMOS CON LA CASTILLA? La enseñanza del español como segunda lengua en un currículo intercultural bilingüe de educación indígena. Revista Mexicana de Investigación Educativa, 9(20), 83-107. 

			https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10184Kdx

			Harari, Y. (2011). Sapiens: de animales a dioses: una breve historia de la humanidad. Harper 

			Harari, Y. (2016). Homo Deus. Una breve historia del mañana. Penguin Random House Grupo Editorial. 

			Irvine, J., & Armento, B. (2001). Culturally responsive teaching: Lesson planning for elementary and middle grades. McGraw-Hill. 

			Krashen, S. D. (1977). Some issues relating to the Monitor Model. In H. D. Brown, C. A. Yorio, & R. H. Crymes (Eds.), On TESOL ’77: Teaching and learning English as a second language: Trends in research and practice (pp. 144–158). Washington D. C.: TESOL. 

			Krashen, S. (1982). Principle and Practices in Second Language Acquisition. Pergamon. 

			Ladson-Billings, G. (1994). The dreamkeepers: Successful teachers of African American. Jossey-Bass. 

			Lenneberg, E.H. (1967). Biological Foundations of Language. Wiley. 

			Lightbown, P. & Spada, N. (2006). How Languages are Learned. Oxford University Press. 

			Loncón, E. (2013). La importancia del enfoque intercultural y de la enseñanza de las lenguas indígenas en la educación chilena. Docencia, (51), 44-55. https://cutt.ly/2tTGbEg

			López, L. (1996) Donde el zapato aprieta: tendencias y desafíos de la educación bilingüe en el Perú. Revista Andina, (14), 295-342. https://cutt.ly/6tTGQxe

			López, L. (2005). De resquicios a boquerones: la Educación Intercultural Bilingüe en Bolivia. Plural editores.

			López, L. (2006). Diversidad cultural, multilingüismo y reinvención de la educación intercultural bilingüe en América Latina. Universitas: Revista de Ciencias Sociales y Humanas, (7), 103-144. 

			https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10185aBu

			Lopez, L. (2009). Reaching the unreached: indigenous intercultural bilingual education in Latin America. Paper commissioned for the EFA Global Monitoring Report 2010, Reaching the Marginalized. UNESCO. 
https://cutt.ly/vtTGHWh

			López, L., & Kuper, W. (1999). La educación intercultural bilingüe en América Latina: balance y perspectivas. Revista Iberoamericana de educación, (20), 17-85. Organización de Estados Iberoamericanos. https://rieoei.org/RIE/article/view/1041 

			Lucas, T., Villegas, A. M., & Freedson-Gonzalez, M. (2008). Linguistically Responsive Teacher Education. Preparing Classroom Teachers to Teach English Language Learners. Journal of Teacher Education, 59(4), 361-373. 

			https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487108322110

			Matus, C., & Loncón, E. (2012). Descripción y análisis de planes y programas propios PEIB-CONADI. Serie de Educación e Interculturalidad. Mineduc-Unicef

			Ministerio de Educación (2003). Estrategias metodológicas para desarrollar la comprensión y expresión oral en castellano como segunda lengua. 

			http://repositorio.minedu.gob.pe/handle/123456789/4959

			National Center for Education Statistics (2018). English Language Learners in Public Schools. Department of Education. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgf.asp 

			Ninio, A., & Bruner, J. (1978). The Achievement and Antecedents of Labeling. Journal of Child Language, 5(01), 1-15. 

			http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900001896 

			Olsen, L. (1997). Made in America: Immigrant students in our public schools. New Press.

			Oñate, D. (2005). La enseñanza del mapudungun como segunda lengua: una experiencia desde la investigación acción [Master Thesis. Universidad Mayor de San Simón, Bolivia]. https://cutt.ly/6tTHwTL

			Pappamihiel, E. (2002). English as a Second Language Students and English Language Anxiety: Issues in the Mainstream Classroom. Research in the Teaching of English, 6(3), 327-356. 

			http://www.jstor.org/stable/40171530 

			Parsons, T. (1991). The Social System. Psychology Press. 

			Quidel, G. (2011). Estrategias de enseñanza de la lengua mapunzugun en el marco del PEIB Mineduc Orígenes (Comuna de Padre las Casas, IX Región-Chile). Cuadernos Interculturales, 9(16), 61-80. https://cutt.ly/4tTHiAB

			Quijano, A. (1992) Colonialidad y modernidad/racionalidad. Perú Indígena, 13(29), 11-20. Instituto Indigenista Peruano. 

			https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10186XeR

			Quijano, A. (2014) Colonialidad del poder, eurocentrismo y América Latina. In Lander, Edgardo (Ed.), La colonialidad del saber: eurocentrismo y ciencias sociales. Perspectivas latinoamericanas. CLACSO. https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10187gk4

			Ramírez, M., & Castañeda A. (1974). Cultural Democracy, Bicognitive Development, and Education. Academic Press.

