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Abstract 
 
 
 
 

 
Bilingual education and second language immersion programs have operated on the premise that 
the bilingual student's two languages should be kept rigidly separate. Although it is appropriate 
to maintain a separate space for each language, it is also important to teach for transfer across 
languages. In other words, it is useful to explore bilingual instructional strategies for teaching 
bilingual students rather than assuming that monolingual instructional strategies are inherently 
superior. The paper explores the interplay between bilingual and monolingual instructional 
strategies within dual language programs and suggests concrete strategies for optimizing 
students' bilingual development.   
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Introduction 

 
Although bilingual education programs of various kinds have been in existence since ancient 
times, evaluative research on their consequences for children’s literacy and academic 
development is relatively recent. Malherbe’s (1946) study of Africaans-English bilingual 
education in South Africa pioneered research in this area and it was followed 20 years later by 
Macnamara’s (1966) study of Irish-English bilingual programs in Ireland. Since that time, 
however, research on bilingual and trilingual education has increased dramatically with major 
evaluations of programs conducted in Canada (e.g. Lambert & Tucker, 1972), the United States 
(e.g. Oller & Eilers, 2002; Thomas & Collier, 2002), the Basque Country, Catalonia, and other 
parts of Spain (Cenoz & Valencia, 1994;  Huguet, Vila, & Llurda, 2000 ; Lasagabaster, 2003; 
Sierra & Olaziregi, 1991), Africa (Williams, 1996) and elsewhere around the world. 
 
Initially parents and policy-makers were concerned that spending instructional time through a 
minority or foreign language would result in lower achievement in the majority language. The 
majority or dominant language is usually the language associated with power and status in the 
society and thus it is not surprising that children’s achievement in that language should be of 
concern to parents and policy-makers. Although politically-motivated opposition to bilingual 
education still persists in some contexts (such as the United States), the initial concerns that less 
time through the majority language would result in lower achievement in that language have 
been largely resolved by the consistently positive findings of bilingual programs. 
 
The present paper focuses on two questions:  

• How can we explain the fact that in well-implemented bilingual programs the foreign or 
minority language (e.g. English in Turkey) can be used as a medium of instruction at 
minimal or no cost to students' proficiency in the majority language (e.g. Turkish)?  

• What forms of program organization and instructional strategies are most effective in 
promoting students’ proficiency in both languages (L1 and L2)? 

 
The answer to the first question draws on research data showing consistently strong relationships 
across languages in bilingual and foreign language learning contexts. Thus, students’ proficiency 
in the societal majority language does not suffer because concepts, academic content, and 
learning strategies transfer across languages. Conceptual knowledge in L1 and L2 is 
interdependent. 
 
The answer to the second question is less definitive. The research data suggest that many forms 
of bilingual program can operate successfully in a variety of sociolinguistic contexts. However, 
the context will determine which type of program (e.g. with respect to amount of L1 and L2 
instruction) is most appropriate.  For example, in a context where students are required to take 
high stakes examinations through the majority language, parents and students may be less willing 
to commit to an instructional program that significantly reduces the amount of time through that 
language.  
 
While context variables are the primary determinants of what forms of bilingual program may be 
implemented, we can address the issue of instructional strategies somewhat independently of 
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context. Certainly, pronouncements about appropriate “methods” or instructional strategies are 
commonplace both within foreign or second language teaching in general and bilingual programs 
in particular. Prominent among the assumptions underlying these pronouncements are the direct 
method assumption that promotes instruction exclusively through the target language, and the 
two solitudes assumption that argues for a rigid separation of languages within bilingual or 
immersion programs. These assumptions represent part of a broader monolingual instructional 
orientation that is promoted within the fields of foreign/second language teaching and 
bilingual/immersion education. I argue that this monolingual instructional orientation is counter-
productive and inconsistent with the reality of interdependence across languages. If cross-lingual 
transfer is occurring anyway, and in fact is a necessary condition for successful bilingual 
development, surely we should attempt to encourage and facilitate this transfer rather than 
impede it? In short, the paper argues that while monolingual instructional strategies (e.g. use of 
the target language for large blocks of time) play an important role within both foreign/second 
language teaching and bilingual/immersion education, they should be complemented by 
bilingual instructional strategies that focus on teaching directly for two-way transfer across 
languages. 
 
