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Twenty years after the implementation of The Intercultural Bilingual Education 
Program (IBEP) in Chile, the country still does not have a systematic body of research 
to address the challenges involved in teaching indigenous languages in schools.  In this 
essay, I review a number of sociolinguistic studies about the situation of indigenous 
languages in Chile, along with studies and analysis about the IBEP.  I present a systematic 
and critical review of three aspects that are relevant to the teaching of indigenous 
languages in the IBEP: (a) the contexts in which these programs are implemented, (b) 
indigenous language teaching methodologies, and (c) teacher and indigenous teacher 
aids partnership.  I discuss the gaps and inconsistencies in the academic debate, which 
rather than representing divergent theoretical position, illustrate the lack of attention 
to the bilingual component of the program, as well as the absence of dialogue among 
scholars interested in this type of policy.  I argue that the lack of attention to these 
three aspects has limited our understanding of the challenges and opportunities the 
IBEP presents for the teaching of indigenous languages in schools.  I conclude by 
suggesting possible lines of research. 
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In 1996, following the enactment of Law 19,253 of 1993, the Intercultural Bilingual Education 
Program (IBEP) was established in Chile for schools with enrolment of indigenous students, mainly 
in rural areas with a high concentration of indigenous populations.  On its website1, the Ministry of 
Education (Mineduc) states that this program «seeks to contribute to the development of the language 
and culture of indigenous peoples and to the training of intercultural citizens in the educational system.»2  
Various studies (e.g. Fernández, 2005; Forno, Álvarez-Santullano, & Rivera, 2009; Fuenzalida, 2014; 
García, 2012; Hevia & Hirmas, 2005; Hernández, 2004; Lagos, 2012, 2015; Luna & Hirmas, 2004; 
Manzo & Westerhout, 2003; Matus & Loncón, 2012; Mineduc, 2005, 2011; Mondaca & Gajardo, 2013; 
Montecinos, 2004; Pozo, 2014; Quilaqueo, Quintriqueo, Torres, & Muñoz, 2014; Riedemann, 2008; 
Rother, 2005; Sir, 2008) have roundly criticized the intercultural components of this program, including: 
its focus on indigenous students, ignoring the fact that intercultural education is also necessary for the 
majority of the population; its emphasis on rurality, when a significant proportion of the indigenous 
population now lives in urban areas; its assimilationist nature; the essentialist and static view of the concept 
of culture; its orientation towards the past, which promotes a folkloric view of indigenous matters, with no 
historical or political contextualization; its tendency to continue favoring Western and colonialist views 
of knowledge and, therefore, having a strong emphasis on the national curriculum over the modifications 
needed to address (and incorporate) this cultural diversity in different educational contexts.

However, in these same studies, the various aspects involved in the teaching of indigenous languages 
and in the bilingual component of the program were not discussed in depth.  In fact, they were often 
overlooked.  Although recent studies address these aspects (e.g. Becerra, Hasler, & May, 2013, Quidel, 
2011; Quintrileo, Yanez, & Valenzuela, 2013), it is safe to say that, nearly 20 years after the establishment 
of the IBEP in Chile, we still do not have a strong set of studies and reflections that present the challenges 
in the development of Spanish-indigenous language bilingualism in a systematic, coherent, and informed 
manner through the formal teaching of indigenous languages in schools.

In this context, the main objective of this paper is to provide a systematic and critical review of the 
state of the art in the academic debate regarding the teaching of indigenous languages within the IBEP in 
Chile.  The literature chosen for this review relates mainly to academic papers, postgraduate theses, and 
official reports whose foci of analysis were both this program and the teaching of indigenous languages, 
and which were published over the last 15 years.

The three themes that guide the systematization and analysis of the ideas in these studies regarding 
the bilingual component of the program are: (a) the contexts in which the different IBEP projects are 
developed, (b) the methodologies used in the teaching of indigenous languages,   and (c) the pair teaching 

1 Mineduc (n. d.).
2	 See	Espinoza	(under	review)	for	a	detailed	discussion	of	the	official	objectives	of	IBEP,	where	its	bilingual	nature	is	questioned.	