			Relmuan, M. A. (2005). El mapuche, el aula y la formación docente. Plural Editores.

			

			Remillard, V., & Williams, K. (2016). Human Communication Across Cultures. A Cross-Cultural Introduction to Pragmatics and Sociolinguistics. Equinox Publishing Ltd. 

			Rodas, R. (1989). Crónica de un sueño. Las escuelas indígenas de Dolores Cahuango. Una experiencia de educación bilingüe en Cayambe. Proyecto EBI/MEC-GTZ.

			Roessingh, H. (2005). BICS-CALP: An Introduction for Some, a Review for Others. TESL Canada Journal, 23(2) 91-96. 

			https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v23i2.57 

			Scheurich, J. (1998). Highly successful and loving, public elementary schools populated mainly by low-SES children of color: Core beliefs and cultural characteristics. Urban Education, 33(4) 451-491. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ576596 

			Schleppegrell, M. (2001) Linguistic Features of the Language of Schooling. Linguistics and Education, 12(4), 431–459. https://cutt.ly/4tTHdmK

			Schmelkes, S. (2006). La interculturalidad en la educación básica. En E. Aragundí (Presidencia). Segunda Reunión del Comité Intergubernamental del Proyecto Regional de Educación para América Latina y el Caribe (PRELAC). Conferencia llevada a cabo en el congreso de la UNESCO. https://cutt.ly/FtTHgfo

			Segato, R. (2002). Identidades políticas y Alteridades históricas una crítica a las certezas del pluralismo global. Runa, 23(1), 104-125. 

			https://doi.org/10.34096/runa.v23i1.1304

			Sartorello, S. (n.d.). Una perspectiva crítica sobre interculturalidad y educación intercultural bilingüe: El caso de la Unión de Maestros de la Nueva Educación para México (UNEM) y educadores independientes en Chiapas. Revista Latinoamericana de Educación Inclusiva, 3(90), 77-90. https://cutt.ly/EtTHkc1

			Street, B., & Hornberger, N. (2008). Encyclopedia of Language and Education. Springer Science + Business Media LLC.

			Sugarman, S., & Widess, E. (1974). Equal Protection for Non-English-Speaking School Children: Lau v. Nichols. California Law Review, 62(1), 157-182. https://doi.org/10.2307/3479823

			Terreros, M. (2015). Las escuelas clandestinas en Ecuador. Raíces de la educación indígena Intercultural. Revista Colombiana de Educación, (69), 75-95. https://doi.org/10.17227/01203916.69rce75.95 

			Tonon, G. (2011). La utilización del método comparativo en estudios cualitativos en ciencia política y ciencias sociales: diseño y desarrollo de una tesis doctoral. Kairos, 15(27), 1-12. https://cutt.ly/TyMSaSE

			UNESCO (2018). Educación intercultural bilingüe y enfoque de interculturalidad en los sistemas educativos latinoamericanos. Avances y desafíos. Naciones Unidas. https://cutt.ly/ZtTHxRI

			Valdés, G. (2001). Learning and not learning English: Latino students in American schools. Teachers College Press.

			Valdez Castro, P. (2019). ¿De aquí o de allá? Un estudio sobre inmigración haitiana, identidad y escuela. Revista de Investigación y Evaluación Educativa, 6(2), 59-72. 

			Vavrus, M. (2008). Culturally Responsive Teaching. In Good, T.L. (Ed.), 21st Century Education: A Reference Handbook (pp. 49-57). Sage Publishing.

			Vavrus, M. (2018). Afterword: Movement Toward a ‘Third Reconstruction’ and Educational Equity. In C. Norvella, & M. Vavrus, (Eds.), Intersectionality of Race, Ethnicity, Class, and Gender in Teaching and Teacher Education: Movement Toward Equity in Education. Leiden. Brill Publishers.

			Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in Society. The Development: of Higher Psychological Processes. Harvard University Press. 

			Walsh, C. (2012). Interculturalidad y (de)colonialidad: Perspectivas críticas y políticas. Visão Global, 15(1-2), 61-74. https://cutt.ly/byNgNPI

			Walsh, C. (2012b). Lo pedagógico y lo decolonial. Entretejiendo caminos. En Walsh, C. (Ed). Pedagogías Decoloniales. En Prácticas insurgentes de resistir, re(existir) y re(vivir). Tomo I. Ediciones Abya-Yala.