The paper initially outlines the interdependence hypothesis (Cummins, 1979, 1981, 1991) and 
then examines some of the instructional implications of this hypothesis. 
 

The Interdependence Hypothesis 
 
The interdependence hypothesis was formally expressed as follows (Cummins, 1981): 
 

To the extent that instruction in Lx is effective in promoting proficiency in Lx, transfer of 
this proficiency to Ly will occur provided there is adequate exposure to Ly (either in 
school or environment) and adequate motivation to learn Ly. 

 
In concrete terms, what this principle means is that in, for example, a Turkish-English bilingual 
program intended for native speakers of Turkish, English instruction that develops English 
reading and writing skills is not just developing English skills, it is also developing a deeper 
conceptual and linguistic proficiency that is strongly related to the development of literacy in the 
majority language (Turkish). In other words, although the surface aspects (e.g. pronunciation, 
fluency, etc.) of different languages are clearly separate, there is an underlying 
cognitive/academic proficiency that is common across languages. This common underlying 
proficiency makes possible the transfer of cognitive/academic or literacy-related proficiency 
from one language to another. 
 
In addition to its applications to bilingual education programs, the interdependence hypothesis 
also attempted to account for related phenomena such as the consistently significant correlations 
between L1 and L2 reading abilities. These correlations exist even across quite dissimilar 
languages (e.g. Japanese and English) (Cummins, Swain, Nakajima, Handscombe, Green & 
Tran, 1984; Genesee, 1979) suggesting that the common underlying proficiency should be 
conceived not just as linguistic proficiency  but also in conceptual terms.  Thus, in the case of 
cognate languages that are derived from similar source languages (e.g. Greek and Latin in the 
case of Romance languages), transfer will consist of both linguistic and conceptual elements. 
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However, in the case of dissimilar languages, transfer will consist primarily of conceptual and 
cognitive elements (e.g. learning strategies). To illustrate, consider the scientific concept of 
photosynthesis. In languages such as Spanish, French, and English, the term is derived from 
Greek roots and a student who knows the term in Lx and understands the concept will be able to 
transfer both linguistic and conceptual elements from Lx to Ly.  By contrast, in a situation of 
very dissimilar languages, only the conceptual elements will transfer.  This accounts for the 
higher correlations observed across similar as compared to dissimilar languages (Genesee, 1979). 
More recent research has shown that other aspect of literacy and pre-literacy skills transfer across 
languages (e.g. phonological awareness [Geva, 2000]). 
 
In summary, depending on the sociolinguistic situation, five types of transfer are possible: 
 

• Transfer of conceptual elements (e.g. understanding the concept of photosynthesis); 
 
• Transfer of metacognitive and metalinguistic strategies (e.g. strategies of visualizing, use 

of graphic organizers, mnemonic devices, vocabulary acquisition strategies, etc.); 
 

• Transfer of pragmatic aspects of language use (willingness to take risks in 
communication through L2, ability to use paralinguistic features such as gestures to aid 
communication, etc.); 

• Transfer of specific linguistic elements (knowledge of the meaning of photo in 
photosynthesis); 

 
• Transfer of phonological awareness—the knowledge that words are composed of distinct  

sounds. 
 
The question sometimes arises as to whether we are talking about transfer or the existence of 
underlying attributes based on cognitive and personality attributes of the individual. In reality, 
these dimensions are not separate.  The presence of the underlying attribute makes possible the 
transfer.  Attributes develop through experience; in other words, they are learned. Once they 
exist within the individual’s cognitive apparatus or operating system (Baker, 2001), they are 
potentially available for two-way transfer across languages (from Lx to Ly or from Ly to Lx) if 
the sociolinguistic and educational context is conducive to, or supports, such transfer. 
 