Tras casi 20 años de la instalación del Programa de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe 
(PEIB) en Chile, aún no contamos con un conjunto sólido de estudios que aborden los 
desafíos actuales en la enseñanza de lenguas indígenas en los colegios.  El presente ensayo 
se nutre de la revisión bibliográfica de una serie de investigaciones sociolingüísticas 
acerca de la situación de las lenguas indígenas en Chile y de diferentes estudios y 
análisis que se han hecho acerca del PEIB.  Presento una revisión sistemática y crítica 
del debate en torno a tres aspectos relevantes para el PEIB: (a) los contextos en los que 
se desarrollarían los diferentes proyectos de PEIB, (b) las metodologías empleadas en la 
enseñanza de lenguas indígenas y (c) la dupla pedagógica entre educador tradicional y 
profesor mentor.  Discuto las ausencias e inconsistencias presentes, las cuales, más que 
representar posiciones teóricas divergentes, ilustran la falta de atención sistemática al 
componente bilingüe del PEIB, así como la ausencia de diálogo en el ámbito académico 
interesado en estas políticas institucionales.  Argumento que la falta de atención a 
estos aspectos ha dificultado nuestra comprensión de los desafíos y oportunidades que 
el PEIB plantea para la enseñanza de lenguas indígenas en los colegios.  Concluyo 
sugiriendo posibles líneas de investigación en este sentido.

Resumen

Palabras clave: PEIB, contextos sociolingüísticos, enseñanza de lenguas indígenas, duplas 
pedagógicas



CONTEXTS, METHODOLOGIES, AND TEACHER AND INDIGENOUS TEACHER

3

of the traditional teacher and mentor teacher.3  In addition, the literature review of certain sociolinguistic 
studies on the situation of indigenous languages   in Chile and some of the international literature on the 
teaching of indigenous languages   allowed a counterpoint to be established regarding what was stated by 
these papers and studies, and the identification of gaps and inconsistencies, which, as I will demonstrate, 
rather than representing divergent theoretical positions, illustrate the lack of systematic attention to the 
bilingual component of the IBEP, as well as the absence of dialogue in the academic field on these 
institutional policies and the situation of indigenous languages   in Chile.

I will conclude with a summary of the main points of the discussion and a critical assessment of the 
debate about these diverse aspects, as well as suggesting possible lines of research.  Although this paper 
is not a discussion of bilingualism or the different types of bilingual education programs for indigenous 
contexts, I believe that its focus on the aforementioned aspects can contribute to the design and assessment 
of such programs in Chile.

Contexts in which Intercultural Bilingual Education (IBE) programs are implemented

The challenge for any indigenous teaching program in schools is being able to adequately respond to a 
variety of sociolinguistic situations (Espinosa, 2009; Hinton, 2001; Purdie et al., 2008).  In other words, 
«…the applicability of different programs will vary according to the type of situation» (McKay 2011, p. 
298).  As I will show in this section, the debate regarding the IBEP has not adequately incorporated the 
diversity of sociolinguistic contexts in which schools are inserted into this program, nor the contexts in 
which indigenous children live, they being precisely the group on which the IBEP is focused.

Contexts with indigenous languages as a second language? 

A series of studies state that indigenous languages are the second language (L2) of indigenous children 
in Chile (e.g. Fernández, 2005; Matus & Loncón, 2012; Mineduc, 2011; Quidel, 2011; Quintrileo, 
Yáñez, & Valenzuela, 2013).  Although the L2 status of indigenous languages is a common phenomenon 
in various parts of the world (as illustrated by Berlin, 2000; Estay, 2007; King, 2009; Ratima & May, 
2011; Romero-Little, 2008), in the case of Chile this generalization does not seem to be entirely 
supported by the evidence.  Merely declaring that indigenous languages are the L2 of indigenous children 
appears to be a simplification of what may well be a richer and more diverse, as well as more complex, 
linguistic landscape.  On the other hand, stating that the indigenous languages are the L2 of indigenous 
children implicitly assumes that these children have some knowledge of these languages that would have 
been acquired after learning Spanish.  Various studies (e.g. Espinosa, 2009; Gundermann, González, & 
Vergara, 2007; Gundermann, Canihuán, Clavería, & Faúndez, 2009; Gundermann, Canihuán, Clavería, 
& Faúndez, 2011; Makihara, 2005; Zúñiga, 2007) have indicated that, on the contrary, indigenous 
languages are not part of the linguistic repertoire of the majority of indigenous children, either as a first 
(L1) or second (L2) language, in urban or rural contexts.4  Only when they start learning and using them 
these languages become their L2.  This is a conceptual confusion that should be addressed in future 
studies regarding the IBEP. 

