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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The aim of the project was to evaluate the cultpddicies of the National Action Plans
(NAPs) on Social Inclusion under the European Usi@pen Method of Co-ordination
(OMC).

Policy documents on ethnic minority culture pokcand social inclusion

The most important policy-planning document in fleéd of minority culture policies
and social integration is the National programmigtled “Society Integration in Latvia”.
The programme for 2001-2006 covered policies imsareas as civic participation and
political integration, social and regional sociattegration, education, language, culture
and information. The new National programme onetgdntegration is currently being
completed.

Therefore, the Latvian National Action Plan for tReduction of Poverty and Social
Exclusion (2004-2006) and other documents analgsédhint at minority related issues,
which mainly highlight the importance of ethnic goosition of population and the
Latvian language competences in employment andseigefor Latvian training for
particular minority groups.

Education policy and language policy related issh@ge for a period been the most

important policies in Latvia oriented towards ethand social integration of society.
Bilingual education policy: objective and implemegidn

Educational reform — introduction of bilingual edtion in minority schools can be

considered as the most important policy issuerferpteriod of 2004-2006 in Latvia.

The objective of the policy is the improvement loé¢ _atvian skills for the non-Latvian

population, for ethnic minorities with poor Latvidanguage skills or no knowledge of
Latvian at all. Increased Latvian language skhigst promote the inclusion of this group

into the labour market.
Choice of evaluation methods and indicators

The reform launched in 1999 when the first studéetgan their studies according to the
new minority education programmes and will entecoselary schools in 2007.

Therefore, actual policy results will be not be illde to evaluate until this time.



Furthermore, besides the desired goal of improvemiedge of Latvian and facilitated
society integration as a result of the reform, e¢hare no clearly defined alternative
indicators given by the policy makers to evalu&ie policy outcomes. Other long-term
results of the policy, the impacts of the educatefiorm on the integration of the society
can be evaluated after an even longer time, so midyterm evaluations of the policy
results are possible for the time being.

Taking into account all of these limitations, tweakiation methods were applied. First,
in the expert focus groups, policy makers and pdieplementers discussed the policy
preparation, implementation and investment of tha&nmagents involved aimed at
gualitative evaluation of the process and resatswell as identification of the most
appropriate indicators for measuring policy outcemeéAfter that, taking into
consideration the suggestions of the experts, iapdtoutcome indicators were identified
for cost-effectiveness analysis of the implemeatatf bilingual education policy: policy
outcomes are measured as an improvement of théabdbnguage competences of non-
Latvian youth, and policy inputs are measured @aanitial incentives to the teachers of
minority schools teaching in Latvian, and moneyedted to the National Latvian
Language Training Programme (since 2004- Agencgyinty contributed greatly to

preparation of implementation of the policy.
Main findings

The evaluation given by the experts in the focusugrdiscussions reveals that the
preparation phase of the policy was rapid and édrrEven though the results of the
reform are evaluated positively, there is no datlable on the actual achievements of
the students, and as it was recognised by the &xpemplementation of the reform
depended highly on the school initiative and attu

Indicators suggested in the focus group for meagtthe policy outcomes were: Latvian
language skills (speech, reading skills, writinglisk listening skills), the level of
academic achievements (both in the Latvian langaagen those subject areas in which
classes have been taught bilingually), the pergentéd minority students who enter state

universities, and the inclusion of minority youtithin the labour market



Also, indicators used for cost-effectiveness angjygiggest for positive outcome of the
policy: the knowledge of Latvian among non-Latviauth has improved, which despite
some limitations, can be attributed to a large i@ education reform.

The indicators identified during the project foagioup discussion will be elaborated
further upon and included in the future policy-plarg documents to measure the social

inclusion capacities of minority cultural policies.



[I. INTRODUCTION

The aim of the project is the evaluation of thetwall policies of the National Action
Plans (NAPs) on Social Inclusion under the Europdaion’s Open Method of Co-
ordination (OMC) in six member states: Estonia,viagt Czech Republic, Slovak
Republic, Slovenia and Sweden.

The project evaluates the effectiveness of cultpaicies of the NAPs aimed at the
social inclusion of ethnic minorities by identifginappropriate indicators - a set of
Common Inter-Cultural Indicators (CICIs) feasibte ttost-effectiveness analyses, and
using a cost-effectiveness evaluation apprbach

Latvia is traditionally a multiethnic society. Begorestoration of independence in 1990
and as a result of the ethnic policy of the US3IR,groportion of multiethnic minorities
comprised of 48% of the total populatfoit has diminished since, but ethnic and social
integration is still a very important part of thational policy.

Societal integration is oriented towards the indiisl and mutual understanding and
cooperation between different groups, based onidmtanguage as the state language as
well as on the loyalty towards the Latvian stdter an individual, integration is an
increased opportunity to experience one’s humahtsignd freedom, as well as to
increase participation in social and political Jife

Of the minority cultural policies — culture, eduocat mass media and social participation
- that are aimed at social inclusion of minoritiéise Latvia language and education
policy has been the most important recently, acaiitn reform has been implemented
and bilingual education programmes, which begari989, have been introduced in
minority schools.

In this report, we will first provide a brief oveew of the ethnic composition of the
population of Latvia. Then, we will explore the agbnship between the language,
education and social inclusion policies in Latvemyd NAP (2004-2006) and related

policy documents regulating the minority culturelaocial inclusion policies in Latvia.

! http://www.ecmi-eu.org/projects/omc/ European Centre for Minority Issues OMC project home
age

g)The Ethnic Situation in Latvia. Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2002.

3 http://www.integracija.gov.lv/?sadala=44&id=168 Secretariat of the Special Assignments

Minister for Social Integration home page
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Then, we will describe the situation of the edumatystem in Latvia and the history of
implementation of bilingual education policy as wa$ the legal acts regulating the
process.

We will also discuss the methodology applied toftieis groups and for the choice and
calculation of cost-effectiveness analysis indicatdt is important to use both the
gualitative evaluation method as well as to cakeuthe indicators, as implementation of
the education reform is still on going, and onhaleation of mid-term results can be
given.

Finally, the results of the focus groups and cdistedveness analysis of the

implementation of bilingual education in Latvia a¢pwith relevant conclusions will be

drawn both on the implementation of the policy d@hd indicators to be applied for

evaluation of effectiveness of the education policy
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[ll. ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF POPULATION AND ETHNIC M
IN LATVIA

NORITIES

Ethnic composition of the population has changeasbtitrally during the 20 century in
Latvia, whose changes were related to the changieofpolitical regime. Especially
sharp changes in the composition of population weduduring the years of Soviet
occupation (1940 — 41 and post-war period) whenntmber of Russian and other
Slavonic inhabitants rose dramatically (the proportof Russians grew from 8.8% in
1935 to 34% in 1989) and the proportion of Latviahabitants decreased respectively
(from 75.5% in 1935 to 52% in 1989).

It is characteristic that during the years of ingleglence, both during the period between
the wars and also in the post-soviet period, tlopqtion of Latvians increased: in 1935,
75.5% were Latvian, and in 2003, 58.5% (Table 1).

Table 1.
Ethnic Composition of Latvia's Population (1935 - R03)

1935 1959 1979 1989 1993 2003
Latvians 77.0 62.0 53.7 52.0 53.5 58.5
Russians 8.8 26.6 32.8 34.0 33.5 29.0
Byelorussians 1.4 2.9 4.5 4.5 4.2 3.9
Ukrainians 0.1 1.4 2.7 3.5 3.2 2.6
Poles 2.5 2.9 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.5
Lithuanians 1.2 15 15 1.3 1.3 14
Jews 4.9 1.7 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.4
Gypsies 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4
Estonians 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Germans 3.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
Others 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0

Source The Ethnic Situation in Latvia. Central Statisti@&lreau of Latvia.2002.
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IV: ETHNIC INTEGRATION, CULTURE AND SOCIAL INCLUSIO N OF THE
POPULATION IN LATVIA

Integration policy: culture, language, educatiomdamass media

Ethnic integration related policies in Latvia areainty defined in the National
Programme “Society Integration in Latvia” (2001-B)0The programme covers cultural
policies, language policy, education policy, alseiccintegration policy and partially
social integration policy. In order to ensure th@dtioning of the programme, Society
Integration foundation has been established, ad a®lSecretariat of the Special
Assignments Minister for Society Integration.

The goals for the language policy are also namdterNational programme, as well as
described in the Language Laws of 1989, 1992 af®®49The aims of the Language
policy are both establishing rights of the Latvilanguage as well as providing support
for those, who to not know or have limited knowledgf Latvian, thus creating an
environment of mutual understanding and cooperatidh Latvian as the language of
the dialogue.

Also, closely connected with language policy is Batio and Television Law (1995),
which regulates the use of languages in mass metliah established that up to 20% of
broadcasting can be in a language other than lrafelaone of the public radio and TV
channels, and up to 25% of airtime can be allocatgdivate channels.

The National Programme for Latvian Language Tranwas established in 1996 (since
2004 National Agency for Latvian Language Trainint) provide support for the
implementation of language and bilingual educatjpolicies. Education policy is
formulated in the National programme “Society Imtggpn in Latvia”, Language Law
(1999), Education Development Conception (2002-20@ducation Law (1998),
General Education Law (1999). It is aimed at therorement of the Latvian language
skills of the non-Latvian population: Ethnic minges with poor skills of Latvian or no
knowledge of Latvian at all, thus promoting inctusiof this group in the labour market.

* Detailed analysis of the language policies in the Baltic countries can be found in: Jarvi, P.
Language Battles in Baltic States: From 1989 to 2002. In Nation Building, Ethnicity and Language
Politics in Transition Countries: Budapest: European Centre for Minority Issues, Local
Government and Public Service Reform Initiative (LGI), 2003
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Education reform, language and social inclusion

Education reform — implementation of bilingual edticn policy was also a way to
reorganize the two separate education systemsitethérom the Soviet period, thus
ensuring that access to education of equal quiasligvailable to all, irrespective of the
language of instruction of schdol

The bilingual education policy is a part of the @leminority education policy. The
goals for this are defined by the General Secondatycation Standard, the Public
Integration Programme, and the sample General SacpiBchool Minority Programme.
The Society Integration Programme states that etimegration is based on common
civic values and Latvian language skills. The inige function of language policy is
supplemented by education policy, in which the mogtortant role is performed by
minority education reforms, including the implensign of bilingual education. This
means that the goals of bilingual education poiitythe broader context of public
integration include the integration of society dre tbasis of the Latvian language,
offering equal opportunities to all members of stcin obtaining a higher education and
in being competitive in the labour market.

Minority schools, in which bilingual education 8 place and in which most lessons at
the high school level are to be taught in Latviare one of the main institutions for the
ethnic and linguistic integration of society. Edtional reform in the minority schools
was one of the ways to ensure that pupils in sshwih mainly Russian as the language
of instruction would acquire the knowledge of Latvito the level required to study at the
universities and to participate in the labour marke

Education reform (implementation of bilingual edima policy) had two goals, one
oriented towards strengthening Latvian language tther towards reducing the
exclusion threats to the minorities with a natiemduage other than Latvian via the
increasing importance of Latvian in the instructigmocess and thus ensuring they have
great enough command of Latvian.

Employment is a very important aspect for sociallusion, and previous research

projects by the Baltic Institute of Social Scienbave shown that language is important

® Diatchkova, S. Ethnic Democracy in Latvia. In: The Fate of Ethnic Democracy in Post-

Communist Europe. Budapest: European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI), Local Government
and Public Service Reform Initiative (LGI), 2005
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in the labour market, as administrative work is tiyodone in Latvian. In the service
sector, communication skills in both Latvian andsBan are important. As the Language
law, which was adopted in 1992, stated that theviaatlanguage would be the only
language of instruction at government-financed itmsons of higher education.
Therefore, it is important to provide the studesith sufficient knowledge of Latvian, so
that, the students would not face problems laténenuniversity or in the job market.
Bilingual education reform has a goal to ensurestéeb knowledge of language. As the
reform is not fully implemented yet, all these agpeincluding the negative ones, cannot
yet be fully evaluated. Still, researchers who gsmleducation policy in Latvia have
taken an in-depth look at these documents and ededl that none of the policy
documents speaks to the expected results of pelard activities, or to the indicators of
such results. That, in turn, leads one to conclihdéthe authors of policy have not
designed any system of criteria and indicators tvatld enable a mid-term judgment
about policy resulfs At this time, we can speak primarily about thedium term results
The systematic studies, which started in 79@@arding the knowledge and usage habits
of the state language show that, even several pé@rsregaining national independence,
many Russian speakers in Latvia did not know thiaa language but this knowledge
is quite limited. According to the data from thenay of 1996, among the people whose
native tongue is Russian, 22% did not know the ieatVanguage at all while 42% were
only able to communicate about the basic topicdy @f6 had full command of the
Latvian language while 27% had average skills. liogkat the results of the survey
conducted at the end of 2003, it appears that ntdganges had affected the group who
had no Latvian language knowledge at all: their benwas reduced to 12%.

It should be stressed that the knowledge of Lath@s considerably increased among the
Russian youth (ages 18-35). In the mid- 1990’s,ualt5% had good knowledge of
Latvian, while in 2003, 60% of the youth possessatipetent knowledge of Latvian

® Golubeva, M. (2004) Valodu lietojuma proporcija mazakumtautibu vidusskolas péc 2004. gada
1. septembra: skolu sagatavotibas kritériji. Nepublicéts pétijums, Riga: Sabiedriskas politikas
centrs PROVIDUS ,p 6-7.

! Language 1996; Language 1997; Language 1998; Language 1999; Language 2000; Language
2001; Language 2002; Language 2003.

8 Comparative Research on the Language Use, Knowledge and Peculiarities of Language
Environment of Inhabitants of Latvia 2001, 2003. Till 2002, Baltic Data House; since 2003 Baltic
Institute of Social Sciences
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The education reform towards bilingual educatiormimority education establishments
was started in 1999, even though some activitie® lpsieviously been performed. The
improvement of knowledge of Latvian can certainky attributed to the successful
language policy and also educational reform, altilothe influence of other factors
promoting improvement of language skills cannoekeluded.

The choice of the policy input and outcome indicatchosen is described in more detail

later when we discuss the methodology of the catmr of cost-effectiveness indicators.

V: POLICY DOCUMENTS ON CULTURAL POLICIES CONCERNING ETHNIC
MINORITIES AND SOCIAL INCLUSION

First, the Latvia National Action Plan for 2004-B0@nd the Latvian National Action
Plan for Reduction of Poverty and Social Exclugip®04-2006) are analysed in terms of
cultural policies oriented towards social inclusafrethnic minorities.

In Latvia, policies oriented towards ethnic intdgma and minority groups are defined
mainly in other policy planning documents, such the State Society Integration
Programme as well as others. Therefore, the masisgand activities of the Society
Integration Programme (2001) and other policy pilagrdocuments concentrated within
the sphere of education and culture concerning mtynsocial inclusion will also be
described.

V.1. Latvia National Action Plan 2004-2006 (LatviaSingle Programming Document
Objective 1 Programme 2004 — 2006) and Latvian Natnhal Action Plan for
Reduction of Poverty and Social Exclusion (2004-26)

The Latvia National Action Plan for 2004-2006 (Liatsingle Programming Document
Objective 1 Programme 2004 — 20b@pes not include statements or policies relating t
the social inclusion of ethnic minorities. Howevethnic diversity is recognised and
mentioned in both the General Description of theteS{paragraph 2.1) as well as in the

Macroeconomic Context (paragraph 2.2.), which deals employment related issues.

o http://www.esfondi.lv/upload/05-saistosie_dokumenti/spd_en_01062006.pdf, European Union
Structural funds homepage in Latvia
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Ethnic minorities are also referred to in connettath the Labour Market and Human

Resource Development (paragraph 2.5) and Priddiévelopment of Human Resources
and Promotion of Employment (paragraph 4.3).

The aspects concerning ethnic minority culturalges and social inclusion examined are
as follows:

- In chapter paragraph 2.1.3 on _demographic situatithre ethnic

composition of population is mentioned as in 2001.