The interdependence hypothesis is illustrated in Figures 1-3. Figure 1 (The Separate Underlying 
Proficiency [SUP] Model) attempts to illustrate an alternative proposal to the Interdependence 
Hypothesis (sometimes termed the time-on-task or maximum exposure hypothesis [Cummins, 
2001]).  If there is no transfer across languages and no underlying proficiency that links L1 and 
L2 (and L3 etc.), then language representations are stored separately in an individual’s cognitive 
operating system. The SUP model implies that: 
 

• proficiency in Lx is separate from proficiency in Ly;   
• there is a direct relationship between exposure to a language (in home or school) and  

achievement in that language (time-on-task/maximum exposure hypothesis). 
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The second implication of the SUP model follows from the first: if Lx and Ly proficiency are 
separate, then content and skills learned through Lx cannot transfer to Ly and vice versa. In 
terms of the balloon metaphor illustrated in Figure 1, blowing into the L2 (or Lx) balloon will 
succeed in inflating L2 (or Lx) but not L1 (Ly). When bilingual education is approached with 
these "common-sense" assumptions about bilingual proficiency, it is not at all surprising that it 
appears illogical to argue that Ly proficiency can be effectively developed by means of 
instruction that is conducted through both Lx and Ly, or even primarily through Ly.  
 
However, despite its intuitive appeal, the empirical evidence clearly refutes the SUP model by 
showing significant transfer of conceptual knowledge and skills across languages. In order to 
account for the research evidence, we must posit a common underlying proficiency (CUP) model 
in which various aspects of a bilingual's proficiency in L1 and L2 are seen as common or 
interdependent across languages. In other words, when applied to bilingual education contexts, 
the common underlying proficiency  refers to the cognitive/academic knowledge and abilities 
that underlie academic performance in both languages. 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1.        Figure 2. 
The Separate Underlying Proficiency Model The Common Underlying 

Proficiency Model 
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Figure 2 expresses the point that experience with either language can promote development of 
the proficiency underlying both languages, given adequate motivation and exposure to both 
either in school or in the wider environment. In Figure 3, bilingual proficiency is represented by 
means of a "dual iceberg" in which common cross-lingual proficiencies underlie the obviously 
different surface manifestations of each language.  
 
Figures 1-3 represent visual metaphors. As such, they are illustrative rather then definitive. They 
provide only a general sense of what aspects of languages are interdependent. Empirical 
research, however, can provide much more specific information. For example, Cummins et al. 
(1984) found that grammatical knowledge showed minimal relationship across English and 
Japanese but significant relationships were observed for both literacy-related knowledge (e.g. 
reading comprehension and vocabulary) and pragmatic dimensions of oral language 
(communicative style).  As noted above, there is also increasing evidence that phonological 
awareness transfers across languages (e.g. Durgunoglu & Verhoeven, 1998; Geva, 2000; 
Lambert & Tucker, 1972). 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3.  The Dual-Iceberg Representation of Bilingual Proficiency 
 
 
Illustrative Research Studies from Bilingual Education Contexts 
 
Extensive reviews of bilingual education programs and of cross-lingual relationships among 
bilingual children exist (e.g. Baker, 2001; Cummins, 2001).  Here, I will illustrate the general 
pattern of findings with two studies that involved Turkish-speaking children in northern Europe. 
 
Verhoeven (1991a, 1991b, 1994) reported the results of two experimental transitional bilingual 
programs in which L1 literacy was promoted over several grades involving Turkish-background 
students in The Netherlands. He summarizes the results as follows: 
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With respect to linguistic measures, it was found that a strong emphasis on instruction in 
L1 does lead to better literacy results in L1 with no retardation of literacy results in L2. 
On the contrary, there was a tendency for L2 literacy results in the transitional classes to 
be better than in the regular submersion [Dutch-only] classes. Moreover, it was found 
that the transitional approach tended to develop a more positive orientation toward 
literacy in both L1 and L2. ... Finally, there was positive evidence for ... [the] 
interdependence hypothesis.  From the study on biliteracy development it was found that 
literacy skills being developed in one language strongly predict corresponding skills in 
another language acquired later in time (1991a, p. 72).  

 
Verhoeven (1994) reports stronger cross-lingual relationships for literacy and pragmatic 
language skills than for lexical knowledge. Phonology (as measured by phoneme discrimination 
tests) was also significantly related across languages which Verhoeven interprets as reflecting the 
influence of metalinguistic factors on phonological performance in both languages. 
 
McLaughlin (1986) reports on a second study carried out by German linguist Jochen Rehbein 
(1984). This research found that: 
 

the ability of Turkish children to deal with complex texts in German was affected by their 
ability to understand these texts in their first language. Rehbein's investigations suggest 
that there is a strong developmental interrelationship between the bilingual child's two 
languages and that conceptual information and discourse strategies acquired in the first 
language transfer to the second (McLaughlin, 1986, p. 34-35). 