Diverse contexts and sociolinguistic diversity

In contrast, various studies point to the existence of a more diverse and complex sociolinguistic reality.  
Mineduc, for example, states that the relationship of indigenous children with their languages is more 
varied:

[...] It is possible to observe at least three different realities of access to the indigenous language: the children who have one 
of these four languages as a native or familiar language; others who hear the native language solely in the social environment, 
especially in areas where these languages share linguistic space with Spanish language.  Likewise [sic], it is a reality that some 
children only have the opportunity to hear the indigenous language taught at school (Mineduc, 2011, p. 4).

3 For a discussion on the Indigenous Language Subsector, see Espinoza (under review).
4	 With	this	I	am	not	trying	to	reject	the	possibility	of	the	existence	of	indigenous	languages’	users	that	have	acquired	them	as	a	second	language	

(e.g.	see	Wittig,	2011).		I	am	merely	questioning	the	generalization	about	the	L2	status	of	indigenous	languages	among	children.	
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As is clear, this description does not include contexts where indigenous languages are the L2 of 
indigenous children.  Despite the ambiguity in part of its formulation (e.g. the children whose mother 
tongue is an indigenous language do not hear or speak Spanish, that is, are they not bilingual?  Are there 
areas of Chile where indigenous languages do not share a space with Spanish?  Are linguistic spaces really 
shared or is this a euphemism to refer to the imposition of Spanish?  What is understood by linguistic 
space?) And because of the lack of all reference to studies that support these assertions, this statement is 
useful because it avoids reducing the sociolinguistic situation of indigenous children and, intuitively, 
shows a commitment to diversity.  Paradoxically, Mineduc provides the same materials and textbooks 
for these different contexts, which hinders the realization of one of the objectives of the IBEP, which is 
namely to deliver a culturally and linguistically relevant education.

 The linguistic diversity of indigenous communities, particularly the Mapuche community, has also 
been highlighted by other authors.  For example, Catrileo (1997, as cited in Relmuan, 2005, p. 47) 
argues that «Mapuche population is not homogeneous in their cultural characteristics and, particularly, 
in their linguistic features.  It is possible to find children and adults that are monolingual in Spanish, 
bilingual of various types, and monolingual in Mapudungun.»  Other authors, this time on the basis 
of information obtained through sociolinguistic studies and questionnaires, have established that the 
distribution of Mapuche bilingualism is heterogeneous: while Mapudungun is no longer spoken in 
some areas, in others it is minimally preserved, and in others it remains active (Gundermann, Canihuán, 
Clavería, & Faúndez, 2009, p. 40).  The study conducted by Henríquez (2014) states the same, where 
the situation of Mapudungun in localities in southern Chile is described, providing different panoramas 
for each of them: from a community where the majority of the children have the indigenous language as 
L1 to communities where the intergenerational transmission of indigenous languages has been lost and 
the children mostly have Spanish as L1.  The L1 status of the indigenous languages is also recognized by 
a Mineduc document.  According to this document, «in the case of children whose native language is 
indigenous, this shall be treated as the first language (L1) until 4th grade.  Spanish may be integrated as 
second language (L2) from the outset...» (Mineduc, 2005, p. 27).  Notwithstanding this assertion, the 
need for teachers of Spanish as L2 is an issue that the literature on the IBEP does not mention whatsoever, 
despite its relevance to an actual bilingual or transition program of the indigenous language to Spanish, 
such as Mineduc proposes in this recommendation.5