- In paragraph 2.2.6, analysing the employment, riatss recognised that

employment rates in the regions of Latvia diffegrsiicantly due to uneven social and
economic development: the highest employment ra8902 was in Riga region — 64.0%
and lowest in Latgale — 52.0%,

- In paragraph 2.2.6, analysing the unemployment raie recognised that

in 2002 according to the statistical data of théaltmumber unemployed 50.8%

unemployed persons of Latvian ethnicity in the ltotamber of unemployed, 35.4% of

Russian origin and 13.8% represented other etiescihen comparing the composition
of population by ethnicity (58.2% Latvian, 29.2% $Rian, 12.6% other ethnicity) with
composition of unemployed by ethnicity, the shafelLatvians in total number of

registered unemployed is less (for 7.4 percenttppithan the share of Latvians in the
total population. The share of other ethnicitiestlwe total number of unemployed
registered is a slightly higher than their propmrtin the total population.

- In paragraph 2.5.2.3. referring to the Labour Madaed Human Resource
Development and Adult Continuing Training in pautar, training strategy with regard
to the training of Russian-speaking teachers, parehthe pupils studying in minority
schools, public officers with an aim to stabilidee tLatvian language as a state and
instruction language, and as a tool for integratibminorities is mentioned (according to
the NAP, these training activities have been addesince 1996, receiving donations by
many states and unions (EU and UNDP) until 2002is Iplanned that EU Phare
programme will invest an additional 1.5 min EUR it the Phare 2001, 2002 and 2003
national programmes thus continuing the suppdr2®06).

- In paragraph 3.3.5, speaking about the EuropeaialFamds policies and
Developing and Promoting Active Labour Market Pielkc(ESF Policy Field 1), it has

17



been mentioned that the lack of Latvian languagéissknay be a risk factor for
integrating non-Latvian speakers into the labourketa

- In paragraph 4.3, describing the Priority: Develepin of Human
Resources and Promotion of Employment, among ttieative activities to be taken up,
promotion of research on the labour market issimefjding studies on ethnic minorities
and both genders situation in the labour marketeationed.

- In paragraph 4.3, describing the Priority: Develepin of Human
Resources and Promotion of Employment, one of them&asures is Measure:
Development of Education and Continuing Trainingrggraph 4.3.2). The measure
objective is to integrate socially excluded persiots the labour market, and among the
target groups for this measure, ethnic minoritiefacing risk of social exclusion are

mentioned

The Latvian NAP 2004-2006 mentions ethnic minositend social incluson/exclusion
only regarding language policy and integration, awhcerning the neccesity for

education and continued training for minority greup

Latvian National Action Plan for Reduction of Povetty and Social Exclusion (2004-
2006° was created in 2004.

In this document, ethnic minorities are mentioned Ghapter 1 Major Trends and
Challenges.

In describing the Situation of Social ExclusioniR&roups (paragraph 1.10) of the NAP,
paragraph 1.10.8, among other groups, mentinsethimorities:

- First, reflecting on the research and statistieahdthat show that there are
no substantial differences in poverty and socialweston indicators between Latvians
and non-Latvians, except for a very small minooityRoma;

- Some differences between the unemployment rategdicated in the age
group 15-64 in 2002 (for Latvians - 9.2% and fonfi@tvians 15.2%; in 2003 for non-
Latvians 14.5%), and it is mentioned, that it midhe related to the insufficient

knowledge of the Latvian language.

10 http://www.Im.gov.Iv/doc_upl/NAP_LATVIA_EN.doc, Latvia Ministry of Welfare home page.
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- Describing the specific case of Roma, which is 0(8%% in 2002) of the
population in Latvia, it is mentioned that this gpois subject to a high risk of social
exclusion. A high proportion of Roma children hamet attained even a primary
education and the representatives of this ethraamhave a lower level of education —
40% have only four grades or lower education andynege illiterate, and as a result they
have limited access to the labour market — fewan % of Roma of working age have
official employment, only 10% of Roma of workingeagvere officially registered as
unemployed.

However, it is concluded that according to theistigal data, while there have been
slight differences in the unemployment rate amoatyians and non-Latvians (except for
Roma), the situation has been improving.

Even though minorities are indicated as a groupsipbs under the risk of social
exclusion, no particular cultural policies aimedrat social inclusion of minority groups
are indicated in the document.

V.2. Other policy documents concerning the ethnic morities, cultural policies and

social inclusion

National programme Society I ntegration in Latvia 2001-2006

Ethnic integration issues (education and cultured eovered in a separate policy
document — National Programme “Society IntegrafiorLatvia” - which is a national
policy planning document for the policies orientediards ethnic, linguistic, cultural and
inclusion issues.

The existence of a separate policy document isobriiee reasons why ethnicity, culture
and language oriented policies are not covered etaildin previously described
documents - Latvia National Action Plan 2004-20Q&tgia Single Programming
Document Objective 1 Programme 2004 — 2006) andiamtNational Action Plan for
Reduction of Poverty and Social Exclusion (20046)00

In the National programme “Society Integration iattia” (hereinafter — NP SIL), four

thematic spheres related to ethnic and social iateg are identified. There are several
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projects included for fulfilment of specific actids in some of those thematic spheres.
NP SIL defined essential principles of integratioriour areas of activity:

1) Civic participation and political integratiom@luding non-governmental organisations
and cooperation with the Latvian groups abroad);

2) Social and regional society integration (inchglialso support to unemployed non-
Latvians with poor knowledge of Latvian);

3) Education, language, culture (including preparatof the minority (bilingual)
education programmes, courses for teachers indratd bilingual education);

4) Information (including access to informationtire minority language in public mass
media).

The previous National Programme “Societal Integratin Latvia” (accepted in 2000)
discussed implementation of educational reforme-ttAnsition to bilingual education in
minority schools — as one of the most importantiggo@ther goals of the Programme
were strengthening Latvian as the official languagd strengthening its importance in
all the spheres of everyday life, specifically tabour market. Knowledge of Latvian is
seen as a prerequisite for successful ethnic aridlsotegration of minorities.

Among the most important achievements of the Natioprogramme was the
establishment of the Secretariat of the Specialighssents Minister for Society
Integration, which is responsible for implementatiand coordination of the society
integration policy. Also, the Society Integratiomufdation (SIF) was established in
2001 with the purpose to facilitate the societyegnation process according to the NP
SIL by raising and administrating funds for implertaion of society integration
projects. The activity of both the Secretariat &t can be considered as a success.
However, because of weak institutional coordinafmnimplementation of the different
activities stated and unsatisfactory cooperatiothefinstitutions involved, many of the
goals of the NP SIL have not been achieved, arfdrasow, a new National Programme

“Society integration in Latvia” is being drafted.
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In addition to the NP SIL, the Statement for theassity of society integration policy

monitoring was accepted in 2001, which defined datbirs that should be used for
monitoring the societal integration procéss

. An indicator should be a characteristic measurefferobservation and evaluation
of changes in social, economical, educational, renment, health and other conditions.
Indicators should determine a characteristic tleatals the changes in politics or a
political element most precisely and allows for thmking of conclusions on the

necessity of changes.

. Indicators have to be clearly defined, reflect aedgeal both activities and

attitude. An indicator should to be used for a Emgme period, and ideally, have to

reveal quality information.

Education development conception 2002-2005

The education development conception 2002-20656es into more detail in describing
the goals and tasks to be fulfilled in minority edtion policy in 2002 — 2005 as a part of
education policy in general.

First, among the most important achievements of @dacation policy up to 2002
(paragraph 2.2.6) was the beginning of the intradacof minority (bilingual) education
programmes. It is stated that minority (bilinguafjucation programmes would support
the educational needs and social integration ofrtimerity groups while at the same time
improving the knowledge of Latvian.

In defining the main directions for education pyliactivities (paragraph 5.2), one of
those mentioned is the accomplishment of the aneaif the evaluation system for the
general education reform. One of the tasks envssageoduction of centralised final
exams in Latvian and mathematics in primary schodloth schools with Latvian as the
language of instruction and schools implementinghamty education programmes.
Another task for the period is improvement of thenanty (bilingual) education

programmes in designing new methodologies for iegcand new manuals.

1 http://www.integracija.gov.Ilv/index.php?id=367&sadala=135 , home page of Secretariat of the
Special Assignments Minister for Society Integration
12 http://www.politika.lv/index.php?id=6201, home page of Public policy site www.politika.lv
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Development of appropriate programmes for contiguiacational training for teachers
is the second branch of activity connected witharity education.

The document also highlights the goal of diminighthe differences of accessibility of
gualitative general education, where one of thkstagould be development of bilingual
education in the general education programmes (trathary and secondary).

Not all the minority culture and social inclusiomligy links are summarised in one
document. The National Programme “Society Integratn Latvia has the most detailed
information on integration policies related to #tanic minorities and social inclusion.
The Latvian Single Programming Document ObjectivBrdgramme 2004 — 2006 and
Latvian National Action Plan for Reduction of Payeand Social Exclusion (2004-2006)
reflect on the ethnic minority-oriented policieshoriragmentally, as these issues are
covered in detail by the NP SIL.

Education development for 2002-2005 specifies tteah tasks to be performed in 2002-
2005 for facilitating implementation of bilinguadecation within the framework of

education policyTable 2.
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Table 2.

Summary of policy documents on cultural policies aacerning the ethnic minorities and

social inclusionfor 2004-2006

The Latvia National Action Plan 2004- Latvian National Action Plan for

2006 (Latvia Single Programming Reduction of Poverty and Social Exclusion

Document Objective 1 Programme 2004 —| (2004-2006)

2006) - Unemployment situation
- Demographic situation (differences among ethnic groups)
- Employment and - Roma situation

unemployment
- Continued education and
training, paying particular attention to

establishing Latvian as the official languag

1%

and integrating minorities

-

National programme Society | ntegration in Dafvia 2001-2006

- Civic participation and political integration

- Social and regional society integration

- Education, language, culture

o] Improvement of the minority education programmes

o] Elaboration of manuals and teaching methodologiesfnority
education programmes

0 Professional training for teachers of minority eatiom
establishments

- Information

1L

Education development conception 2002-2005

- Evaluation of educational achievements of primany secondary school
students

- Continued professional training for teachers

- Equality in access to qualitative education.
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VI: COST-EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF BILINGUAL EDUC ATION IN
LATVIA

VI.1. Implementation of bilingual education
Minority education establishmentsin Latvia

It is important for the young people of Russianeotimon-Latvian origin to acquire
education in Latvian in order to integrate into theciety of Latvia in order to
successfully continue their studies in higher etlanaestablishments and later become
active in the labour market. To ensure that norndbas have the opportunity to keep
their own language and the ethnic identity assediatith it, minority education
programmes were created, which combined the studgeps in Latvian with other
minority languages.

Government-financed general education in Latviaffisred in eight minority languages —
Russian, Polish, Hebrew, Ukrainian, Estonian, lathan, Roma and Belarusian. In
2005/2006, there were 727 schools in Latvia in Whilasses were taught in Latvian, 152
schools where classes were taught in Russiani(@bél education programme is being
offered in those schools), and 97 where classes teerght in Latvian and in Russian
(these are dual flow schools where there are bathidn and minority classes) (Table 3).
There are four schools where classes are taughtlish, and one each where students
study in Ukrainian and Belarusian. At one Estoraawl one Lithuanian school, certain
subjects are taught in the minority language. Them& language is taught as an elective

at two schoolsTable 3.
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Table 3.

Number of schools by language of instruction

Dual flow
School schools - Ukrainia
year Total Latvian| Russian Latvian/ Polish . Belorussiar
Russian
2005/06 983 727 152 97 4 1 1
2004/05 993 724 155 108 4 1 1
2003/04 1009 729 159 115 4 1 1
2002/03 1017 720 166 124 5 1 1
2001/02 1029 725 175 122 5 1 1
2000/01 1037 724 178 128 5 1 1
1999/00*| 1057 727 189 133 5 1 *2
1998/99 1074 728 195 145 5 1

*int. al. 1 Lithuanian school

Source: Ministry of Education and Sciefice

Chronological overview of implementation of reform

Implementation of minority education policies — edtion reform towards bilingual

education - involves several successive phases:

- Beginning the T of September 1999 — introduction of sample migokiasic

education programmes in minority elementary schools

- Beginning the T of September 2002 — a transfer at all minorityosi$ toward

lessons that are taught on the basis of the samiplerity basic education programmes

and in two languages — Russian and Latvian;

13 http://www.izm.gov.lv/dokumenti/statistika/2005_2006/skolu_sk_05.xIs , home page of Ministry

of Education and Science.
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- Beginning the 1st September 2004 — a transferdygstem in which most classes
are taught in Latvian in minority secondary schools

Officially, all of these steps have now been impdered, but it remains difficult to draw
any concrete conclusions about the real situatioschools and the actual results of the
reform.

Students who began to study bilingually in 1999l wihter secondary school in the
2007/2008 school year. This means that by 200Fjrfuibduction of bilingual education
in high schools will be completed and the resultsilingual education policy could then
be evaluated for the first time. However, as tbsults of the focus group discussions
reveal, experts consider an evaluation of resoltset possible only in 2009, when “the
full cycle will be complete, and we will be abledoaw conclusions”.

Even though the transitional rules attached to ie&\Education Law said that beginning
in the 1999/2000 school year, minority elementanyo®ls began a system of teaching
classes on the basis of samples (or so-called s)oadl minority basic education
programmes. This school year could be acceptedoagtof reference in terms of when
bilingual education policies were first implementethd in fact the preparation and
introduction of the policies began far earlier -the mid-1990s.

In 1995 for instance, the Ministry of Education édcience issued a regulation (No. 1-
14-2, 1995), which dictated an increased numberadses taught in Latvian in schools
where most classes are taught in Russian. Thé vessi that the beginning of 1995, two
subjects had to be taught in Latvian in elemensatyools and three subjects had to be
taught in Latvian in high schools.

The fact that bilingual education began in the #880s is confirmed not just by the
aforementioned ministry regulation, but also by ¢xperience of schools. Experts who
took part in the focus groups and who spoke abwisituation in schools discussed this
issue as well.

In 1996, the National Latvian Language Training gdaonme (now known as the
National Latvian Language Training Agency (NLLTAjps established. One of its first
duties was to prepare school teachers for workaitvian and other languages as well as
supporting schools is still one of the main braiscbieactivity for NLLTA.
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In 1999, with the support of the Soros Foundatiatvla, the*Open School” Project
was launched. It existed from 1999 until 2003, amgrimary goal was to support public
integration in the field of education. One areaaofivity involved the introduction of
bilingual education in minority schools. Severhtle experts who took part in the focus
groups also took part in that project. They fllttthe activities of the “Open School”
project with respect to the preparation and implatetgon of bilingual education was
judged to be successful in most respects. Expedised the investment made by the
project in informing parents and students (a buelgmagazine Tilts (Bridge) was
published), in training teachers, and in promotingpperation among schools.

According to the Latvian law on education (1998jraduction of the bilingual education

policy began in the 1999/2000 school yeahen“the entire elementary school began to

work on the basis of a minority education programmetwo languages.” The
experience of experts also shows; however, thaalhatf administrators and teachers in
Latvia’s minority schools began to introduce biliiad education at the elementary school
level. Quite a few schools decided to wait, beeahgy thought the legal norms would
be repealed.

This comment by an expert makes it clear that &tsit severely hindered the
implementation of bilingual education in these sibocreating a gap between those
schools, which launched bilingual education in thiel-1990s and those, which only
began to do so in the latter half of 2002. One ttars conclude that the launch of
bilingual education in Latvia’s minority schools svstretched out over almost ten years.

The beginning of the 2002/2003 school yean be seen as the conclusion of the

preparatory phasef bilingual education policy (in chronologicaltes, it coincided with
the implementation phase of the policy, which begatime 1999/2000 school year). This

is when all minority elementary schools were touseng the new bilingual education
models. According to Article 6 of the transitiorralgulations of the law on education
(1998) schools had to license a sample minoritycation programme by 2002, based on
which school would do the work. Experts confirméds during the focus group

discussions.
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Analysis of laws, which regulate the operations of minority schools'

Classes at all state and local government educatstitutions are taught in Latvian.
Education in other languages is available at peieatucation institutions, as well as those
state and local government education institutiohere minority education programmes
are being pursued. The state language is taughtl inases, including those when a
student is pursuing his or her basic or secondducaion in another language. The
Latvian language examination is administered iroetance with national rules.