 
In summary, the research evidence suggests that the interdependence hypothesis at this point 
represents a stable explanatory construct that can be employed as a powerful tool in educational 
language planning . It explains why bilingual instruction (representing less time in both 
languages than monolingual instruction) entails no adverse effects on the development of either 
L1 or L2 academic abilities.  
 

Implications of the Interdependence Hypothesis for Pedagogy in Bilingual/Immersion 
Programs 

 
The interdependence hypothesis implies that we should actively teach for transfer across 
languages in bilingual/immersion programs. This also applies to second language programs in 
general and in teaching the school language(s) to immigrant students.  Lambert and Tucker 
(1972) noted that some students in the French immersion program they evaluated engaged in a 
form of contrastive linguistics where they compared aspects of French and English despite the 
fact that in this program (and in virtually all Canadian French immersion programs) the two 
languages were kept rigidly separate.  If students in bilingual/immersion programs spontaneously 
focus on similarities and differences in their two or three languages, then they are likely to 
benefit from systematic encouragement by the teacher to focus on language and develop their 
language awareness. 
 
The major reason this practice has not been applied in many bilingual/immersion programs is 
that it is seen as axiomatic that each language be kept rigidly separate from the other(s). 
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Similarly, many teachers of second languages (e.g. French in the Canadian context) believe that 
instruction should be delivered exclusively through the target language. They interpret 
communicative language teaching as a form of the direct method that mandates exclusive 
instructional use of the target language and discourages students from any use of their L1. Any 
use of the L1 by teachers or students is viewed as a regression to the grammar-translation method 
that has fallen into disrepute. 
 
The dominant monolingual instructional orientation is evident in the following three inter-related 
sets of assumptions, none of which is empirically supported: 
 
• Instruction should be carried out exclusively in the target language without recourse to 

students’ L1. Bilingual dictionary use is discouraged (= direct method assumption); 
 
• Translation between L1 and L2 has no place in the teaching of language or literacy. 

Encouragement of translation in L2 teaching is viewed as a regression to the discredited 
grammar/translation method; or in bilingual/immersion programs, use of translation is 
equated with the discredited concurrent translation method in which teachers switch 
constantly between languages translating all relevant instructional content; 

 
• Within immersion and bilingual programs, the two languages should be kept rigidly separate 

(= two solitudes assumption). 
 
When we free ourselves from these monolingual instructional assumptions, a wide variety of 
instructional opportunities arise for teaching students by means of bilingual instructional 
strategies that encourage cross-language transfer and the development of language awareness. 
Among the bilingual strategies that can be employed to promote literacy engagement in both L1 
and L2 are the following:  
 

• Creation of dual language multimedia books. Students write creatively in L1 and L2 and 
amplify these identity texts through technology (see, for example, the Dual Language 
Showcase  http://thornwood.peelschools.org/Dual/ and the Multiliteracies web site 
www.multiliteracies.ca).  

 
• Sister class exchanges. Students engage in technology-mediated sister class exchanges 

using L1 and L2 to create literature and art and/or to explore issues of social relevance to 
them and their communities (e.g. Social History of Our Community, Voices of our 
Elders, etc.). Students can also create movies, audio CDs, and/or multilingual web pages 
in collaboration with their sister classes. In the context of a Turkish-English bilingual 
program in Turkey, students might connect with a school in the UK that has a large 
number of Turkish background students. For these minority students, the communication 
in both Turkish and English would serve to reinforce their L1 (Turkish); for the students 
in Turkey, the connection represents an opportunity to use the target language (English) 
in authentic exchanges and projects (Brown, Cummins, & Sayers, in press). In a situation 
where the sister class is only English-speaking (e.g. in an English-speaking country), 
students in the bilingual program might discuss their projects or research in Turkish (their 
stronger language) within class, draft ideas initially in Turkish, and then when they and 
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their teachers are satisfied with the results translate their writing into English for 
exchange with the English-speaking sister class students. 

 
Classroom examples of each of these bilingual instructional strategies are described in the next 
section. 
 