Finally, other authors have suggested the possibility that indigenous children have developed a 
particular variety of Spanish as a result of asymmetrical contact in different parts of Chile (Espinosa, 
2003, 2009; Makihara, 2005; Olate, Alonqueo, & Canihuan, 2013; Olate, Wittig, & Hasler, 2014).  
Espinosa (2003, 2009) describes the characteristics of Spanish spoken by Aymara children in northern 
Chile, where Andean Spanish is dominant.  According to the author, these Aymara children may learn 
Spanish according to how it is spoken by adults in their communities: a type of Spanish that would 
display the typical characteristics of a L2 and which may show Aymara interference.  To the author, the 
type of Spanish that these children are learning is a Spanish that diverges from a supposed standard.  The 
idea that indigenous children develop imperfect Spanish is also suggested by Mineduc (2005, p. 12) and 
Chiodi and Loncón (1999).  In contrast to this normativist and purist view of the varieties of Spanish 
spoken by indigenous communities, in their study of a bilingual rural community, Olate, Alonqueo, and 
Canihuan (2013, p. 281) propose that «the Spanish spoken by children , youths, adults, and the elderly is 
an ethnic variety» (see also Olate, Wittig, & Hasler, 2014).  Similarly, in the case of Rapa Nui, Makihara 
(2005, p. 731) explains that the children on Easter Island «are acquiring Rapa Nui Spanish in addition to 
Chilean Spanish, but they are developing their own Rapa Nui ways of speaking Spanish.»

In short, the sociolinguistic situation of indigenous children and the contexts in which the IBEP would 
be implemented seems to be more heterogeneous and complex than is often assumed in the literature on 
this program because: (a) for the vast majority of indigenous children, Spanish is their L1 and is the only 
language they hear at home and at school; (b) in some communities children continue learning their 
native languages   as L1 and begin to learn Spanish when they go to school (Henríquez, 2014); (c) some 
indigenous children (at least as Henríquez, 2014, suggests) are learning both their native language and 
Spanish at the same time (Wittig, 2011, 206 p.); (d) some indigenous children have a passive knowledge 
of their indigenous language, that is, they understand it but not speak it (Makihara, 2005; Villar, 2004); 

5 It is important to underline that these transition programs are characterized by being assimilationist and promoting a subtractive kind of 
bilingualism	(Roberts,	1995,	p.	374)	where	the	indigenous	L1	is	replaced	by	the	L2	majority	language.	
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(e) apparently, in some situations, the speech of these children may also include the use of code-switching 
(Chiodi & Loncón, 1999; Lara Millapán, 2012; Ortiz, 2009; Zúñiga, 2007); and (f) some indigenous 
children may use a variety of Spanish which some authors consider to be imperfect and differs from a 
standard form (Espinosa, 2009; Mineduc, 2005), while others consider that it is an ethnic variety (Olate, 
Alonqueo, & Caniguan, 2013).

This situation appears to be closer to the complex reality in Chile to which the IBEP should respond.  
Based on academic studies we cannot simply insert the idea into the debate that indigenous languages are 
the L2 of indigenous children.  This idea is not solely unsupported by the evidence, but also imposes a 
homogeneous (and erroneous) conception of a complex and varied linguistic reality.  Likewise, although 
a number of sociolinguistic studies have shown that Spanish is the L1 of most indigenous children, they 
also fail to adequately account for the aforementioned sociolinguistic diversity, mainly because of their 
quantitative approach and their monoglossic view of bilingualism.  Thus, our view of the sociolinguistic 
diversity of the country, of the dynamics of these communities’ speech, and the real linguistic repertoires 
of members of these communities have been simplified (Moore, Pietikäinen, & Blommaert, 2010), 
and therefore the challenges facing bilingual education in Chile: each context requires a program with 
linguistic objectives that are appropriate to every one of them (Oñate, 2005, pp. 164-165; Reyhner, 
Cantoni, St. Clair, & Yazzie, 1999, pp. xiv, xvii; Roberts, 1995; see also Meakins, 2010, who uses the 
concept of linguistic ecologies). 