The legal foundations for bilingual education pglinvolve three laws — the Education
Law (1998), the Law on General Educati(i®99) and the Language Lai#989 and
1999). There are also regulations from the Calmhdlinisters and instructions from the

Ministry of Education and Science. The national cgpt on public integration is
important in a broader context.

It must be stressed that certain changes in raelatiaghe language of instruction that was
used in minority schools occurred even before tthecBtion Law took effect in 1998. In
1995, amendments to legislation were made detemgpitiiat in general basic education
subjects shall be studied in the state language,irbwgeneral secondary education
subjects shall be studied in the state languageegfiest was addressed to international
organizations asking for assistance in the impleatem of the requirements set by the
legislation, i.e., to work out suggestions and rodthogy for education in Latvian in
Russian schools.

These three laws have created a foundation for medgjanges in minority schools and
they apply mostly to the language of instructidiitst of all, this involves a move toward
minority education programs in elementary schostsich means bilingual teaching. For
the 2002/2003 school year, all elementary schoadsads must be taught bilingually.
Secondly, this marks a gradual transition to teaghmainly in the Latvian language at
minority secondary schools, beginning in the 200@88school year. The overall goal is
to increase the importance of the Latvian languatgsninority schools. Although there

have been extensive debates in society about thefitee and deterints, which have

14 Analysis of the Implementation of Bilingual Education. The Baltic Institute of Social Sciences.
Riga, 2002
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occurred as a result of bilingual education, bet fédct is that the concept of “bilingual
education” is not contained in any of these laws.

Article 9 of the_Education Lavspeaks to the language of instruction and Artiéle

addresses the matter of minority education progrdmogever, the transitional rules in
the law also contain several sections, which retatehis issue. The article on the
language of instruction specifies, “Education iatstand local government educational
institutions is obtained in the state language’hédtianguages can be used in state and
local government schools, which implement minoedcation programs.

Article 41 says that minority education programs designed by schools themselves on
the basis of recommendations from the Educationidifyn on the use of languages in
teaching various subjects. The programs are usbakgd on one of the four models,
which have been approved by the Education Ministsysample minority education
programs. The article also says that the educg@tiograms must include elements that
are necessary for students to learn about thaiieetulture.

The transitional rules of the Education Law saidttim the 1999/2000 school year all
minority schools must use one of the minority ediocaprograms (which included
bilingual education). The ministry has often besstused of not providing timely
information to schools about this fact.

The transitional rules also say that students i 16" grade in minority secondary
schools must be taught in Latvian (i.e. up to 60P4he total curriculum of general
secondary education must be acquired in the saagpibge in the education programmes
for ethnic minorities) in the 2004/2005 school yeHrmis creates a lot of debate because
initially the rule includes the statement that setary education will be available ‘only’
in the state language beginning in 2004. The wordly’ could not be stricken from the
law because the article could not be reopenedi$oudsion.

The greatest misunderstandings involved Article f6the transitional rules of the
Education Law, which says that schools that hauadhed an education program “may
continue to implement the program if they receivécanse for the relevant program
within three years time”. This means that all oksss minority elementary schools must

be taught on the basis of the minority educatiomg@m that the school has selected.
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This is not a very clear requirement and that maywy very few people who are
involved in minority education policies are awaféto

The Law on General Educati@ontains few norms, which regulate minority sclsoolt

says that the basic education program, which apptiell of the schools in Latvia “may
be merged with a minority education program”. Tisls with the teaching of subjects,
which relate to minority languages and culture weetl as public integration. As was
noted above, the Law On General Education and thed&ion Law are in contradiction

to one another when it comes to the use of languagde Education Law says that

everything must be taught in the state languageélewhe Law on General Education
says that “the general education program can begedewith a minority education

program, including the native language of the ethminority, as well as content which
relates to minority identity and integration intatizian society”. This norm has usually
been interpreted as meaning that even after 2Q@paimately 25% of the education
content in minority secondary schools will be tauighRussian or another language.

It should be noted that the documents which reguddtication are closely linked to other

norms, especially the 1989 Language Law. The Statggjuage Lawsays that “the

language of meetings at state and local governimstitutions is the state language”.
This means that pedagogical meetings at schools leuseld in Latvian.

The models of basic minority education

The Education Ministry has offered four models &wganizing bilingual education in

minority school®>. In all 4 models there are a fixed number of haorde spent on

language and literature in both languages. Othéjests are taught in Latvian, the
minority language, or bilingually. In following thproposed models are characterised
(Table 4).

In the first modethe subjects taught in minority language are onfhmmatics in grade

1 — 4 (and health in grade 5).

In the second moddhe subjects taught in minority language are cdepscience (1
hour in grade 7) and physics/chemistry (4 — 5 hauigrade 8 — 9). In this model many
subjects are taught bilingually.

!° Batelaan Pieter. Bilingual Education: The Case of Latvia from a Comparative Perspective. In:
Bilingual Education in Latvia: International Expertise. Riga, 2002

30



In the third modemore subjects are taught in minority languagel gméide 9. In grade 9

almost all subjects are taught in Latvian.

In the fourth modemathematics, natural science, sports and arttaaght in minority

language until grade 3.

Table 4.
Model programmes for primary education of ethnic mnorities
Latvian Minority Subjects in Subjects taught Subjects in Latvian
language & | language & | minority bilingually
literature literature language
Model 1 | Gr 1 2hrs Gr1-37- Grl4 Gr 1-3 sports Gr 3-9 English
Gr 2-3 3-4hrs| 9hrs mathematics Gr 1-3 natural sciences| Gr 4-9 sports
Gr 4-9 4hrs | Gr 5-9 4- Gr 5 health Gr 2-3 arts Gr 4-9 arts
9hrs Gr 5-9 matheatics Gr 5-9 home economics
Gr 6 biology Gr 5-9 history
Gr 7 computer sciences
Gr 7-9 biology
Gr 7-9 geography
Gr 8 health
Gr 8-9 physics
Gr 8-9 chemistry
Gr 1-9 extra curricular
Model 2 | Gr 1 2hrs Gr1-37- Gr 7 computer | Gr 1-9 mathematics Gr 3-9 English
Gr 2-3 3-4hrs| 9hrs science Gr 1-9 sports Gr 7 computer science
Gr 4-9 4hrs | Gr 5-9 4- Gr 8-9 physics | Gr 1-9 arts Gr 8 health
6hrs Gr 8-9 chemistry Gr 1-4 natural sciences| Gr 1-9 extra curricular
Gr 5 health
Gr 5-9 history
Gr 5-9 home economicsg
Gr 6-9 geography
Gr 6-9 biology
Gr 7-9 social sciences
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Latvian Minority Subjects in Subjects taught Subjects in Latvian
language & | language & | minority bilingually
literature literature language
Model 3 | Gr 1 2hrs Gr1-37- Gr 1-8 Gr 1-4 natural sciences| Gr 1-9 sports
Gr 2-3 3-4hrs| 9hrs mathematics Gr 6 geography Gr 2-9 arts
Gr4-94hrs | Gr5-94-6 | Grl-3arts Gr 7-9 social sciences | Gr 3-9 English
hrs Gr 7 computer Gr 5 and 9 health
science Gr 5-9 home economics
Gr 5-8 history Gr 6-9 biology
Gr 7 social Gr 7-9 geography
sciences Gr 8-9 social sciences
Gr 8-9 physics Gr 9 history
Gr 8-9 chemistry Gr 9 mathematics
Gr 1-9 extra curricular
Model 4 | Gr 1 2hrs Gr1-37- Gr 1-3 Gr 7 computer science | Gr 3-9 English
Gr 2-3 3-4hrs| 9hrs mathematics Gr 7-9 biology Gr 4-6 mathematics
Gr 4-9 4hrs | Gr 5-9 4- Gr 1-3 natural | Gr 8-9 physics Gr 4 natural sciences
6hrs sciences Gr 4-9 sports

Gr 1-3 sports
Gr 1-3 arts

Gr 4-6 arts

Gr 6 biology

Gr 5 and 9 health

Gr 5-9 home economics
Gr 5-9 history

Gr 6-9 geography

Gr 7-9 social science
Gr 8-9 chemistry

Source: Batelaan Pieter. Bilingual Education: Theas€ of Latvia from a Comparative

Perspective. In: Bilingual Education in Latvia: érhational Expertise. Riga, 2002

All four models are aimed at the overall commandLatvian. The possibility of
maintenance may crucially impede the process efgnation. However, much depends

on other factors such as the attitudes of teacHetactics, and pedagogical climate.
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According to Pederséh the transition in the first model is too early;gives better
chances for assimilation than integration. The igyadf the second model, which is
characterized by “subjects taught bilingually”, deds on the quality of implementation
of this programme. Theoretically there is a po$sybior integration, bet it completely
depends on how the teacher interprets “bilingually”

The advantages of the third model lie in mainteramicthe minority language. One of
the disadvantages is that the linguistic competenight be tied to subjects. This can be
prevented by interdisciplinary work across the icutum that includes both languages.
The third model offers most possibilities for mamance and transition at a time that
cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) éveloped in the mother tongue. In
the fourth model the development of bilingualisrm@g a continuing process.

As showed results of study called “Analysis of thieoduction of Bilingual Educatiort*
schools which are using the first model of minogtjucation are basically implementing
a process of “voluntary assimilation”, becauselthtvian language is very important in
the teaching process. Attitudes toward bilingualicadion are mostly positive among
principals, parents and teachers in these schddis. first model is mostly being
implemented in Latgale, where there is a distinBiyssian environment. These schools
are chosen by parents who are strongly motivatedrins of the desire for their children
to learn the Latvian language.

The second model is recommended by the Educatiomsty for students who are able
to converse in Latvian but who do not live in aeamwhere the Latvian language is
spoken very often, but this minority program hagrbehosen quite often in regions
where there is a Latvian environment — Kurzeme Zewhgale. Parents of children who
attend schools with the second model are moreyliteelwant to send their children to a
“Russian schotl Attitudes toward bilingual education reforms atmlvard teaching
mainly in Latvian language in secondary schoolsvamy varied — approximately equal

shares of respondents support and reject the @oces

!¢ pedersen Karen Margrethe. A Search to Merge. In: Bilingual Education in Latvia: International
Expertise. Riga, 2002

1 Analysis of the Introduction of Bilingual Education. The Baltic Institute of Social Sciences. Riga,
2002
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The third model is chosen by schools which aré gtédparing for the changes that are
about to occur — most often in Latgale and igaR The third model involves the fewest
teachers who work bilingually.

The fourth model is used mostly in schools which standing apart from any Latvian-
speaking environment, and in these schools werfintk sceptical views about bilingual
education and about the transition to teaching lyam Latvian. Teachers at these
schools had the lowest opinion of their own ability work bilingually. Teachers at
schools where the fourth model is being used werst fikely to say that the attitudes of
children are rather negative.

In 2002, experts who were surveyed by the Baltgtitte of Social Sciences under the
auspices of a study “Analysis of the IntroductidnBiingual Education” said that the
introduction of bilingual education in elementamghsols, which began in 1999, was a
process that was organised in too great hurrywas$ only three months before the
beginning of the school year (on May 27, 1999)t tine Ministry of Education and
Science approved four sample education programoresihority schools. The models
were selected in a great hurry and without muclught There was no time to consult
with the parents of students or to prepare teachusteaching resources. Most schools
chose the model that would mean the fewest changhe educational process.

Currently in force is Instruction No. 303 of the Uedtion Ministry, “Sample minority

education programswhich include adjusted sample programs. It teffiect on May 16,

2001. One of the goals in the programs is to “prientioe integration of the person who is
receiving an education into Latvia’s society andetsure the learning of the Latvian
language at a level which allows the individualctmtinue his or her education in the
Latvian language” (Instruction 303, Chapter 2, éldi5.1). We must note that the law
says that a higher education in Latvia’s state ensities must be obtained in the Latvian
language.

An alternative model programme

The Association of Russian Language in Latvia (LAS®as worked out some general
comments to the model programmes for primary edwucatf ethnic minorities and it has
elaborated an alternative programme. From the &g&wts their point of view the four

programmes are transition types. It finds that gmegrammes “cannot ensure the
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preservation and development of the minority lamguand do not contribute to
reproduction of the national and cultural identy the minorities represented in
Latvia™®,

In an alternative programme, the association wangsisure the status of the minority. At
the same time it guarantees that it will be possibl the pupils to continue secondary
education in Latvian if that is going to be theyoapportunity. The association suggests
minority secondary education.

In the “Model programs for primary education of mthminorities” offered by LASOR,
the objectives special to minority education aféedent from those of the governmental
paper. The association developed an alternativeemdnl this alternative subjects are
taught in minority languagentil grade 8, in grade 9 subjects are taught duially with

exception ofL-hour civics in Latvian (Table 5).

Table 5.

An alternative model of minority education programme

Latvian Minority Subjects in Subijects taught bilingually Subijects in Latviarn

language & | language & | minority

literature literature language
LASOR | Gr12hrs— | Gr1-7 7- All subjects with| Gr 1-9 sports, arts Gr 9 social studies
Gr 9 4hrs 8hrs exceptions in Gr 8-9 mathematics (civics)

Gr 5-9 3hrs | next columns Gr 7 computer sciences

Gr 9 biology, physics,

chemistry, geography, socia
sciences

Gr 5-9 home economics

Source: Batelaan Pieter. Bilingual Education: Theas€ of Latvia from a Comparative

Perspective. In: Bilingual Education in Latvia: érhational Expertise. Riga, 2002

8 Model programs for primary education of ethnic minorities. Developed by The Association of
Russian language schools in Latvia (LASOR).
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According to DiackoV’, this model is more political than educational.eTaim of
LASOR is to preserve the Russian language, whithrm Diackov’s point of view — can
only happen in Russia. In this model there is maugh attention paid to learning of
Latvian language.

Attitude toward bilingual education and education reform

We must remember that attitudes toward bilinguaication and toward the transfer of
minority high schools to a situation in which 60%ctasses will be taught in Latvian and
40% will be taught in the minority language diff®esults of study called “Integration of
Minority Youth in the Society of Latvia in the Cent of the Education Reforrff’
showed that students and teachers have a posttiieda toward bilingual education,
believing that it represents a compromise in tewhsminority education reforms.
Dominant attitudes about the shift toward a sysierwhich most classes are taught in
Latvian, however, were negative.

During the latter phase of education reform impletagon, negative attitudes among
target groups, particularly students, have beewearkated. In 2002, The Baltic Institute
of Social Sciences conducted a study that wasccéhmalysis of the Introduction of
Bilingual Education” found that 40% of students%é®f teachers and 42% of parents
supported the shift toward a system in which méssses at the high school level are
taught in Latvian. In 2004, however, found that thensfer toward a system in which
60% of classes are taught in Latvian and 40% hénnhinority language was supported
only by 15% of students, 13% of parents and 30%athers. In interpreting these data,
it is very important to keep the socio-politicantext of the study firmly in mind. While
the research was being conducted, there were iamgasbcio-political events in Latvia,
which surrounded the education reform issue — theaion law was amended, there
was vast public debate about those amendmentg, Wexe various kinds of protests. In
this context it has to be noted that only 10% afsthstudents who did not take part in

any protests said that they support the need formes.

1% Diackov Mark. Integration of Society through Latvian Learning. In: Bilingual Education in Latvia:
International Expertise. Riga, 2002

2 Integration of Minority Youth in the Society of Latvia in the Context of the Education Reform.
The Baltic Institute of Social Sciences. Riga, 2004
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Students based their critical attitudes on arguatemt schemes that are disseminated in
private (family) and public (the mass media, schpsituations. They parrot views that
have been formulated in the past. Typically, stisleid not analyse or reveal their own
experiences and related attitudes. Instead, theg thee transfer tactic in speaking about
“others” who, as a result of the reforms, are Igsiheir native Russian language and
culture, as well as their competitiveness in higbeducation and the labour market.
Young people, in other words, are confirming saityawith their linguistic community,
but, on the other hand, they are also justifyingirtmegative attitudes by shifting the
responsibility on to the shoulders of “others”.