Cross-Language Transfer in the Context of Creating Dual Language Books 
 
Less than a year after her arrival in Canada, Madiha Bajwa authored with two of her friends, 
Kanta Khalid and Sulmana Hanif, a bilingual Urdu-English book entitled The New Country. The 
20-page book, illustrated with the help of a classmate, Jennifer Du, “describes how hard it was to 
leave our country and come to a new country.” The three girls were in Lisa Leoni’s grade 7/8 
(mainstream) class in Michael Cranny Public School of the York Region District School Board. 
Both Kanta and Sulmana had arrived in Toronto in grade 4 and were reasonably fluent in English 
but Madiha was in the early stages of acquisition.  
 
The three girls collaborated in writing The New Country in the context of a unit on the theme of 
migration that integrated social studies, language, and ESL curriculum expectations. They 
researched and wrote the story over several weeks, sharing their experiences and language skills. 
Madiha’s English was minimal but her Urdu was fluent, Sulmana was fluent and literate in both 
Urdu and English. Kanta’s home language was Punjabi and she had attended an English-medium 
school in Pakistan. Much of her Urdu acquisition had taken place since arriving in Toronto and 
she had become highly skilled in switching back and forth between Urdu and English. In 
composing the story, the three girls discussed their ideas primarily in Urdu but wrote the initial 
draft in English. Sulmana participated somewhat less in the discussion but was very skilled in 
turning the ideas into written text. She served as scribe for both languages.  
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In a “normal” classroom, Madiha’s ability to participate in a grade 7 social studies unit would 
have been severely limited by her minimal knowledge of English. She certainly would not have 
been in a position to write extensively in English about her experiences, ideas, and insights. 
However, when the social structure of the classroom was changed in very simple ways, Madiha 
was enabled to express herself in ways that few bilingual/ESL students experience. Her home 
language, in which all her experience prior to immigration was encoded, became once again a 
tool for learning. She contributed her ideas and experiences to the story, participated in 
discussions about how to translate vocabulary and expressions from Urdu to English and from 
English to Urdu, and shared in the affirmation that all three students experienced with the 
publication of their story. 
 
Madiha’s expression of her intelligence, feelings, and identity was facilitated by the 
collaboration with bilingual peers who used both languages to construct their story. Because they 
were all personally invested in creating their story, they spent a lot of time getting it right in both 
languages. Their teacher (Lisa Leoni) discussed their ideas with them and provided feedback on 
drafts of the English version. But the three girls had total ownership of both the process and the 
product of their intellectual and imaginative work.  
 
We use the term identity texts to describe the products of students’ creative work or 
performances carried out within the pedagogical space orchestrated by the classroom teacher 
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(Cummins et al., 2005). Students invest their identities in the creation of these texts which can be 
written, spoken, visual, musical, dramatic, or combinations in multimodal form. The identity text 
then holds a mirror up to students in which their identities are reflected back in a positive light. 
When students share identity texts with multiple audiences (peers, teachers, parents, 
grandparents, sister classes, the media, etc.) they are likely to receive positive feedback and 
affirmation of self in interaction with these audiences.  Although not always an essential 
component, technology acts as an amplifier to enhance the process of identity investment and 
affirmation. It facilitates the production of these texts, makes them look more accomplished, and 
expands the audiences and potential for affirmative feedback. 
 
Thornwood Public School in the Peel District School Board pioneered the process of enabling 
bilingual students to create dual language identity texts (Chow & Cummins, 2003; Schecter & 
Cummins, 2003). A large number of student-created identity texts in multiple  languages can be 
viewed and downloaded at the Dual Language Showcase web site 
(http://thornwood.peelschools.org/Dual/). In the initial project, grades 1 and 2 students from 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds created stories initially in English (the language 
of school instruction); they illustrated these stories and then worked with various resource people 
(parents, older students literate in L1, some teachers who spoke a variety of students’ languages) 
to translate these stories into their home languages.  The stories and illustrations were then 
entered into the computer through word processing and scanning. The Dual Language Showcase 
website was created to enable students’ bilingual stories to be shared with parents, relatives or 
friends in both Canada and students’ countries of origin who had Internet access.  
 