Indigenous language teaching: The methodological debate

Various authors have stated that indigenous language teaching in schools with the IBEP has been 
ineffective (Álvarez-Santullano & Forno, 2008; De la Maza, 2008; Lara Millapán, 2012; Loncón, 2010; 
Mineduc, 2011; Oñate, 2005; Red EIB Chile, 2015; Relmuan, 2005; Sir, 2008).  One line of analysis in 
the literature on the IBEP has focused on trying to argue that this lack of success is related to a problem 
with the methodologies used to teach indigenous languages.  As I will show, this debate is problematic in 
several ways.

Absence of methodologies

Some authors consider that the main problem is the lack of methodologies.  Cañulef (1998) states 
that, in the case of the Mapuche language, «it is not known how to teach, what language materials to 
provide, how to sequence the difficulties, which achievements to aim for, etc.» (pp. 88-89).  This author 
argues that what need are methodologies of teaching native language as second language.  Oñate (2005, 
p. 8) states that the few Mapuche teachers «are not prepared to teach Mapudungun as second language 
(L2); on the other hand, the C[ultural] A[dvisors] […] are not prepared to assume this duty [...] due to 
not knowing more innovative methodologies in this matter…»  Meanwhile, after analyzing the specific 
plans and programs of schools with IBEP, Matus and Loncón (2012) conclude that the teaching of 
indigenous languages lacks clear indicators of achievement for each level and a methodology for teaching 
second languages.  However, the latter study, by failing to mention the language learning objectives of 
the official IBEP, understanding what characteristics should have the indicators proposed.  Moreover, as 
this analysis also fails to include information obtained from the observation of classes6 it does not enable 
us to know whether the lack of success can be fully attributed to what the specific plans and programs 
say (e.g. what is stated on paper) and not more profound structural matters of inequality (such as, for 
example, the absence of native language teachers, the subordination of traditional teachers, and the lack 
of educational autonomy of indigenous communities).  Finally, Lara Millapán (2012, p. 9) argues that 
one of the problems faced by the teaching of Mapudungun is that it is done using practices that are «too 
transmissive and reproductive.»  This author states that teachers need to be aware of «strategies and tools 
to teach Mapudungun with a significant focus that favors communicative competence.»

6 In fact, as Luna (2015, p. 2) states, in Chile «there is a notable scarcity of anthropological and ethnographical studies on school education in the 
indigenous	context.»
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 Traditional methods versus Western methods 

Other authors consider that the lack of effectiveness in the indigenous language teaching is due to 
the use of methodologies that are different to the traditional forms of language teaching in indigenous 
communities.  According to Relmuan, «the teaching of Mapudungun has been done through teaching 
methodologies for foreign languages without considering the specific strategies of the Mapuche context» 
(2005, p. 53).  This author provides a description, which is otherwise debatable, of what is understood by 
a foreign language teaching methodology, which, according to her, is characterized based on knowledge of 
the alphabet before continuing with the grammatical structure and the development of phonetic practice 
exercises (p. 54).  Meanwhile, Quidel (2011) suggests that that teaching of Mapudungun fails because 
the methodologies used by teachers (although it is unclear whether she refers to traditional teachers) 
reflect what she calls a Western approach to language teaching.  She states, albeit without referring to 
studies or theories that support this assertion, that this Western method dissociates the language from the 
culture and promotes grammatical and structuralist approaches.  Becerra, Hasler, and May (2013) echo 
the assertions of Quidel (2011) and also postulate that the use of typical methods to teaching European 
languages has been detrimental to the revitalization of Mapudungun.  According to these authors, the 
adoption of these methodologies is related to the high prestige of languages such as English.  However, 
they do not describe these methodologies in detail and do not specifically explain how their use has 
prevented the revitalization of Mapudungun.  Finally, Loncón (2013) also states that teaching indigenous 
languages differs from teaching a foreign language and the methods of teaching second languages are not 
entirely useful when teaching an indigenous language.  However, in a previous work (Matus & Loncón, 
2012) the same author stated that one of the flaws in indigenous language teaching was related to the 
absence of second languages teaching methodologies (as all the authors cited in the previous section did).