Also results of study called “Integration of MintyriYouth in the Society of Latvia in the
Context of the Education Reform” showed that stislexpressed the certainty that the
reforms have caused inter-ethnic relations in leatgibecome harsher, thus promoting an
ethnic split in the country. This idea is basedtlom commonly held belief among non-
Latvians that those who are organising educatiditips are all ethnic Latvians. This
means that opposition against the political elitel &s decisions indirectly manifests a
dislike of the Latvian speaking community in LatviSurvey data confirm this
conclusion. When asked to agree or disagree wihstatement that “over the last six
months, my relations with Latvians have worsen@@% of students agreed, as opposed
to just 8% of parents and 4% of teachers. The egipdn of discourse analysis made it
evident that at the level of ideas, negative ethelations result in conflicts. At the
discourse level, this is identified as an ethnioftict, but in essence it is an ethno-

political conflict, because it is based more ontmall than purely on ethnic interests.
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VI.2. Methodology for cost- effectiveness evaluatio

Two methods were used for cost-effectiveness aisalgé implementation of the
bilingual education in Latvia.

As was mentioned before, the policy is introdudddugh its results cannot be evaluated
by the quantitative indicators, as the first pugibsving started the minority education
programme after the education reform will gradyatsary school in 2007. That is why
gualitative method — focus group discussion — wssduto receive evaluation of the
preparatory phase of the policy, implementation tbé policy, the role of the
stakeholders, and finally, evaluation of the midteesults of bilingual education policy.
Besides, taking into the consideration the goalhefpolicy, the most relevant indicators
to be used for measuring the different outcomeab®fteform were also discussed.

For the cost-effectiveness analysis, the relevadtraecasurable indicators were identified
and calculated.

VI.4. Cost-effectiveness evaluation of bilingual agtation
Objective of the policy measure

It is important for the young people of Russian atiter non-Latvian origin to acquire

education in Latvian in order to integrate in thexisty of Latvia so that they can

successfully continue their studies in higher etdanaestablishments and later become
active in the labour market. Thus education andjdage are seen as very important
aspects for social inclusion of minority groups.

The aim of the policy is to ensure that non-Latgsidrave the opportunity to acquire
knowledge of Latvian on a level necessary to siadyatvian and integrate in the society
of Latvia, and at the same time to keep their oamngliage and the ethnic identity
associated with it. As a result, of students havgrgduated minority education

programme, should have a good command of Latviarbdoable to enter higher

educational establishment, continue education amdessfully integrate in the labour

market.
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I nput indicators

The positions that have been used here in thetrappnot exhaustive. It is very difficult
to identify all the expenditure for all the finaaktipositions for activities involved.
Neither is the expenditure positions disaggregébethe necessary level, so sometimes
estimates are used.

It is difficult to evaluate the finance allocatedrficularly for implementation of the
bilingual education, and the data gathered includeseral approximations and
assumptions that restrict the interpretation ofad&t general, the minority education
establishments receive government finance in tmeesaay as the schools with only
Latvian language of instruction.

However, two sources of finance can be identiffeat have been assigned only or mainly
to preparation and implementation of the bilingediication reform. These are additional
payments to teachers that teach bilingually or iatvian in minority education
establishments, and assignments to National Agéclatvian Language Training (up
to 200 4 — National Programme for Latvian Langu@gening).

Even though these two financing sources cannotdosidered exhaustive and do not
incorporate all the sums spent on different adéisitaimed at implementation of the
bilingual education policy, these two inputs are tmost relevant and most closely
connected with the goals of the policy.

Teachers are the main implementers of the polisyalao the focus group experts
acknowledged, their input is crucial for the suscereform,, so the finance allocated to
the additional payments acknowledging their effoarsd finance towards training of the

teachers, are greatly contributing to successfplementation of the policy.
Additional payments for teachers in minority ediumaestablishments

The first identifiable flow of finance for implemttion of the bilingual education policy
is finance allocated for thadditional payments for teachers in minority educaibn
establishments teaching Latvian as the second language anditgpokher subjects in
Latvian or bilingually.

Minority schools are financed in the same way as sbhools with Latvian as the

language of instruction. Government finances tHarigs of the teachers and allocated
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certain amount of finance for manuals; the munidipas responsible for the school
premises. In some cases the municipality might rpay certain premiums to the
teachers, and finance additional support for manuabme municipalities finance also
for further education and training of the teachessich is obligatory.

After the implementation of the bilingual educati@iorm was started in 1999, in order
to motivate and compensate the effort of the teach®rking in the minority schools,
government-financed additional payments to the wagee introduced to the teachers of
minority schools, teaching Latvian or their subjecLatvian or bilingually.

Such additional payments are done since 1999.mbrgey can be identified up to 2004.
Up to 2000, the finance was available only for keas of Latvian language, but from
2001 also to the teachers teaching subjects bdihguThe additional payment could
reach up to 30% of the regular wage of a teacher.

Data is taken from the laws on state budget forré@spective years 1999-2006, where
this position is indicated as special purpose graat 2005 and 2006, it is an estimate,
based on the proportion assigned for the previemersy as the number of teachers
receiving payments has not changed considerably.

Data is adjusted to the changes in the consumeg91i999-2006 and transferred to EUR
according to the exchange rate of the respectia {#able 3. The total amount of
finance spent on the additional payments’ positan be estimated as 6 480 977 LVL or
10 261 233 EUR.
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Table 7

Assignments for additional payments for teachers

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200%* 2006*

Assignments
for additional
payments for
teachers, LVL| 600000 595316 742501 83552% 911946 122059 1251454 137275

Consumer
price changes
as a per cent
of the previou

period, %" 100 2.6 5.1 7.0 9.9 16.1 22.4§  26.6*
Adjusted to
the inflation,
LVL 600 000 579838 704633 777038 821663 102408 966122 1007 60
In Eurd® 906 96% 984 816 126948 139554/ 134192 153191 138413 144645

* Estimate as a proportion from the total, basedh@nproportions of the previous years — 1.3%.005}
108 909020 LVL and in 2006 119 369 894 LVL totalsnassigned for teachers’ wages. It has to be noted,
however, that the teachers’ waged in the time pdneve also grown.

** Consumer price changes from December 2005 te A0D6.

National Latvian Language Training Programme (sin2804 - National Latvian

Language Training Agency)

National Latvian Language Training Programme (sirZ@4 - National Latvian
Language Training Agency) was established in 1996, One of its first duties was to
prepare schoolteachers for work in Latvian andhguglly, and support to schools is still
one of the main branches of activity for NLLTA.

During 1996-2006 NLLTA has been actively involved elaboration of manuals for
minority education programmes, providing profesalamnaining courses for teachers in
teaching in Latvian and bilingually, as well as\liah language courses for the teachers
and other professional groups. NLLTA has been acigo in other integration-oriented

projects. During 1996 — 2006, in total 206 diffareablications — manuals, informative

2 http://www.csb.gov.lv/Satr/rad/Fla.cfm?akurs3=F1a, home page of Central Statistical Bureau
of Latvia
22http://ec.europa.eu/budget/inforeuro/index.cfm’?fuseaction:currency_historique&currencyzllg&
Language=en
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materials, teaching aids have been published by ™. Starting from 1996, 28 445
pedagogues of educational establishments havedatdmtvian language courses, 8752
teachers have attended NLLTA training courses anhi@g bilingually, and since 2003,
course have been also provided for 542 teachetsoanto teach particular subjects in
Latvian and/or bilingualR/.

Even though the education reform started in 1998 preparations of implementation of
bilingual education started well before. NLLTA hasainly been involved in the
preparatory phase of in implementation of the bilial education reform, but, as it is also
recognised by the focus group participants, thernefwas introduced in a hurry, so the
preparatory phase and implementation phases harerbaning in parallel for a while.
Many of the implementers of the reform — mainly sah teachers, needed
methodological support also after the reform wasd¢aed.

The NLLTA, after having been founded in 1996, wastffinancially supported by
financial donations of different organisations amdions. As it is stated in Latvia
National Action Plan 2004-2006 (Latvia Single Peogming Document Objective 1
Programme 2004 — 2006), the continuing trainingtegy with regard to training of
Russian speaking teachers, parents of the pupillyisg in minority schools, public
officers with an aim to stabilise Latvian language a state language, instruction
language, and as a tool for integration of minesitihas been addressed since 1996, using
altogether 9 906 725 USD, donated by many statdsuaions (EU and UNDP) until
2002. Starting from 2001, NLLTA is granted finarfoem the state budget.

In the Table 8, the total amount of financing assdfor the organisation is represented
(as given in the budget law, including also adntiaisre expenses and expensed
dedicated also to other activities, as, for examaddivities oriented towards promotion
of the general integration process, for examplgaoising summer camps for young

people, etc; or teaching Latvian for other profesal groups and unemployed).

2 http://lwww.lvavp.lv/user_images/documents/produkcija_lat.htm, home page of National Agency
of Latvian Language Training
24http://www.lvava.Iv/frameset.php’?PHPSESSID:6ba242a4cad026478b272ad105deccb2&Iang_c
ode=_lat , home page of National Agency of Latvian Language Training
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Table 8

Finance for National Latvian Language Training Progamme (Agency)

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005* 2006***

Assignments
for NALLT,
LVL 1049602] 155 000] 1 109 32( 568 432 111545] 121073| 765 166 398 026

Finance
allocated in
1996-1998
divided by
years** 51 2016] 51 2016] 512016, 51 2016 51 2016 51 2016 51 2016 51 2016

Total 1561 61f 667 016] 1621 34] 108044{ 1627 46] 172275] 1277 18] 910 042

Consumer
price changes
as a per cent
of the previou

period”> 100 102.6 105.1 107.0 109.9 116.1 122.8 | 126.6**
Adjusted to

the inflation 1561 71§ 649 674 1538 654 10048171 466 35( 1445390 985985 667 971
In Eurd® 236070] 110342 277207{ 1804 62| 2394 82| 2162 13| 141258 958 90

* Estimated as a proportion.
** Exchange rates for USD dollars 1996 — 1999, tatesl by Bank of Latvia,
http://test.csb.gov.Ilv:8080/Dialog/Saveshow.aspné@age of Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia

*** Consumer price changes from December 2005 tee2006.

First, government assignments are given (as irgticet the respective state budget law,
including also administrative expenses). For yd#186 -1998, the allocated sum was
first transformed to the Latvian national currenieys by using the average exchange rate
of US dollars to Latvian lats, and then dividedtby 8 years taken for implementation of
the first cycle of the bilingual education - from90 to 2007, the share for 2007 not
included in the calculations. Data is adjustechs¢hanges in the consumer prices 1999-
2006 and transferred to EUR according to the exphaate of the respective year.
According to the estimations, the total amountat$ Ispent on this position is 7 781 905
LVL or 14 969 283 EUR. The total amount of finansepent on these lines of
implementation of bilingual education policy arespectively 14 262 882 LVL or 25
230 516 EUR.

% http://www.csb.gov.Iv/Satr/rad/Fla.cfm?akurs3=F1a, home page of Central Statistical Bureau
of Latvia
26http://ec.europa.eu/budget/inforeuro/index.cfm’?fuseaction:currency_historique&currencyzllg&
Language=en
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Outcomes

Description of bilingual education policy objectsvés integration in society and its
institutions — secondary and higher educationaldishments and labour market which
function mainly in Latvian, as the aims to be avhok thus language and education
serving as means of integration and social inctusio

However, as the experts of in the focus group reizeg that the policy goals have not
been very clearly formulated, and neither are cetegcrmeasurable indicators named for
evaluation of policy.

Among the indicators that would correspond to thalicg aims and course of
implementation, as identified by the focus grouptipgants, academic achievements of
the students should be measured, their languadeipnzy as well as their success later
in integration in further education and labour nedrkctivities

But these are factors that prevent these indicdtora being applied in this project.
Students who began to study bilingually in 1999 eiilter next educational stage in the
2007/2008 school year. This means that by 200Firfubduction of bilingual education
in secondary schools must be completed, and thdtsesf bilingual education policy
could then be evaluated for the first time. Pgéots in the group discussions of this
project, however, fell that an evaluation of reswiill be possible only in 2009, when the
students will graduate the secondary general eiducptogrammes after the reform has
been implemented. At this time, it is possible gpmastly about medium term results.
This limits also application possibilities for tbatcome indicators to measure the success
of the education policy in connection to the soamlusion, as there 1) no evaluation
indicators are defined by the policy makers, anddhe of the relevant indicators cannot
be applied due to fact the policy still is beingpiemented.

However, because a monitoring of population langukigowledge and sociolinguistic
environment in Latvia is being performed each y@ace 1996, it is possible to evaluate
the outcomes of the bilingual education implemeorapolicy at least, indirectly.
Comparative Research on the Language Use, KnowladdePeculiarities of Language
Environment of Inhabitants of Latvia is a surveypaipulation of Latvia that provides

data on knowledge of languages, language use agidge environment in the time
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period 1996-2006, thus allowing for evaluation lodieged and dynamics in the language
use and monitoring the results of the implementatibthe language policy.

It has to be noted, that even though bilingual atlan reform is one of most important
activities towards linguistic integration of mintyriyouth, there are also other integration
oriented activities and other environments for leage contacts, so the reform is only
one of the factors influencing improvement of theduage knowledge.

It is almost impossible to isolate the single intpaiceducational reform on the level of
knowledge of Latvian language among ethnic minegitiThose with better knowledge of
Latvian report having used Latvian more in difféardamains of social life. The common
linguistic environment — friends, family, publicasge, mass media and work experience —
all these also contribute to the linguistic skiill, it has to be acknowledged that school
is a very important agent of socialization, anditpgs changes in the linguistic skills of
young people can certainly be attributed also ¢oitisreased use of Latvian in instruction
in schools.

Therefore the outcomes of the bilingual educatiolicg implementation were measured
as the changes in proportion of those claimingrtkebwledge of Latvian is on an
intermediate or high level (in all the three eletsen- reading, writing and
communication), and those claiming their knowledféatvian is on a low level or that
they do not know language at all (low score in ahthe language proficiency elements —
reading, writing and communication).

In the survey, the age group boundaries for inolusn sample were 15 and older, and
for the purpose of this project, the age group ted certainly been affected by the
bilingual education reform, those aged 15-24. Thaesi group of respondents are
obviously not that much influenced by the educatiform started in 1999, though they
might be involved in some of the pre-reform eduwwal activities, having started already
back in 1995 and 1996 in some schools.

The level of Latvian knowledge has not been defimetthe education policy documents,
except for the exam results in Latvian languageckvare not available yet for analysis.
So we consider decrease in the proportion of thibae do not know the language or
know on the lowest level, and increase in propartd those who claim it to be on the

intermediate or highest level as the desirablean&of the policy. In survey, each of the
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3 elements — reading, writing and communicatiohatvian is evaluated according to 4
point score. Of these values, linguistic skills ardis calculated, and the overall
knowledge of language is evaluated.

The knowledge of Latvian among young non-Latviansbviously improving. In 1999,

slightly more than a half (54%) of the surveyed-28 year olds having as a native
language other than Latvian, said that they didknotv Latvian at all or knew it on the

lowest level. Next year, in 2000, the proportiontlmdse with poor or no knowledge of
Latvian was only 44%. It has to be remembered, ewehat together with the changes
in the laws regulating education, also the Languaye was changed in 1999.

In 2003, only 30% of the surveyed population agéd24 evaluated their Latvian

language knowledge as poor, and in 2006 only 25%opilation aged 15-24 gave an
answer that they do not know the language or knowanithe lowest level, and 75%

evaluate their Latvian knowledge as being on therinediate or highest level.

Table 9
Knowledge of Latvian among non-Latvian youth (thosevith native language other
than Latvian, aged 15-24 at the period of survey)
Question: How would you evaluate your knowledgéas¥ian in reading, writing and

communication?