Does the use of bilingual instructional strategies help students transfer their knowledge from L1 
to English? The students themselves speak eloquently to this question. We asked the students 
who were involved in dual language writing projects at several schools to respond in writing to 
three questions: 
 

1. When you are allowed to write stories in class using your first language or  
home language, how do you feel? 

2. Do you enjoy reading your stories in your first/home language? Why or why  
not? 

3. When you are allowed to use your first language in class does it help you with  
your writing and reading of English? 

 
Despite their still limited English, the students insightfully described what happens inside their 
heads as they grapple with the learning of English. Madiha’s response, written about a year after 
she had co-authored The New Country, illustrates the themes that emerged from all the students. 
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Figure 4.  Madiha’s insights into L1/L2 connections 
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Students’ responses highlighted the transfer of concepts and strategies across languages and 
forcefully call into question the prevalence of monolingual instructional assumptions that 
essentially deny students access to their L1 as a resource for learning. 
 
Other students expressed similar sentiments about the value of L1/L2 connections and transfer. 
For example, Hira, a grade 5 ESL student, expresses the interplay and facilitation between 
languages as follows: 
 

When I am allowed to write stories in Urdu, I feel very comfortable because when I write 
English its difficult for me. If I write in Urdu I feel very comfortable because in Pakistan 
People speak in Urdu and we also write in Urdu. … 

  
I enjoy reading in Urdu because its easy for me and I can understand it. In English, I can’t 
understand very well. So, Its not so easy for me to understand English. I can read it very 
well but Its difficult for me to understand it. In Urdu, I can read anything. 
 
When I am allowed to use Urdu in class it helps me because when I write in Urdu and 
then I look at Urdu words and English comes in my mind. So, its help me a lot. When I 
write in English, Urdu comes in my mind. When I read in English I say it in Urdu in my 
mind. When I read in Urdu I feel very comfortable because I can understand it. 

 
In short, the creation of dual language books (multimedia or just print) encourages students to 
take ownership of the target language in the context of a cognitively challenging (but engaging) 
task. They are enabled to express (and amplify) their identities through both languages and, 
literally, see themselves as bilinguals who can communicate with a wider audience by using two 
languages rather than just one. 
 
Development of Language Awareness in the Context of a Sister Class Exchange 
 
DiaLogos was an Internet based sister class project that was carried out over 2 school years 
between elementary school classes (4th, 5th, and 6th grades) in Canada and Greece (Kourtis 
Kazoullis, 2001). Students in the Greek elementary schools attended English lessons for three 
one-hour periods per week. The DiaLogos students attended regular English classes twice a week 
and engaged in the DiaLogos project once a week. A number of the students in Toronto were of 
Greek heritage and were learning Greek in community-run classes. 
 
A wide variety of cognitively challenging projects were carried out collaboratively by the 
students over the course of the two years.  The potential for literacy development and cross-
language transfer in this kind of exchange can be illustrated with reference to just one of these 
projects. 
 
Evgenios Trivizas, a well-known Greek writer of children’s stories was asked for permission to 
use one of his stories for DiaLogos in order to foster sister class collaboration through creative 
writing. Trivizas provided the introduction to a story that he had just begun but had not 
completed.  This introduction was translated into English and was circulated in Greek and 
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English to all the schools via email with directions to the teachers and students on how it could 
be used. The students were to continue the story in any way they wanted and were to decide on 
joint endings with students in their sister classes.  
 
Each class in Greece was divided into smaller groups of two or three students who jointly 
worked on the activity. Eighty different stories were written. Fifty-nine stories were written by 
the students in Greece (35 stories in Greek and 24 in English) and 21 stories were posted on the 
bulletin board from students in Canada (nine in Greek and 12 in English).   
 
What is particularly significant about this project in the present context is the degree of cognitive 
engagement and identity investment that was evident on the part of the students. Although the 
activity was begun in the first year of DiaLogos’ implementation, editing of the texts went on 
throughout the two years. The students often went back to the texts on the web site adding 
information and making changes. Kourtis-Kazoullis (2001) points out that this was the first time 
most of the Greek students had shown this kind of sustained interest in one particular text. As 
noted above, this kind of collaboration and engagement with literacy does not happen in typical 
“pen pal” projects. For sister class collaboration to contribute to students’ literacy development, 
students need to feel ownership of both the process and products of the collaboration. The 
motivation must be intrinsic rather than just extrinsic. 
 