			Williamson, G. (2004). ¿Educación multicultural, educación intercultural bilingüe, educación indígena o educación intercultural? Cuadernos Interculturales, 2(3), 23-34. https://r.issu.edu.do/l?l=10188gia

			Wong-Fillmore, L., & Snow, C. (2005). What teachers need to know about language. En Adger, Snow & Christian (Eds.), What teachers need to know about language (pp. 7-54). Center for Applied Linguistics. https://cutt.ly/BtTHmXA

			Yao, Y., Buchanan, D., Chang, J., Powell-Brown, A., & Pecina, U. (2009). Different Drummers: International Perspectives on Multicultural Education. International Journal of Multicultural Education, 11(2). http://dx.doi.org/10.18251/ijme.v11i2.161

			

			Cómo citar:

			Valdez-Castro, P. A. (2021). Culturally Responsive Teaching and Intercultural Bilingual Education: The United States and Latin America’s Proposals to Cultural and Linguistic Diversity. RECIE. Revista Caribeña de Investigación Educativa, 5(1), 133-147. https://doi.org/10.32541/recie.2021.v5i1.pp133-147

		

	OEBPS/image/1908.png
Revista Caribefia de Investigacion Educativa, 2021, 5(1), 133-147

https://doi.org/10.32541/recie.2021v5il.pp133-147

CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING AND
INTERCULTURAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION: THE UNITED
STATES AND LATIN AMERICA’S PROPOSALS TO

CULTURAL AND LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY

Ensenanza culturalmente receptiva y educacion bilingte intercultural:
las propuestas estadounidense y latinoamericana para la diversidad
cultural y lingdiistica

Pedro Antonio Valdez-Castro'
pedroantoniovaldez@hotmail.com

" Universidad Autonoma de Santo Domingo, Republica Dominicana

Fecha de recepcion: 5/04/2020
Fecha de aprobacion: 16/06/2020

Abstract

Today's socictics are characterized by cultural and linguistic diversity and schools are places where different groups meet. Two similar proposals in
the United States and Latin America have emerged in this regard: Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) and Intercultural Bilingual Education
(IBE). This work of bibliographical review compares both paradigms using the Comparative Method. Specifically, it contrasts their goals, historical
backgrounds, and language tcaching aspects concerning the Second Language Acquisition field. There were found strong differences in all arcas.
Regarding the goals, CRT is mostly concerned about school performance, while IBE focuses on political-cultural revindications. About the histor-
ical background, CRT has been close to academia and IBE is mainly a result of social mobilization. In language teaching, CRT posscsscs a strong
rescarch tradition and solid scientific foundations. IBE presents scientific weaknesses and dispersion, as well as a lack of consensus. Regarding
SLA, both paradigms arc influenced by Commin’s notions of BICS and CALP and immersive bilingualism, Krashen's hypothescs, and Vygotsky's
socio-cultural perspective and Zone of Proximal Development. The findings point out that these differences are related o the groups involved in
the historical development and the way they emerged. Both paradigms should establish a dialog to strengthen cach other.

Keywords: culturally responsive teaching, intercultural bilingual education, bilingual education, interculturality, second language acquisition.

Resumen

Las socicdades de hoy dia se caracterizan por la diversidad cultural y lingtiistica, y las escuclas son lugares de encuentro entre diferentes grupos. En
este marco, dos propucstas similares han surgido en Estados Unidos y Latinoamérica: la ensefianza culturalmente receptiva (ECR) y la cducacién
intercultural bilingtic (EIB). Este trabajo de revisién bibliogrdfica compara ambos paradigmas utilizando ¢l método comparativo. Especificamente,
s comparan objctivos, trasfondos histéricos y aproximaciones a la enscianza de lengua en relacién con ol campo de adquisicién de una segunda
lengua (ASL). Se hallaron diferencias notables cn las tres dreas. Sobre los objetivos, sc encontré que la ECR s preocupa mayormente por ol desem-
pefio escolar, micntras que la EIB se enfoca en la reivindicacion politico-cultural. En el desarrollo histérico, la ECR estuvo muy relacionado con la
academia y la EIB es producto de las luchas populares. Respecto a la enscfianza, la ECR tiene una fueree tradicion investigativa y solida fundamen-
facién cientifica. La EIB posce debilidades cientificas, gran dispersion y falta de consenso en esta drca. En relacién con la ASL, en ambos paradigmas
hay influencias de las nociones de BICS y CALP y d bilingiiismo inmersivo de Cummins, las hipotesis de Krashen y la perspectiva sociocultural y
la zona de desarrollo préximo de Vygorsky: Se concluye que las diferencias estn relacionadas con los actores involucrados en el desarrollo historico
de ambos paradigmas y la forma en que surgicron. Sc recomienda un didlogo entre ambos para l fortalecimicnto mutuo.

Palabras clave: ensefianza culturalmente receptiva, educacién intercultural bilingtie, interculturalidad, educacién bilingtie, adquisicion segunda
lengua.