Does not know the Good knowledge of Number of
language or knows on thelLatvian (intermediate ar respondents aged
lowest level, % highest level), % 15-24 in sample

1999 II-111 54 46 148
2000 V-V 44 65 143
2001 XII — 2002 | 40 60 165
2002 XII - 2003 | 35 65 151
2003 X- XIi 30 70 114
2004 XI-X1 28 72 144
2006 II-1V 25 75 315
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Source: Comparative Research on the Language Use, Knowlamlyg Peculiarities of Language
Environment of Inhabitants of Latvifl996—2006). Till 2002, Baltic Data House; sincg02 Baltic

Institute of Social Sciences

If we look at the improvements of knowledge of liatvin the period of 1999-2006, the
proportion of those stating their knowledge of liatvas good, has raised by 29 percent
points. If we sum up all the expenditure on thengedescribed above, we get 14,262.882
LVL or 25,230.516 EUR. Thus the increase of thepprtion of population with higher
Latvian language competences among non-Latvianhyfart one percent point in the
time period 1999-2006 cost 491,823.5 LVL or 870,81HUR.

VII: CONCLUSIONS

Social inclusion and minority cultural policies iratvia and the Latvian National Action
Plan for Reduction of Poverty and Social Exclugia®04-2006)

. The Latvian National Action Plan for Reduction obverty and Social
Exclusion (2004-2006) states that the ethnic comipaosin the country and analyses its
impacts in such spheres as employment and unempldyand continued vocational
training. The document also analyses the importahtaguistic competences of Latvian
language for inclusion in the labour market. HowedAP does not include any policies
that are dedicated especially towards social imatuef particular ethnic minority groups.
. The National programme “Society Integration in Latvhas been the most
important policy-planning document, incorporatingpgh of the cultural and social
inclusion policies oriented towards ethnic min@sti Therefore, these are not covered in
detail in the Latvian National Action Plan for thi&eduction of Poverty and Social
Exclusion.

. In the sphere of minority cultural policies and isbc inclusion,
implementation of bilingual education policy wa tmost important policy issue in the
period of 2004-2006. Educational reform — introduet of bilingual education in

minority education establishments — was launchetth Wie goal to raise the Latvian
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language competences among youth of those of natnidn origin to ensure they would

be able to study further in Latvian and to integccessfully into labour market.
Implementation of bilingual education policy: quative evaluation

In analysing the results of focus group discussamsng experts in the field of bilingual
education policy with reference to the preparatangse of the policy and the medium
term results of policy implementation, one can dtae/following major conclusions:

Evaluation of the preparatory phase of the policy

. When asked about successes and mistakes in thargatiep of bilingual
education, experts have differing views, which argte polarised. The views of
bilingual education experts in this area largelypeated on their roles and functions in
preparing and implementing the policy;

. Policy authors prefer to emphasise the positiveespof the work — design of
sample minority basic education programmes, theéladibty of choice, the ability of
teachers to learn the Latvian language;

. Policy implementers — school representatives, tachas well as
representatives of the public and the NGO sect@peak of the negative aspects,
shortcomings and failures of the process. Thegrred the haste of this process, the
authoritarian nature of the policy, the lack of die®ss among teachers, the lack of
information among policy participants and targedianoces, and the lack of materials and
technologies.

Evaluation of the results of policy implementation

The theoretical framework for an analysis of theutes of focus group data on bilingual
education policy implementation was the work of Aldausen in terms of a model for
evaluating bilingual education policies. Data asmlyshows that the results of the

bilingual education policyas defined by experts, are in line with Hausdatgors in

terms of evaluating the final products of bilingealucation policy — the desired goals,

the actual results and their levels — an evaluatiblanguage skills, a definition of the

level of academic knowledge, and an evaluationtiithides and motivationsThe main

conclusions about the results of policy implemeatattherefore, are the following:
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. The goals for bilingual education policy implemdita were not clearly
defined, and indicators and the achievement ofjiads were not identified. There were

no criteria for evaluating policy resultand that has made more complicated both the

medium term and the long term evaluation of potesults;

. There are very diverse and contradictory informmatatout the results that
have been achieved, and that is the result ofkadbaniversal data. Existing evaluations
are based on the experience of those who implewhéhte policy, and that is why the
results are contradictory. What is more, thisnew@aluation of a local nature;

. The results of bilingual education policy implenmsin, as judged by experts

are, generally speaking, in line with the broadiyniulated goals of the policy — Latvian

language learning and competitiveness in higheca&tthn and the labour market

. The Latvian language skills of students, accordinthe experts are, generally
speaking, improving but there is a lack of an anadesvaluation as to the changes in the
level of academic knowledge and of trends of suecBslicy implementers have made
both positive and negative judgments in this aaea, these depend on the experience of
each school in the implementation of bilingual eation;

. The process of implementing bilingual education beesated several major
problems — exacerbated attitudes in ethno-poliigsles, as well as the emergence of a
gap between minority and Latvian schools. This isontradiction to the overall goal of
the policy — facilitating ethnic integration.

Inputs and outcomes:

In order to evaluate the cost-effectiveness, meddeioutcome indicators relevant to the

goals of the policyad to be identified.

On the basis of the ideas that have been identifigtie focus groups, it is possible to
draw conclusions about the criteria that could beduin evaluating the implementation
of bilingual education policy:

. In designing criteria for policy evaluation, theyust be applied not just to

students, but also other policy participants amgetagroups. This significantly expands
the network of evaluation criteria, making it pddsito conduct an all-encompassing

evaluation of the policy;
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. There must be objectively measurable criteria saghatvian language skills
(indicators such as speech, reading, writing, astdrling skills), the level of academic
knowledge (both in the Latvian language and in éhggbject areas in which classes have
been taught bilingually), the percentage of miryosiudents who enter state universities,
and the inclusion of these people in the labourketar

. These criteria must be analysed in terms of tmends, thus making possible
a long-term evaluation of the policy;

. The subjective and shifting factors related to ggolmplementation processes
must also be defined. The results of former re$earojects and this study show that
among these, there are understanding, informagtiitudes and motivations. These
factors must be evaluated on an ongoing basis ghreociological and policy analysis
research.

. Taking into the consideration (1) these requiresmdot the indicators as
given by the experts in the focus groups, (2) thet that no indicators are set by the
policy makers to actually measure the impact ahgilal language reform on integration
of non-Latvian youth in society, (3) the fact thia¢ real results are to be seen in the long
term and (4) and that the first results of the enpéntation of the policy are expected no
later than in 2007, only the mid-term evaluationtleé policy can be performed, the
changes in the linguistic competences of non-Latyiauth was chosen as the indicator
for measurement of the policy outcome.

For that, secondary data analysis was used, as 41886 regular monitoring on the
language knowledge, use of languages and lingwesttronment is done, calculating an
indicator of proportion of youth having Latvian tarage knowledge level as law or no
knowledge at all, and intermediate or highest level

. The Latvian language competence indicator showsralency of rapid
improvement of Latvian skills in the age group 6f24 in the time period of 1999-2006.
Increase in population with high competence of laatvcontributes to inclusion into
society, especially education opportunities anegrdtion in the labour market, where
Latvian is often a prerequisite.

. However, there are limitations to the applicatidrttee indicator because of

the difficulties in isolating other factors influeing the linguistic competences and the
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age limits — it is not possible to sample only #h@sst having finished schooling in the
appropriate stage of education. So partially trdbcator reflects the results also of the
language policy in general.

. In choosing the _input indicators for the bilingua&ducation policy

implementationit has to be noted that an exhaustive descrigifdhe finance allocated

to implementation of policy cannot be created.

. As the reform was introduced very rapidly and theeppratory and
implementation phases of the reform were going onthe same time, several
organisations and institutions were involved in ginecess either as having it as one of
the tasks, either on the basis of projects.

. There two most relevant sources of finance wereseho- the additional

payments to the direct policy implementers — miyaschool teachers allocated by the

government, and National Agency for Latvian Langudgaining,whose one of the main

branches of activity was to provide Latvian languaiaining and training in bilingual
methodologies to teachers of minority schools ated by firstly donations, and later
granted also government finance). It has to be dyotkat the finance support on
preparation of reform was started even before ithi@ementation was started in 1999.
Besides, not in all cases data was available ab¢lcessary detail, therefore estimations
and approximations were sometimes used.

Cost - effectiveness

The proportion of cost effectiveness of the polisythus consisting of the outcome
indicator — change in proportion in the group of2¥byears old population of non-

Latvian origin, who have limited competence of Latvand those who know Latvian on
intermediate/high level; and input indicator - fir@ncial investment of government and
other countries, country unions and internatiorrghaisations in implementation of the
reform.

The proportion of those stating their knowledgelLafvian as good has raised by 29
percent points. If we sum all the expenditure om items described above, we get 14
262 882 LVL or 25 230 516 EUR. Thus the increasthefproportion of population with
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higher Latvian language competences among nondrmatyouth for one percent point in
the time period 1999-2006 cost 491,823.5 LVL or,870.8 EUR.

Future prospects and suggestions

Latvian language competences are important forabaeclusion of minorities, but, as
recognised by the experts, these cannot be theindigators used. In 2007, when the
first students will graduate other indicators feakiation of the academic achievements
and integration in labour market should be elalaraind used for evaluation of the
implementation of bilingual language policy.

In 2006, elaboration of the new National prograni®eciety Integration in Latvia” was
started, defining goals and policies for social atithic integration of society of Latvia
for the next period. The indicators identified dhgrithe project can be elaborated further
and included in the programme to measure the sawélsion capacities of minority

cultural policies.
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Appendix I: EVALUATION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION POLIC Y IN FOCUS
GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Methodology

Two focus group discussions were held with expantghe field of preparing and
implementing bilingual education policies. Theadissions were held on May 25 and 26,
2006 in Rga in Latvian and Russian, depending on the nd#simguage and language
choices of the respondents. A total of 16 exgedk part in all.

The main goalsn the discussions among bilingual education gokxperts were to
evaluate the preparation of bilingual educationgees and to analyse the medium-term
results of the implementation of bilingual educatiddentifying also relevant and
guantifiable indicators for this evaluation.

There were defined missions pursuit of the goals of the process, and it amshe basis

of these that the issues to be discussed by thgpgnoere structured:

- To define the positive and negative factors in prayg the new bilingual
education policies, focusing on the effect of thizszors on the further implementation
of the policies;

- To evaluate the participation and importance ofrtten agents involved
in the implementation of education policies — teash parents, schoolchildren — in the
overall implementation of the policies;

- To reveal the views of experts in the area of piegaand implementing
bilingual education policies with respect to thedmen-term results of the policy and to
criteria for determining those results;

- To review the medium-term results of bilingual eatimn policies in the
context of minority education reforms and publitegration.

Analysis of the way in which bilingual education lipes were prepared and
implemented, and the assessment of those procegses based largely on the
professional experience of the experts who took par

The experts who were members of the focus grougusssons represented a wide variety
of institutions and areas related to the implententaof bilingual education policies

(representatives of minority schools, teacherspjgefvom public organisations,
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Table 6

Participants in the focus group discussions

Expert

Institution

Prof. Irina Maslo

University of Latvia Faculty of eBagogy and Psycholog
Department of Education Studies; author of sampieority basic
education programmes

=<

Brigita Silina Representative of the National Agency for Leagnthe Latvian
Language (LVAVA), responsible for pedagogy and slidhg
NadjeZzdaErcite Deputy principal for educationjdg No. 95 High School

Vjaceslavs Vasins

Representative of the “Civic InitiatiNGO

Zinaida Katergina

Deputy director for educatiorigd No. 74 High School

=%

Sigita Odha- | Researcher, Latvian Human Rights Centre

Zankovska

Expert Institution

Olga Isakova Principal, “Maksima” private schoogpresentative of the Latvig
Association to Support Russian Language SchoolSQR)

Evija Papule Director, General Education Qualitséssment Agency, Ministry ¢
Education and Science, previously director and tegector of the
Integration Division of the ministry’s General Edtion Department

Liesma Ose Producer for the www.dialogi.lv portapresentative of the “Ope
School” project, producer of a bilingual magazione $choolchildren
Tilts (Bridge)

Mara Bidere Bilingual education methodologist, Laggdlistrict, Rga, teacher a

the Sergejs Zoltoks High School

—

Liene Juhevska

Bilingual education co-ordinator, Zemgaletiis Riga, bilingual

education co-ordinator and methodologiggarZoliide Gymnasium

Dzintra Silipa

Riga Hebrew High School representative

Biruta Mamedova

LASOR representative

Irena Freimane

Director, Education Development Cemtirector and co-ordinator

“Open School” project (until 2003)

Jalija Kuprina

Teacher, Purvciems High School

Inara Rozha

National Youth Initiative Centre
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and representatives of state and local governnterdtsres). This made possible a more
in-depth study of the problems at hand.

Analysis of focus group data have also been closdbted to other studies of Baltic
Institute of Social Sciences about bilingual ediscatind minority education reforms as
such in Latvia.

Given that one of the main goals in the project gn&dfocus group discussions has been
an evaluation of the medium-term results of thelemgntation of bilingual education
policies, the project authors have used the mofitiree factors that has been proposed
by Alex Hausen as theoretical support for analyshmg results of expert focus group
discussions.

HauseR’ proposes three groups of factors:

1) The shifting quantities of the context — the maconomic context, in which it is
important to think about the typical indicatorspgople who speak the target language
related to the policy. This group of factors alsdudes the legal status of languages and
their related communities, the social, socio-lisgjai and numerical status of these
communities, as well as the resources that areageedmplement the policies (teachers,
educational materials, infrastructure);

2) The shifting quantities of the final produyctvhich covers _goalsind _actual results

Goals and results can be of a short-term, medium-t& long-termnature. They can

also be divided up among various levels — the istgulevel, which speaks to language

skills, the level of academic achievemerdtitudes and motivatiortbat are established,

and the achieved level of bi-culturalism in society

3) Theshifting quantities of activities here we speak of operating strategies. Thessef
to specific legal norms, which regulate linguistind pedagogic procedures related to
bilingual education policies.

A full evaluation of these issues requires the wtofl all three groups of factors.
Hausen’s model was used to structure and credteoadtical basis for the data that were
extracted from the discussions. Only the secoraigrof factors was really used,

because analysis of the expert focus group dismusssults mostly affected the second

" Hausens, A. (2002) Konteksta, galaprodukta un darbibas mainigie lielumi bilingvalaja izglitiba
Latvija. |. Dedze (red.), Bilingvala izglitiba Latvija: starptautiska ekspertize. Riga: Sorosa Fonds-
Latvija, 63.-91.Ipp.
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group — the shifting quantities of the final produdVhat is more, this is the group of
factors, which are most closely linked to the gaald missions that were related to the
group discussions.

The report on the results of expert focus groupcudisions is based othe
aforementioned missions of the discussions — (1laluating the preparations for
bilingual education policies, (2) Evaluating thertgpation in this process of policy
participants, and (3) Analysing the medium-termultssof the implementation of the
policy. The report also includes statements thatewmade by participants in the
discussion (these are presented in italics). ©®fisrs a more extensive look into the
discussion and makes possible more extensive datgsés and preparation.

Results

The results of the focus group discussion are asgdrso that they provide evaluation of
the

1. Evaluation of the preparations for bilingual eddtion policies

1.1. A chronological review of preparations folimjual education policies — the views

and understandings of experts

Asked to evaluate preparations for bilingual ediocapolicies, experts stressed that it is

hard to differentiate between the preparatory fiedrmplementation phasbecause both

processes occurred simultaneously. This ideasedan the views of several experts
who took part in the research project and who tsaltaken part in the process.

“(..) It may be simpler to call it the period ofgparations and implementation, because
according to the law, all elementary schools hadnivoduce an educational process
based on a minority education programme and onlamguages, doing so between 1999
and 2002. (..) The national programme worked, senkral schools knew what had to be
done. It would at least be nice if we could metbes into what is called the
implementation period.”

“(..) There was a shortage specifically of prepéwas in terms of deciding on what it

means to work bilingually, in terms of bilingualusdtion in Latvia.”
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The argument by experts that there was a lackpséparatory phase is supported by the
fact that the law on education was approved in 1998l it took effect only in 1999.
According to one expertno one ensured a very long preparatory phaseThe law
stated, “education in state and local governmeotatibn institutions is received in the
state language” (Law on education, 1998). Edunatiocother languages could be made
available at state and local government schoolghiich minority education programmes
were being used. It has to be added that four-eamnority education programmes
were approved by the Ministry of Education and Sogein late May 1999 — three
months before they had to be implemented. Thereason to conclude, therefore, that
not enough time was given to schools to preparéhfobilingual education policy.