The sister class exchange also contributed directly to the Greek students’ language awareness. 
The English language used by their sister classes opened up entirely new possibilities for using 
the language. The Canadian students were using expressions that were completely new to the 
students in Greece, as the following two examples illustrate [spelling mistakes are original]: 
 
 
[Student from Canada] 
Katerina – I didn’t have much of a Christmas this year because I was moviong and we didn’t put up a tree and stuff 
like that but it was fun moving and stuff. On Christmas eve we went to my aunt’s house and had a big feast and me 
and cousin Maria were chilling out. On New Years eve we went to my moms friends house and clebrated it there 
and we brought in 1999 we [with] a really big bang!! 
BYE FOR NOW KATERINA!!!!!!!!! 
 
[Student from Canada] 
 On my winter break I had a remarkable week. My sister had her 8th birthday party. We had a blast! 
 
Expressions in the letters from Canadian students such as stuff like that, and stuff, chilling out, 
with a really big bang, we had a blast and whaz up, fueled the students’ curiosity and resulted in 
critical analysis of language forms. Cool and bad were words that students in Greece were 
familiar with, however, they were not familiar with the different way in which they were used. 
The Canadian students were using English but a different type of English. This had a significant 
effect on the students in Greece who began using the English language in similar ways to the 
students in Canada as early as the first year of correspondence (Kourtis-Kazoullis, 2001). 
 
This kind of exchange is also likely to lead students to contrast and compare languages.  For 
example, in discussing the meaning of an expression such as we had a blast  students are likely 
to search for an equally expressive “youth-friendly” equivalent in their L1.   
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Conclusion 

 
If bilingual and immersion programs are to reach their full potential, I believe we must question 
the monolingual instructional orientation that dominates the implementation of many of these 
programs and in some cases has assumed the status of dogma. There is simply no research basis 
for either the direct method or the two solitudes assumption.  Similarly, there is no research 
evidence that translation, used appropriately, is in any way an impediment to effective language 
learning. On the contrary, there is empirical evidence that translation can serve useful 
pedagogical purposes.  Orleanna, Reynolds, Dorner, and Meza (2003), for example, highlight the 
relevance of Latino/a students’ translation practices and abilities for in-school literacy 
instruction. While extensive use of the target language within foreign/second language and 
bilingual/immersion programs is clearly a useful and important instructional strategy, it should 
not be implemented in a rigid or exclusionary manner.  As the examples in this paper illustrate, 
students’ L1 is a powerful resource for learning and bilingual instructional strategies can usefully 
complement monolingual strategies to promote more cognitively engaged learning. 
 
 
 
 

References 
 
Baker, C. (2001) Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualism. 3rd Edition.  
Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. 
 
Brown, K. R., Cummins, J., & Sayers, D. (in press). From grade expectations to great 
expectations: Rethinking Literacy instruction and technology in today’s diverse classrooms. 
Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Cenoz, J., & Valencia, J. F. (1994). Additive trilingualism: Evidence from the Basque Country. 
Applied Psycholinguistics, 15, 195-207. 
 
Chow, P. & Cummins, J. (2003). Valuing multilingual and multicultural approaches to  
learning. In S. R. Schecter and J. Cummins (Ed.) Multilingual education in practice: Using 
diversity as a resource. (pp. 32-61). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
 
Cummins, J. (1979). Linguistic interdependence and the educational development of bilingual 
children. Review of Educational Research, 49, 222-251. 
 
Cummins, J. (1981). The role of primary language development in promoting educational 
success for language minority students. In California State Department of Education (Ed.), 
Schooling and Language Minority Students:  A Theoretical Framework (pp. 3-49). Los Angeles: 
Evaluation, Dissemination and Assessment Center California State University. 
 



 17

Cummins, J. (1991).  Interdependence of first- and second-language proficiency in bilingual 
children. In E. Bialystok (Ed), Language processing in bilingual children (pp. 70-89). 
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Cummins, J. (2001), Negotiating identities: Education for empowerment in a diverse  
society. 2nd edition. Los Angeles: California Association for Bilingual Education. 
 