The absence of a preparatory phase in this arszeis by experts as a negative aspect of
the policy — one that hindered the successful implgation of the policy in Latvia’s
minority schools. Other experts, however, say ifhide preparatory and implementation
phases coincided, then that was in line with thacgples of the bilingual education
methods and the interests of minority schoolchiidreLatvia in the long term. A more
in-depth analysis of this aspect will be providadurther analysis of the results of the
expert group discussions when it comes to the igesdnd negative aspects of the
preparatory phase.

When one correlates the views and ideas expresgekjerts, one can define three
groups of elements, which refer to the preparagpigse of bilingual education policies:
(1) Normative documents (the most important onestlae regulations that were issued
by the Ministry of Education and Science in 1995 &he law on education of 1998 —
particularly its transitional regulations);

(2) Establishment of structures and organisatioekted to the preparation and
implementation of bilingual education (e.g., the AWP (1996), the “Open School”
project (1999), the bilingual magazimets, etc.);

(3) The initiative of participants in the policyadministrators and teachers at minority
schools.
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1.2. Positive evaluations of the initial phas@paration and implementation

In looking back at the preparatory phase of bilageducation policy, experts expressed
their views about positive aspects of this proceshose aspects which promoted the
implementation of the process. They also talkedualmegative factors in terms of
introducing bilingual education in minority schools

When one analyses the views stated by experts anfdbus group discussions and
compares these to conclusions in other BISS studias discovers contradictions
between the thinking of policy authors (politiciaes/il servants, education experts) and
that of those who had to implement the policy (tess, parents, students) in terms of the
causes for that thinking. This expanded one’s stdieding of the fact that there are two
dominant and conflicting discourses when it conoesinority education reforms.

One aspect that was assessed positively by therautli the policy was the fact that

bilingual education_concepts and minority educatmogramme samples (so-called

models) were developed and choice was made possible

The authors of the policy have praised the fadtfiwa different models were elaborated,
thus making it possible for those who implementeel policy to make a choice. The
same applies to the target audiences of the pelisghool administrators, teachers and
students.

“I must refer to the positive fact (..) that thefeeir models were drafted. People could
like or dislike them.”

“For the first time in the history of Latvia (..Jonmative acts and ministerial instructions
offered not just one sample programme, but foyrThe ministry offered choice. (..) The
models could be incomplete, empty, bad, etc. Hauetwere four models, not just one.”
The offer of several models and the provision ahaice — these were very important
aspects in the preparation of bilingual educatioficies, because the lack of a choice
was one of the main arguments of opponents ofduilsheducation. This was confirmed
by several conclusions offered in BISS researchept® about minority education

reform<?,

2 Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform. Riga: Baltic Institute of Social Sciences
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The authors of the policy base their position wehkpect to choice on the fact that four
models were offered, and each school could chdsseinsample minority elementary
education programme. The job for those who drattedvilingual education concept was
to offer samples so that schools and those who inglementing the policy might adapt
these to the abilities, resources and needs aktheant schools.

“If you were to analyse the documents from 1999oif were to know how hard it was to
force the ministry to write not programme samphas, sample programmes. Those are
two words in a different arrangement, but a prognaensample first appeared as a non-
mandatory document, and that meant choice. (..p&8sltperceived it very slowly.”

Those parents, students and teachers, who didupgog the policies, as was noted
before, felt that they were forced to accept bilialgeducation, without any choices that
the implementers and target audiences of the pobieyd make. The discussions among
experts showed that these beliefs are still verghmn place:

A differing _understanding of the availability of @ilce was one of the factors in

explaining the contradiction that is referred taeheBISS research makes it possible to
reveal two other explanations for the contradictidiese have to do with the context in
which those who authored the policy and those widondt support the policy develop
their arguments.

First of all, when one looks at the attitudes ofepis, teachers and students, one must
differentiate between attitudes vis-a-vis bilingeducation on the one hand and attitudes
vis-a-vis minority education reforms as such on dtteer hand. Most statements about
the bilingual education method (the use of two legges in teaching) were positive or
neutrally positive, but when it came to the oven@form process, which spoke to
teaching most classes at minority high schools atvian, attitudes were distinctly
negativé® These negative statements were based on the amguha there was no
choice and that policies were implemented “from tbp down”, without taking into
account the interests, resources and demands & thho would be implementing the
policy. This showed that conflicting views abdu tavailability of choice were rooted in

the fact that each side had arguments, which wasedon different contexts

29 (Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform. Riga: Baltic Institute of Social Sciences)
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Secondly, the authors of the policy speak aboutodppities for choice within the
policy, arguing that those who had to implement the gotiould make use of the
bilingual education models so as to choose theuages of instruction and their
proportions at the elementary school level:

“As far as the [bilingual education] concept is amrned, | just analysed it. (..) The
choice was between teaching all classes in Labidaining a bilingual education, or
obtaining an education in the child’s native langed

Those who had to implement the policy and repredimes of the public sector, for their
part, have different things to say about the issiuehoice. They say that there was no

option of choosing not to implement the policy dta minority schools. This is the

basis for the negative attitudes of policy opposenattitudes which are largely aimed at
the way in which the policy was implemented. Héoe, one sees different contexts for
the argumentation — ones that specify the confiictliscourses and the fruitlessness of
their confrontation.

“(..) This was done without listening to publiciojon, (..) without taking into account
the interests of children — their psychological gpes and the like. When the law was
approved, it had to be obeyed irrespective of wdrethedagogical personnel were
prepared for these changes, whether preparatiorts liegen made. It happened despite
the fact that there was a lack of knowledge abdutdual education. At the end of the
day, it happened despite the fact that no one asWeether this kind of education is
capable of existing in our society, whether siméducational processes occur anywhere
else in the world. No one asked whether we casrchfh different educational system,
not just the expensive one that has been adopted (¢ The law had to be obeyed.”
The principle of succession is very important ilingual education policies — one of the
goals of sample minority education programmes waprépare students for secondary
school, where most classes would be taught in aatvbeginning in the 2004/2005
school year. This meant that in preparing and emgnting the bilingual education
policy, of great importance was the level of Latvianguage skills among those who

were implementing the programme — students andwégacThe Latvian language skills

of teachers were declared to be one of the mafarierifor evaluating the readiness of

schools to make the shift in 2004 by bilingual extion experts and Education Ministry
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representativé The main organisation which was responsible ffaining teachers to
work in Latvian was the NLLLP (now NLLLA). As wasoted before, the NLLLA
launched its operations in 1996. In this contexie can discuss another positive
element, which experts discussed when talking apagarations for bilingual education

— Latvian language courses for Russian speakiruipéea

“Teachers had many different opportunities to impgraheir Latvian language skills. We
have the NLLLP organisation, it used to be knowthas\NLLLA. For how many years in
a row did that programme offer free Latvian langaagpurses to schools? How many of
our colleagues attended those courses regularly?”

There are, however, different views and evaluatiapsut this aspect of preparing the
bilingual education policy, too. In group discuss, some experts and teachers said that
the Latvian language courses for teachers werdficiently effective and that they were
not really in compliance with the policy requirentsn

“(..) | attended the courses myself. Perhaps we bt have good luck with the
instructor, but the level of instruction was quibsv. The classes were good for people
who speak Latvian far worse than | do, but thers wathing that | could do there.”

“I improved [my Latvian language skills [at the NLA, which offered Latvian
methodology courses. (..) | attended, | improvedskills. Our instructor had 30 years
of experience, but | cannot say that the instruxtoere ideal. There were other groups
where methods were more interesting, better, maceessfully put to use.”

Here we see conflicting judgments, and they demenbow is doing the judging — those
who wrote up the policies or those who had to im@et them (teachers). In the former
group, people spoke about the positive contribgtiomhich Latvian language courses
made during the preparatory phase, but in therlgttaip, people instead talked about the
negative aspects of these courses.

Representatives of the authors of the policy shad & positive fact is that during the
period when the bilingual education policies wereiny prepared and initially
implemented, no teacher was sackieskspective of Latvian language skills. Thatswa

30 Golubeva, M. (2004) Valodu lietojuma proporcija mazakumtautibu vidusskolas péc 2004. gada
1. septembra: skolu sagatavotibas kritériji. Nepublicéts pétijums, Riga: Sabiedriskas politikas
centrs PROVIDUS
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largely thanks to the diversity of models and tippartunity for schools to adapt the
sample programmes to their own resources and tosehthe most appropriate model.
Several teachers represented this viewpoint fronorty schools.

“(..) Itis not right, and | would say not honetst say that the school had not right to
choose. We have chemistry teachers from the Wiiyesf Moscow, and we know that
they will never speak Latvian perfectly. We teabbmistry in Russian, and we wrote
that down in the programme. Students could chod¥e.also teach physics in Russian.”
Looking back at the preparatory phase for bilingedcation, policy authors and experts

who worked closely with them had positive things say about_the availability of

financial resourcesor preparing and implementing the policy. Thdgoapraised the

involvement of public and non-governmental orgatimse Policy authors say that these

two aspects significantly influenced the introdanti of bilingual education, both
speeding up its tempo and encouraging public dedradecirculation of information in
society.

“(..) 1think that we gained good experience arehéfits because the implementation of
the policy was a national policy, complete withafiging, including financing from the
Latvian national budget, not just money from thetéthNations or donor countries.”

“(..) Active involved [in implementing the policyyas the Soros Foundation, NGOs
...that was the tandem. (..) We can admit thattrigiw, and that is why the process
developed at such a rapid pace.”

“In talking about positive things, | do want to eathat initially there were very different
debates, but the fact that this had to do with mires and education policies — that
helped in the democratisation of society.”

These quoted statements were opposed by othegumlireducation policy experts and
public sector representatives. They argued that pblicy was implemented in an
authoritarian way.

“These innovations should initially have been présd to society in an even way, thus
leading to debates and discussions. (..) Our gawent did the opposite thing — first
there was a political decision, and then it wast to the public. The concept was
presented as a law which must be obeyed.”
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Analysis of positive experience with the prepanatphase of the bilingual education

policies reveals that no aspect of the procesbegndged absolutely positively, because
each aspect, depending on the position and roteeoperson doing the judging, had its
negative sides, too.

1.3. Negative evaluations of the preparatory plamgkthe initial implementation of the

policy
The results of the group discussions showed tleaktivere more negative evaluations

than positive ones. This is largely because masgments also applied to the
implementation of bilingual education, with peojpleinting to problems specifically in
this area.

The brief period of preparatioms terms of bilingual education policies essehtildsted

only for three months (!) if we accept the begimnas the approval of sample minority
basic education programmes in May of 1999. Thnis of the main reasons why there
was such haste in the first phase of preparingpibiecy (from September 1999 to
September 2002). This was made clear by groupiskgan participants, both the authors
of the policy and those who had to implement ihefe were many statements about the
lack of a preparatory phase, with others saying ttia phase overlapped with the early
period of implementing the policy.

Several BISS studies of the issue of bilingual @it show that the lack of timend

the resulting haste in preparing and implementimg policy has been one of those

arguments that are regularly presented by opponehkslingual education and minority

education reforms — parents, teachers and studefiey all wanted the process to be

implemented far more gradually.

“It all came to us very swiftly, too quickly. Birthey had to train teachers and prepare

methodological materials, teachers had to attendrses, and then the policy should

perhaps have been implemented only in those schuadd wanted to implement it on an

31 Analysis of the implementation of Bilingual Education (2002) Riga: Baltic Institute of Social
Sciences; Opinions of National Minority Pupils and their Parents on the Latvian Language (2003)
Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Sciences; Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth
in the society of Latvia in the context of the education reform. Riga, Baltic Institute of Social
Sciences)
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experimental basis. (..) Generally speaking, thi& svas made too soon. | think that
they should have spent 10 years in preparing fisr th).”

Along with the idea that the policy was implemented quickly, there is also the idea
that the speed at which the policy was instituted wecessary so as to ensure the success

of bilingual education in minority schools and ttheeve positive long term result3 his

view was presented by bilingual education expeit® were directly involved in the
drafting and implementation of the policy.

“Politicians are forever manipulating with such wiw as ‘prepare’ and ‘readiness’, but
in the present-day situation that would not haverbpossible at all. If we say that we
should have waited while teachers spend 10 yealsaiming the language, that would
mean that we would have lost not just the generattiat is in 1§ grade at this time,
which is a lost generation. We would have losesswther generations if we had not
begun the process.”

These statements by policy authors clearly showgpecifically to serve the interests of
students, the preparation and implementation afdpil policy could not take more than
one year. Negative consequences would otherwisepghave been more far-reaching.
The consequences to the shortage of time were esa@if during the preparatory phase

of bilingual education — there was great hastehinosing the sample minority basic

education programmesThe experience of minority school representatiseows that

this was not always a carefully considered process,that would take into account the
resources of schools, the interests of studentparehts, their needs and abilities.

“The main thing at that time was that there hadb®an announcement, so there was an
announcement. (..) That was basically acceptecmiember that at our school, one the
last day before the holiday, work ended at 2:00 PAt.1:00 PM there was a meeting,
someone quickly babbled something about modelshagleno sense of what he was
saying, but we had to vote — we would select a moldee education director felt that the
fourth model was the best, so we all voted forfdlieth model and went home.”

Among members of the policy’s target audience -detts and parents — one often

encounters the view that the implementation ofnpiial education should have been

more gradualbeginning bilingual education at the preschowkle Bilingual education

specialists revealed that initially, the authorstbé concept wanted to include the
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preschool phasi the process, but a lack of material, technaa financial resources

made that impossible. At this time is seen asayether failure in the preparation and
implementation of the policy.

“Of course, we should have started at the presch@elby 1997, but we did not receive
the financing. Preschool education had been dgsttpand we understand why — there
was privatisation. The kindergartens were thet fiosbe privatised and destroyed. They
simply did not exist.”

In this context, experts pointed to the politicgsiof bilingual educationr- something

which had a negative effect on the design and tmg-term implementation of the
programme.

“(..) If we look at national policy (..), includmpolicy related to education, then we see
that when politicians took decisions, they werehpes a bit utopian, politicians did not
really agree to the end. Parties always used tionty education issue for their own
political purposes, they always did. It didn't remtwhether they were in government or
in opposition. | think that this is something tha country should do — politicise
education to this degree, earn money because of th this case, this really hindered
the process in schools.”

According to minority school representatives an88research schools, which started to
introduce bilingual education in a timely way (sew® 10 years ago) have achieved
certain results and are promoting the disseminatiopositive experiences. Schools at
which bilingual education began comparatively réigenn 2002, when all minority
elementary schools had to introduce one of foundpilal education models, are finding it
difficult to do these things. They experience agpon from the target audiences for the
policy — students and parents — in implementinigdilal education.

In this context, there is another negative view cwhimplementers of policy and
representatives of the public sector presentedat-thiere was weak participation by the

civil society.
“(..) 1 would like to express the views of studéedders about democracy. They

basically say that the project was launched in enptetely inappropriate way, because
everything must take place democratically, with semsus and a discussion with

everyone. (..) Young people think that there shbialve been a discussion with student
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leaders from the very beginning, that there shdwdde been questionnaires and surveys
(..).”

Representatives of public organisations point téicdities, which occurred when
bilingual policy was prepared and implemented. daeshers repeatedly heard the idea
that the authors of the policy did not listen tmple’s views, did not take into account
what had already been done in introducing mina@dycation programmes.

“We bring in teachers, psychologists and instrustowho have experience, are
specialists, and are members of our organisatiohlso involved in this process are
school principals who have conducted experimenis. \(Ve designed a fifth model and
(..) tried to get someone to look at our programtoeshow the bad aspects of it and to
recommend ways in which the programme could bedwusat, the kinds of people who
should be involved. We wanted this model to baleguthe four models that were
approved by the state. No one wanted to look atadel, however — a useless model,
an unprofessional model, etc.”

Experts who were responsible for introducing thkcgdiave two explanations as to why
the public and the direct target audiences of thiey (students and parents) were not
involved in the design and introduction of the ppli When bilingual education policies
were designed for minority schools in 1998 and 1988t of all, there were few NGOs
in Latvia, particularly those that are active ie tirea of education. Second, student self-
government in schools was just starting to develofhe bottom line is that while
bilingual education policies were being designée, public and the target audiences of
the policy did not have the agents and channelsf@mlvement in the process.

The low level of involvement in the taking of deorss and the implementation of those

decisions, according to experts, occurred in padabse of delayed and insufficient

information for the public and for those who implemted the policies and were its target

audiences

“(..) If the public had understood the whole isshad known about what it is and how it
is being implemented, etc., then everything woalethappened quite differently.”
Parents are an enormously important agent of se&i@in for schoolchildren, and they
help children to establish their political viewBISS research shows that students often

reproduce not only the views that are disseminateéte public space, but also, clearly,
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the argumentation of their parents — they express/iews of their parents as their own.
That is exactly why many people, including thoseowinplement the policy, feel that it
was very important to provide initial informatioo parents and the public at large about
changes in minority education.

“At the same time, there was one big mistake, amadertake responsibility for it, too — |
work with public information, and we had two priogs — a brochure for parents and the
magazineTilts for students. To be sure, it is more challenging interesting to produce
a publication for students, but it is more impottém inform parents. We worked on the
booklet for parents for six whole months. In Seyer 1999, when the whole bilingual
process was introduced in the lower grades of skhparents were confused; they
received the booklet six months later. (..) Thas\a great delay. We did not inform the
public; prepare the public in a timely way. (..)hak is a serious minus in this whole
thing.”

In talking about this aspect of how the policy vpaspared, experts now believe that the
delay in information for the public and for parenstsomething which, in turn, created the
low level of understanding about bilingual educatand its goals — had a lot to do with
the emergence of negative attitudes. They say ithaindered the results of policy
implementation.

A whole range of negative judgments relate to tet that teachers at minority schools

were not preparetbr the introduction of education policy. In aysihg the comments

that were made by participants in the discussiod,particularly the teachers who had to
implement the policy, spoke of several aspectb®fack of readiness among teachers.

One serious issue is a lack of Latvian languagedash Several teachers from minority

schools took part in the group discussions and #&t the level of Latvian language
skills among teachers was insufficient. This hiedethe implementation of the bilingual
teaching method.

“(..) As far as the level of Latvian language kihedge among teachers is concerned, it
is very important. One more than one occasiona assituation in which students had a
much better command of the language than the teaatid. If the teacher cannot
correct papers or judge the answer that is givllentwhat? Teachers are surprised at

how freely students speak, but they cannot adchargyt
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The fact that teachers were not prepared was aladenclear through a lack of

understanding about bilingual educatiand no knowledge about bilingual teaching

methods A big problem at minority schools from the stasas that many people had

little knowledge about what bilingual educationaisd how it can be implemented in

schools and in specific classes. Several schgoksentatives think that the fact that
teachers were not prepared to implement bilinguethods was an even more serious
minus in terms of preparing the policy and thenlengenting it than was the problem of

Latvian language skills among teachers.

“In addition to training teachers to learn the statanguage, | think that at that time,

insofar as bilingual education and methodology pedfic (..) — teachers did not know

much about such issues.”

“(..) They did not interview teachers, there wamnsufficient courses on the methods of
bilingual education, and not all teachers were atdedo so. The main thing is not only
perfect language skills, but also a command of tee methods to allow children to

speak, to create a different situation.”

The shortage or absence of an understanding afb#il education policies in Latvia and

of bilingual education methods had a deleteriodiscefon the motivation of teachets

introduce changes in their work and to motivatertsieidents.
From today’s perspective, those who implementedpiblecy also complain about the

“methodological chaostivhich they claim has emerged in schools — eacbheais

implementing bilingual education in accordance vhihor her own ideas.

“(..) Teachers were literally thrown into the aremd bilingual education without any
knowledge or understanding whatsoever as to whatrtteant. Teachers did what they
could. That is apparently why so many evil thingsre done. Teachers were not
educated in this area, they did not know how totld® work properly, they often
exaggerated their demands, because they did net km® methodology.”

Based on their specific experience in schools, hieac and school representatives
mentioned other negative aspects with respectedaitk of readiness among teachers in

implementing bilingual education — a lack of madkyi and technologiesuch as

textbooks, methodologies, etc. The existing makefivere insufficient or inappropriate.
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There were also_negative psychological facterfears, a lack of security, a lack of

knowledge.

When respondents discussed the preparation andl imtplementation of bilingual
education policies, it was found that there werkapeed views about this issue, and this
largely determines the role of policy participaimshe area of bilingual education policy.
The authors of the policy tend to speak of posiglements in the process, while those
who had to implement it — school representativeachers, as well as representatives of
public and non-governmental issues who refer tovibers of students, teachers and the
public — talked about the negative aspects, shmitags and failures of the process.

Data from the discussions about the results thae vaehieved in bilingual education
policy show that some of the shortcomings and feduhat have been reviewed here in
terms of preparing and introducing the policy hbeen reversed or limited, while others
still hinder the implementation of the policy.

2. The involvement of policy participants in impénting bilingual education

The implementation of bilingual education policie€haracterised by the involvement in
this process of those who took part in the poligchool administrators, teachers, parents
and students. Group discussions among expertseactiers indicate that an important
role in the success of the bilingual education gylis performed by_minority
schoolteacherg particular. They are the ones who are thectimplementers of the
policy, and they are also one of the target groups.

2.1. The investment of policy implementers in ilwag parents

According to group discussion results, one of thainmways of involving school
administrators and teachers in the implementatibnbibngual education was the
involvement of parents in the process.

It has to be said that the investment of policyhatgin the involvement of parents was
criticised by many participants in the group dissass: delay in informing parents and
bringing them into the work of preparing and impéating bilingual education policies
was one of the most serious mistakes in the pregrgrphase of the process. That meant
that even greater responsibility had to be undertalty the schools, which were the

direct implementers of the policy.
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Analysis of data from the discussions shows thatigieation of parents was also

facilitated by _employees of the non-governmentall gublic sectar Public sector

representatives promoted the involvement of parnstsof all by studying their attitudes

and knowledge about the bilingual education prognemand second by providing
information to parents so as to involve them maoadly in the taking of decisions.

“(..) | have been involved in bilingual educationsbfar as various research projects
have been organised. (..) Parents themselves atatitwe could not tell them which
model was better or worse, precisely because we bavittle information.”
Representatives of schools argued that the invadweraf parents in the implementation

of bilingual education policy was largely the jobb the school — administrators and

teachersbecause schools have direct access to this grbpplicy participants. Work
with parents is also important because parentsimp®rtant agents of socialisation
among students — people who shape and influenddreis attitudes, motivations and
resulting behaviours. These ideas were confirmeté glearly in the BISS stud§and
the views of focus group participants in this pobvjeonfirmed them.

“(..) One of the missions for teachers is to waikh parents. What is bilingualism? Is
it dangerous or not? Why is it dangerous? Wheahdangerous? We had to work with
these issues, of course, and even now not all pareve accepted this.”

Respondents say that the involvement of parestisbe ensured as follows:

. By informing parents;

. By shaping parental attitudes vis-a-vis bilingudieation;

. By promoting parental understanding of a bilingedlication;

. By telling parents about the results which theitdrlen have posted in their studies;
. By promoting the involvement of parents in the takof decisions at school.
Essentially, all of the aforementioned processgsede on the first one — providing
information to parents. The BISS studies abouindplal education and minority
education reforms show that the level of informatibnowledge and understanding is of
key importance in the shaping of attitudes, motoreg and participation, irrespective of
the target audience of the policy.

32 Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform. Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Sciences
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Group discussion participants and representatiVesctwool sand the public sector also
talked about the results of information processdschv have an effect on the
implementation of policy — facilitating participati and shaping understanding.

“l think that here it is important to talk about éhextent to which schools involved
parents. For instance, parents could at least ftyntake part in deciding on the model
which the school will choose, because such invawerften creates the impression
among parents that they have taken part in thegssto some degree, at least.”

In addition to all of this, it also has to be s#i@t a result of providing information to

parents is a reduction in the effect of negatiwebelogical factorsvhen it comes to the

thinking of parents about bilingual education. ptomotes not just understanding, but
also the emergence of more positive attitudes.

“What is the main fear of parents? They are afrtidt the situation in schools is worse
than is really the case. Where do they see ttk€ riEhey think that they won't be able to
help their children with their homework. We musfinitely determine the help of

parents when children do their homework.”

Besides, school serves as a source of informadiod is the most direct way of learning

about the implementation of bilingual educatioraapecific school, particularly if one
remembers that the situation is different in eatiosl.

“Co-operation with parents is important, becauseytmostly read the Russian language
press, and alas, we can just imagine what kineshimirmation they receive that way! We,
for instance, invite parents to visit our schooltbat we can present the dynamics of
success, the things that have changed, the evafuttat we can offer.”

Different school administrators and teachers hae different experiences in involving
parents in school activities. There are times wteathers and administrators have

actively informed parents and involved them in tfddng of decision®n matters such as

the most appropriate sample minority basic educgirogramme.

“| talked to the parents of first -grade studentgsealf, there were some 100 people there.
Here you are talking about a national research podj a conference with some 800
people. | had 100 first grade students in a sirggleool, and all of the parents took part.
No one knew what would be happening — this wa99® and 2000.”
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At the same time, group discussion participantsiblip sector representatives and those

who work at minority schools — also had negativpesiences with school administrators

taking decisions without involving the other poliggrticipantsteachers and parents.

“(..) When | have talked to parents under the acesp of another project, | have most
often heard that schools chose a specific mode¢lparents didn’t even really know what
the model meant. No one had told them what eaadehmeans. The simple position
was that the school had selected the model, angdhents had to accept it. There were
not many schools at which parents said that thiews were solicited and considered.”

Several school representatives said things to stighat_school administrators often

acted in an authoritarian way Statements by respondents suggest that this

authoritarianism, without involving teachers andepds, was one of the main causes for
negative attitudes vis-a-vis bilingual educatiosomething which hinders the successful
implementation of the policy as such.

“The second biggest mistake in terms of administsatvas indecision on the one hand
and excessive authoritarianism on the other — attfidanism which had nothing to do
with the situation in which you want to tell thesbahat everything is fine. The school
was not prepared for this. This was the secondblera.”

It has to be concluded that the main investmeninuolving parents was made by
schools, and particularly by teachers who brouginémts into the process of selecting an
appropriate bilingual education model and by progdparents with information about
the test results of their kids. In this way, sdsdadirectly facilitate the emergence of
positive attitudes, motivations and understandinigsolvement of parents in a dialogue
with a school is the most typical way in which pasetake part in the policy process.
The work of schools in promoting parental involveméiowever, was not exclusively
positive, as can be seen in the aforementionedtinegstatements. A second group to
affect the involvement of parents in the processhis public sector, with people
conducting research about parental attitudes afmnmation, as well as organising
informational events for parents.
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2.2. Factors influencing the patrticipation of tesics

BISS research in the pasishows that teachers have a very great role tooyerin
motivating students and in shaping positive atégid This is another way in which
school administrators and teachers take part inntipeementation of bilingual education
processes.

The influence of teachers on student attitudespanticipation is illustrated by some of
the statements, which were made by group discugsiditipants.

“I have been told about examples of how teachefisience the situation, and | think
that the homeroom teacher and other teachers capeshhe thinking of the class. (..)
The teachers who are doing things successfully, &ne keeping quiet, they are working.
Why is it that demonstrations always include thebke just want to scream, who did not
want to change, did not want to think about whatilddoe better for the students?”

This context reveals two interrelated factors ircamaging teacher participation —

motivations and attitudesis-a-vis bilingual education. Statements madesbkool

representatives indicate that these two factorse hamch to do with the level of
involvement of each teacher, as reflected in theher’s work with students.

“If the teacher does poor work or doesn’'t wantwork, then that is a great problem.
On the basis of this, it is very hard to force the@dcher to teach bilingually on top of
everything else.”

“I have attended so many classes at schools, | iitegen counted up how many. | am
very sorry to say that the lessons have been sodifferent. (..) | have seen very nice
lessons where the latest methods are used, whddzerhlook for their own materials
and information — everything is in order. Therevbalso been lessons, however, which |
have attended, and the teacher makes a bit offart,dbut | did not fall off of the turnip
truck. | can decode the teacher right away, aman see whether it is systematic work,
or whether the teacher is putting on a performahce.

According to participants in the group discussiguarticipation by teachers also

influences their_attitudes toward changes and iatioms in educational processes as

% Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform. Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Sciences
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such. Teachers who are open to change and areateatito change their working
methods found it easier to introduce the principielsilingual education in their work.

“It all started with teachers who were enthusiast3hey started the work, and that
encouraged others to do the same.”

“(..) Teachers are the most difficult group, thégn't want to learn. They think that
they've completed their education; they were gradddrom university in Soviet times —
why should | keep studying? Why? | am a spetialimy profession! The point is that
they are specialists in their subject area, notheir profession.”

The things that were said by school representainaisate that the level of participation

among teachers is negatively affected by psychcébdiactors— fear and confusion

which is the result of insufficient information andderstandingf bilingual education as

a policy and about the relevant teaching methods.

“(..) We were scared at first, but then we gotdisethe situation, and it turned out that
the work was not all that terrible. Still, some tbe early fears and confusions have
remained.”

Another group of factors which significantly affeitte participation of teachers in the

implementation of bilingual education has been fglece and methods of policy

implementation Here we can speak of several aspects.

First of all, there was the haste with which thégyowas implemented Teachers had to

begin implementation of bilingual education wheeythwere not prepared to do so —
without appropriate Latvian language skills, withothe necessary materials and
technologies, without any understanding or knowdedigout bilingual teaching methods.
These elements facilitated the emergence of theementioned negative psychological
factors, thus reducing the motivation of teachers.

“I would like to say that there is a new trend nowe have worked together, we have
discussed these things, we understand the sityatvencan talk. But what if all of a
sudden new bilingual methodologists show up ardigethat no, we have been working
all wrong?”

Teachers also spoke of the authoritarian naturéhefway in which the policy was

prepared and introduced something which made it clear that the policysvieeing
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implemented from the top down - this encouragedetinergence of negative attitudes in
a certain segment of the target audience for theips — teachers included.

“(..) | think that we need to find ways of avoigithis authoritarianism, of saying once
again that this is wrong and this is right. Pleas®ept my experience. Let's talk. Let’s
see what is the better option.”

Third, there is another factor which affects inwotent in the preparation and

implementation of the policy — the absence of ¢jedefined policy implementation

criteria and control mechanismghich led several schools to postpone any detson

the introduction of bilingual education policiesThat, in turn, seriously hindered the
participation of schools and teachers.

“l suppose that they were looking to see what peapére doing and were not doing.
Parents got the idea that if the law was not obayeghother school, then why should it
be obeyed at their school? Why should anythinddre? Later, teachers began to feel
the same.”

“Human beings are used to controlling things. (Npt all teachers work conscientiously,
the subject motivates them, they know that thelleb@ian inspection of their bilingual
subjects. They are afraid, perhaps not from thmiadstration, it cannot refuse to pay
them 15 lats for bilingual education, and perhapgyt are more worried about the
parents.”

The aforementioned factors in determining the leseteacher participation are very
closely linked, and they have an influence on ometteer. Teacher attitudes influence
their motivations, and their attitudes and motiwasi are determined, in large part, by
their understanding of the goals, missions andtestipolicy. Attitudes, motivation and
understanding are equally affected by the way inclipolicies are prepared and
implemented. The interrelation between these factan be very diverse, and it can

depend on each specific instance.
3. Evaluating the results of implementation oinlgilal education policies

3.1. Criteria to determine the results of thengjlial education policy

The three-step model of Alex Hausen, which is usedthe analysis of focus group

results, refers to the factor of “final productsthe desired goaland actual resultsf the

policy.
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As already mentioned in previously in the repdrg teform was started in 1999, and for

the time being only mid-term evaluation of the peglresults is possiblas the academic

and linguistic achievements of the first pupils dsing in the minority education
programmes after the reform will be available fgalaation not earlier than in 2007.
Also the lack of clearly defined indicators andenia related to the results of bilingual
education policy implementation makes evaluatidficdilt and these have to be derived
from the overall policy goals.

The issue of the results of bilingual policy impkemtation remains opeand each policy

participant can add his or her own content on thgisbof personal experience. Group
discussion participants defined and evaluated thedim term results of policy

implementation on the basis of their own role anohcfions in preparing and

implementing the policy — as policy authors or pplimplementers.