Cummins, J., Swain, M., Nakajima, K., Handscombe, J., Green, D., & Tran, C. (1984). 
Linguistic interdependence among Japanese and Vietnamese immigrant students. In C. Rivera 
(Ed.), Communicate competence approaches to language proficiency assessment: research and 
application. (pp. 60-81). Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. 
 
Cummins, J., Bismilla, V., Chow, P., Cohen, S., Giampapa, F., Leoni, L., Sandhu, P., & Sastri, 
P. (2005)  Affirming identity in multilingual classrooms. Educational Leadership, 63(1), 38-43. 
 
Durgunoglu, A., & Verhoeven, L. (1998) Literacy development in a multilingual context: Cross-
cultural perspectives. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Genesee, F. (1979).  Acquisition of reading skills in immersion programs. Foreign Language 
Annals, 12, 71-77. 
 
Geva, E. (2000). Issues in the assessment of reading disabilities in L2 children - beliefs  
and research eveidence. Dyslexia, 6, 13-28. 
 
Huguet, A., Vila, I., & Llurda, E. (2000). Minority language education in unbalanced bilingual 
situations: A case for the linguistic interdependence hypothesis. Journal of Psycholinguistic 
Research, 29(3), 313-333. 
 
Kourtis-Kazoullis V. (2001). DiaLogos: bilingualism and the teaching of second  
language learning on the Internet. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University  
of the Aegean, Primary Education Department, Rhodes, Greece. 
 
Lambert, W. E. & Tucker, G. R. (1972), Bilingual education of children: the St. Lambert 
experiment. Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 
 
Lasagabaster, D. (1998). The threshold hypothesis applied to three languages in contact at 
school. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 1(2), 119-133. 
 
Lasagabaster, D. (2003).  Trilinguismo en la ensenanza: Actitudes hacia la lengua minoritaria, 
la mayoritaria y la extranjera.  Lleida: Editorial Milenio. 
 
Macnamara, J. (1966). Bilingualism and primary education. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University 
Press. 
 
Malherbe, E. G. (1946). The bilingual school. Johannesburg: Bilingual School Association. 
 



 18

McLaughlin, B. (1986). Multilingual education:  Theory east and west. In B. Spolsky (Ed.), 
Language and education in multilingual settings. Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. 
 
Oller, D. K., & Eilers, R. E. (Eds.) (2002). Language and literacy in bilingual children. 
Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. 
 
Orellana, M. F., Reynolds, J., Dorner, L., & Meza, M.. (2003). In other words: Translating or 
“para-phrasing” as a family literacy practice in immigrant households. Reading Research 
Quarterly, 38 (1), 12-34. 
 
Rehbein, J. (1984). Diskurs und Verstehen:  Zur Role der Muttersprache bei der Textarbeitung 
in der Zweitsprache: University of Hamburg. 
 
Schecter, S. & Cummins, J. (Eds.). (2003). Multilingual education in practice: Using diversity as  
a resource. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
 
Sierra, J., & Olaziregi, I. (1991). EIFE 3.  Influence of factors on the learning of Basque.  Study 
of the models A, B and D in second year Basic General Education. Gasteiz: Central Publications 
Service of the Basque Country. 
 
Swain, M. (1997). French immersion programs in Canada. In J. Cummins & D. Corson (Eds.), 
Bilingual education. Volume 5. Encyclopedia of Language and Education. (pp. 261-270). 
Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 
 
Thomas, W.P., & Collier, V.P.  (2002).  A national study of school effectiveness for language 
minority students’ long-term academic achievement.  Santa Cruz, CA: Center for Research on 
Education, Diversity and Excellence, University of California-Santa Cruz.  
http//www.crede.ucsc.edu 
 
Verhoeven, L. (1991a). Acquistion of biliteracy. In J. H. Hulsijn & J. F. Matter (Eds.), Reading 
 in two languages. (pp. 61-74). Amsterdam: AILA. 
 
Verhoeven, L. (1991b). Predicting minority children's bilingual proficiency:  Child, family, and  
institutional factors. Language Learning, 41, 205-233. 
 
Verhoeven, L. (1994). Transfer in bilingual development:  The linguistic interdependence  
hypothesis revisited. Language Learning, 44, 381-415. 
 
Williams, E. (1996). Reading in two languages at Year 5 in African primary schools. Applied 
Linguistics, 17, 183-209. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