3.2. Expert views of the results of bilingual edtien policy

Focus group participants made comments about thetseof bilingual education policy
implementation, which confirmed the aforementiosedclusions about how hard it is to
provide a structured and objective medium termuweatadn of the policy. The results can
be evaluated at this time only in local contefetseach school separately), because there
have been no universal studies or statistical tateflect the situation at the national
level. Several participants in the focus grougassions recognised this.

“As far as individual schools are concerned, thelyodata are collected by local
governments, because the ministry does not haeeathatut each individual school.”

“I don’t know, because | don’t have access to thkisels of results, but | do want to say
one thing — it seems to me that the results ofpgadagogical experiment will not appear
all at once. Itis too early to talk about the sequences, to evaluate them today.”

The absence of all-encompassing and comparativenmation is one reason why the

evaluation of results is unclear and often conttady in the field of policy

implementation. The fact is that the situation t@nvery different among the various
schools. There are also many different factorsdétermining the scope of these
differences.

The experience of school representatives shows tteat most active schools are

collecting their own internal results. They arelimg at the dynamics of student success,
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and they are studying the attitudes of studentsteachers vis-a-vis the implementation
of bilingual education. It has to be said thastimust be seen as an example of school
self-initiative, as opposed to any systematic sgwatfor determining the results of
bilingual education at all minority schools takegéther.

“Last year we surveyed our school, and the restdtsthe time being don’t show any
decline.”

It has to be said at the same time that most aktihesults must be seen as processes that
have not yet been completed, ones that are stlliroog, and they are still having an
effect on the way in which the policy is being implented.

Increased understanding of bilingual education

Analysis of the preparatory phase of bilingual edion policy and an evaluation of the
involvement of policy participants laid bare thetet to which an adequate
understanding of bilingual education affects thétumtes of motivations of policy
implementers and the target groups. A lack of tstdading was one of the indicators of
teachers not being prepared at the beginning ofcypdmplementation.  School
representatives say that the situation has improwsd — there has been an increase in
information and understanding. What's more, tippli@s to all of the groups that are
involved in the political process — policy authodirect implementers and target
audiences.

“(..) When we started with the bilingual methdlde tbig problem had to do with how to
start the process — no one knew, not the big gsisnthe little scientists, the ministry, the
parents, the teachers, the schools, the childiémvas only through seeking out mistakes
and making mistakes that we eventually arrivecbatething.”

According to policy implementers, the result of aje¥ understanding is a change in
policy participant attitudes vis-a-vis bilingual wdtion — teachers are increasingly
accepting the methodologies, and parents and dtides sometimes expressing greater
support for the introduction of those methodologieschool.

“I'm also thinking about parents, and that will ldaus to the students. When | have
talked to parents, the parents said that they mgéw are asking whether the child should
or should not be studying bilingually, it is cletlmat this has to happen. The children,

too, are recognising that this has to be done.”
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Teachers are still studying new methodologies mdking for the most successful
solutions in implementing it. On the other handliqy authors and teachers alike feel
that such methodological and pedagogical debaeea ppositive change in the process of
implementing the policy.

“(..) As the principal of the school and someawi#o is involved in education, | think
that bilingual education is just one way of teachistudents. (..) Methodology is a
different issue — where, how, why, how much? Noj enough time has passed, we don’t
have enough experience to ensure that bilinguals@ normal phenomenon. Not all
that much has been written about this. We donitehthe experience to conclude or
determine these things.”

Even though there has been greater understandibgjirajual education, it is important

to say that basically we are referring to analgsid acceptance of bilingual education as

a teaching methqdas opposed to any true understanding of the goalsmissions of

minority education policies. Previous BISS reskaatout minority education policy
indicated these developments in the process, beausnalysis of student and teacher
attitudes showed that the target audiences weecihg not to bilingual education as a
method, but rather to the way in which it was idtroed in Latvian schools — in great
haste, with elements of authoritarianism, and witremlequate preparatiofis

Professional growth of minority schoolteachers

Along with greater understanding, school repredmmts feel that there has been
significant professional growth among teachers ahonty schools during the
implementation of bilingual education. Teacherns arning bilingual methodologies,
and that helps them to learn new pedagogical mstasduch. Experts think very highly
of these changes.

“(..) The teacher stood up and could offer a vémgoretical explanation of how he
organises this whole process. (..) We can be paiulich teachers — people who have
lots of knowledge, who are well prepared. (..)s tiruly

Along with enhanced professional qualifications,ichhwere also facilitated by an

increased understanding of bilingual education ayn@achers, it can also be said that

3 Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform: Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Sciences, p.64).
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negative psychological factors such as fear, coofusind insecurity have receded.
These were typical during the period when the golias being prepared and initially
implemented, and they hindered both the introdactb bilingual education at schools
and the participation of teachers in the policycess. The gradual disappearance of
pedagogical insecurity, according to policy implenees, is one of the medium term
bilingual education results.

“We look at results in terms of the positions tleae taken by teachers. We work
together; we are no longer as afraid. We want twkywe analyse our mistakes, and
that is a result in and of itself. (..) New quiakttions for our teachers — that is also a
result.”

Latvian language skills

The Latvian language skills of students are ambegtost important indicators in terms
of the results of bilingual education policy implentation, both now and in the long
term. This has to do with policy goals, too. Pylimplementers feel that Latvian
language skills are really on the rise, and here can speak of a gradual and stable
movement in pursuit of the goal.

“(..) If | speak about the level of Latvian langiea knowledge, non-Latvian children
have better Latvian language skills, all in allf the goal is to teach them to speak, then
the kids are gradually approaching the goal — thaye better and better skills.”

Teachers who took part in the group discussionsdéseir thinking about the Latvian
language skills of students and the positive trehdsein not only on the basis of their
own observations, but also on the basis of spet@fits that have been taken by students.
These indicate that young people are having leddess of a problem with the Latvian
language.

“They took a Latvian language test, and they wexaghing on their way to the
examination room. They said that it was the easigam. The person who judged oral
skills showed me the results, even though he dve to — half of the kids got 30 points
of 30, others got 29 or 28.”

The experience of discussion participants alsocatds that there have been positive

changes in student attitudes vis-a-vis the LatM@amguage. Students increasingly
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understand that it is necessary to speak the Istaggage, and that is one of the leading
sources of motivation for them to participate ia thilingual education process.

“You see in the faces of the children that they iar@ revolutionary phase, they leave
school with different Latvian language skills thdrey had at first, they accept the
process to a greater degree.”

However, it was representatives of schools wheethlkbout positive changes in attitudes
toward the Latvian language, not the students tekras. BISS research about the
positions of students and trends therein when riteto education reforffisindicate
that young people are progressing in their attsumevard the need to speak the Latvian
language, and that is determined by the instrurhentdivation for Latvian language
learning. At the same time, however, students mgative positions about the way in
which the Latvian language is taught and languaiieips are being implemented — they
fell that these are forced on them from above. dtleg attitudes toward policy authors
are often expressed by young people through thieism of the Latvian language itself.

Openness to foreign lanquage studies

The experience of teachers at minority schoolscatés that bilingual education has led
to serious changes in student attitudes towardulzge learning as such. This may be
due to developments in the modern-day world, as aglto requirements in the labour

market, but at the end of the day, bilingual edocatas promoted the openness of
students to the learning of other languages.

“It is absolutely a good thing that students havecenmand of languages. That was not
true before, it was harder. The native languagditeof Latvian and English language

skills — it was very bad. Now most students lesl®ol with three languages in their

account, they speak three languages. (..) That,isoa result.”

Effects on student knowledge
Opponents of minority education reforms often arthet a deterioration in the overall
level of knowledge among minority students as #wiit of bilingual education policy is

a serious problem. This is true in all of the &rgroups of the policy — teachers,

% Analysis of the implementation of Bilingual Education (2002) Riga: Baltic Institute of Social
Sciences; Opinions of National Minority Pupils and their Parents on the Latvian Language (2003)
Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Science; Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004) Integration of minority youth in
the society of Latvia in the context of the education reform: Riga, Baltic Institute of Social
Sciences
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students and parents alike. In a study of stud#ittides vis-a-vis changes in minority
schoolg® it was found that students and parents feel tlespite improved Latvian
language skills, the overall knowledge of studemds significantly deteriorating. This
idea also is at the basis of the view among stsdentl parents to the effect that the
authors of education policies are seeking to redbneecompetitiveness of non-Latvian
young people in comparison to their Latvian peers.

At the time when the aforementioned study was cotedlj there were no objective
foundations for the view that knowledge is deteimg — there were no test results back
then, at the beginning of 2004. The attitudesavfet group members vis-a-vis the
successful implementation of the policy are a vusigortant factor, one which cannot be
ignored. In these group discussions, too, thepamplementers expressed views with a
similar content — minority schoolchildren might bate “a lost generation as the result
of a bad experiment.”

According to participants in this project’s focuogps, there are still no data about the
way in which bilingual education has facilitatece tknowledge of minority students.
Changes in student knowledge and the influenceilofgbal education thereupon are
evaluated by each school individually, if it hag fthitiative to do so. The situation is
made more complicated by the aforementioned ladkditators of results and criteria
for defining them.

“From the perspective of students, it is hard tealp of results. The thing is that the
times are changing, education is changing, andrreoare changing. Education is
intensive, and we do not have real criteria on besis of which we can determine
changes in knowledge, etc. Children are differeaw, they change, the world changes.
There are no criteria as to whether education hasdme better or worse.”

School representatives said on the basis of thgwereence that the knowledge of
students has not deteriorated. On the contraryammations in those subject areas,
which are offered bilingually, show that there bagn progressive growth.

“The situation shows that the situation is quitdfetient. (..) Each year,™grade

students take exams; they choose three subjecish ate taught in Latvian at the high

% Zepa, B., Klave, E. (2004). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia in the context of
the education reform: Riga, Baltic Institute of Social Sciences
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school level. Each year, there are examinationsLatvian to see how students
understand the questions in Latvia, how they cathdovork, whether they are prepared
to study in Latvian at the high school level. T#years ago, when we first offered the
exam, the average learning coefficient in variouljscts was 0.1 and 0.2. This year the
coefficient in geography was 0.7. (..) The opticaefficient is between 0.6 and 0.8, so
that is a good result.”

It has to be remembered here that in this casponeents were talking about results at
their own schools.

“The children have to be evaluated over a certagmigd of time, and then we can talk
about effectiveness, as opposed to making faresighjudgments about positive

consequences.”

This fragment from the discussion shows very cletirdt judgments about the results of
bilingual education policies are still unclear aeden contradictory. This is largely

because of the uneven nature of policy implemeoriatiEach school has achieved its
own level in implementing the policy, and that la®rything to do with its views of

medium term policy results, including trends indgtnt success.

Competitiveness at university and the labour market

It was in 1992 that it was declared that the Latvanguage would be the only language
of instruction in state-financed institutions ofjher education. The ability of minority
students to continue with their education — thairis of the goals that has been defined
by the authors of bilingual education policy. Tdim is to create equal opportunities for
all members of society in the field of higher ediuma and, subsequently, in the labour
market. Policy implementers understand and sugh@at as can be seen in statements,
which they made in focus group discussions.

“(..) If we do not give the children any idea abdliese chemistry and physics terms in
Latvia, then that is a crime in one sense, becausere banning them from entering
Latvia’'s universities, we are putting up obstacles.

BISS studies in the past have found that the de#gwf target group members vis-a-vis
this particular argument in favour of bilingual edtion have been quite diverse. On the

one hand, most parents and teachers argue thaguali education will increase the
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ability of students to enter Latvian universifiesThis view was held by 63% of parents
and 59% of teachers. The same was true with redpettie labour market (61% of
parents, 54% of teachers). On the other handjtgtna research data show that there
are also other attitudes among students and par&use students and parents point to
specific cases in saying that minority young peagle competitive anyway, they are
doing well at university and are finding jobs, too.

Policy authors who took part in the focus groupcdssions of this project admit that
ensuring competitiveness at university and in tabkolr market is one source of
motivation for students in the implementation olifgiual education, adding that this
shows that they are having a greater understandfitige goals and possible results of
this educational process.

“The student thinks — I'll be able to go tadga, I'll do well there, and then I'll do this or
that. This is a personal calculation; the stud&nbws why he or she is studying the
language. It's not integration, high-flying wordike that are unimportant to kids. (..)
They know all about their practical goals.”

In evaluating the competitiveness of young peoplenaversity and in the labour market
as one of the results of the implementation ohbilial education policy, it has to be said
that it cannot be denied that this goal has bebreaed. No less important, however, is
taking into account the ideas of the target audigndhis regard — ideas which point to
the unidirectional nature of bilingual policy imptentation. The policy is aimed at
minorities, and the result is that negative consagas to the process are becoming clear
(some will be analysed in the next section of thjort).

3.3. Problems discovered in the process of impteime bilingual education policy

Bilingual education was introduced as a procesefudrms at minority schools. If we
assume that the broader goal of this policy isnante ethnic integration in society,

then there is good reason for us to point to theédirgctional nature of the

implementation of bilingual education policy something that contradicts the basic

principle of integration. It is supposed to bedbiectional, involving both Latvians and

37 Analysis of the implementation of Bilingual Education (2002) Riga: Baltic Institute of Social
Sciences; Opinions of National Minority Pupils and their Parents on the Latvian Language (2003)
Riga: Baltic Institute of Social Science
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non-Latvians. In group discussions, policy authadsitted that'national policy has
been implemented, but the programme was aimediaone target audience.”

This presents another argument, which helps ugfinalthe policy’s target audience and
better to understand the negative attitudes of phklic at large vis-a-vis bilingual
education policy as such. It may be that viewsualime unacceptable way in which the
policy was implemented, arguments to say that niyw@ducation reforms were forced
upon the community, and thoughts about the thréaassimilation in the Russian
speaking community — these emanate largely fromfabethat educational changes in
the name of integration are being conducted onlyome of Latvia’'s general education
schools.

“For that reason, there are other ways of living liatvia, speaking the language and
being education. We and other people who arriviethia country accidentally — we’re
being called occupants. Our political rights haveen denied, and pressure has been
placed upon us.”

These statements were made by representativee puthlic sector and they characterise
views which prevail in society. This indicates tthhere is a conflict between two
dominant discourses. Such attitudes have beeowdised in all BISS studies in the area
of ethnic policy and related issues. Analysishd tesults of bilingual education policy
forces one to conclude that the way in which thiicpavas introduced was the cause of a

whole series of negative attitudes toward bilingaducation These have not only

hindered the successful implementation of the golimut also have promoted ethno-

political tensions in Latvia

A second important issue in debates about the nemigional nature of the implementation

of bilingual education policies is a gap betweenanty and Latvian schools a gap that

is becoming more and more visible.

“Most people in Latvia think that the level of edtion in Latvian schools is lower than

that in Russian schools (..) with a few exceptigny. Life forced teachers at Russian
schools to change, they are more stable and knge&bkdule.”

Policy authors admit that administrators at Latvéahools are increasingly interested in
bilingual education — a level of interest, whichswguite negligible at first. Principals

understand the benefits of a bilingual educationtho@ology, and they want to
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implement that methodology at Latvian schools, todhis, in turn, facilitates co-
operation between minority and Latvian schools.

“(..) Initially, when there was talk of bilinguadducation, we Latvians asked why we
would need something like that. (..) [Now] Latvisghools (..) have seen the results and
concluded that this is necessary at Latvian schotds. (..) This offers greater
possibilities. (..) Latvian schools need biling@alucation, too, this is something of an
advertising clip at this point.”

Even though the gap between minority and Latvidrosts has led to true co-operation
among he schools, it also reveals a serious shomecpin the implementation of
bilingual education policy. One slogan for theipplreferred to a unified education

system but it is evident that the process has developedhe opposite direction.
Minority and Latvian schools have not drawn moresely together. On the contrary, the

gap has expandeih terms of education quality, in the ongoing etion and

professional growth of students, and in the qualtfons of schoolteachers. Newly
emerging school collaboration is usually the resflself-initiative by schools, the aim
being to preserve the school’'s competitivenessénfield of general education. This is

not a result of the strategy for implementing lglial education policies.
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