This Western approach may differ from what has been called traditional forms of language teaching 
(Loncón, 2013; Quidel, 2011; Relmuan, 2005).  According to Quidel (2011), the schools in her study 
did not include traditional Mapuche practices for language teaching.  The author does not discuss in 
detail what these practices are, but merely refers to the use of the epew, for example, which is a traditional 
Mapuche narrative rather than a strategy for language teaching (regardless of whether the language can 
be learned and practiced using these epews).  Cañulef (1998, p. 30) considers that, in the communities 
where Mapuche children grow up, «as is expected, it is learned through practice or contextualized learning 
where the parents or other adults guide (the children)» (the italics are mine) and this is what would not 
be incorporated into teaching Mapudungun.  Although Loncón (2013) mentions this, she also fails to 
describe what she calls a traditional ancestral method for teaching languages and how this is implemented, 
according to her, in different schools.

However, what this debate has still not resolved is how to identify these traditional methods of teaching 
languages, which are supposedly kept alive in the communities (there are no ethnographical or language 
socialization studies that support this assertion).  In this debate, the fact that «all linguistic communities, 
including especially minoritised ones, are discursively and ideologically complex» (Moore, Pietikäinen, 
& Blommaert, 2010, p. 3) is also not problematized.  For example, in her ethnographic research in a 
Mapuche community in southern Chile, Villar (2004, pp. 60-61) describes the following situation, which 
can contribute to this discussion and puts into perspective the idealization of traditional ways of teaching 
languages:

Both parents are bilingual and especially Don Artemio takes time to explain the language to the girls.  He often 
put on different tapes with language courses and made the girls repeat the words after the tapes.  The tapes went 
through the basics as for example, the numbers, the colours, the kinship terms, topography etc.  The girls often 
sat and listened to the tapes for a while, but soon they got bored and wandered off.  When the father pointed out 
that it was not he who needed to learn as he already knew, the girls often mumbled something about, «taking 
classes some other day».7

7	 In	relation	to	this	aspect,	a	question	that	goes	beyond	the	objectives	of	this	review,	also	aims	to	determine	who	decides	what	is	traditional	(in	
a general way and not solely in terms of learning of the language) and how it is incorporated into formal education processes.  This discussion 
should consider the indigenous people subordination and the asymmetric relationships that even the activists in the academic world establish 
with	them,	as	shown	by	the	experience	of	language	internship	described	in	Vergara	and	Salazar	(2012).		According	to	these	authors,	one	the	
problems that they faced was the following: «In the work with educators, it is necessary to further clarify the importance of educational goals and 
the	need	to	work	with	learners	in	various	activities,	although	these	may	seem	banal	and	meaningless	to	some	of	them	(educators).		For	example,	
cooking or cultivating medicinal herbs are situations with strong cultural content, but have little value to educators, particularly for women.  
Performing day to day tasks related to domestic life is very attractive to learners, since it is a novel and dynamic activity.  However, for female 
educators,	it	was	discouraging	since	these	activities	are	related	to	staying	at	home	and	domestic	tasks.		It	was	explained	to	them	that	they	should	
guide	the	learners	so	that	they	accomplished	these	activities.		However,	more	preparation	and	motivation	was	required	for	them	to	understand	
the	pedagogical	objective	of	the	specific	activity».		Does	this	view	not	reflect,	specifically,	an	imposition	of	the	specialists	–in	their	salvage of 
what	they	decide	is	traditional–	over	the	motivations,	views,	interests,	and	attitudes	of	indigenous	people?
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On the other hand, there are various methods for teaching languages and their development can be 
explained according to different historical times and the differing views of what language is, who can be 
considered a speaker, how languages are learned and taught, what is understood by communication, how 
to determine levels of competence, how language and culture are related, how and why this relationship 
is emphasized when they are taught, and what the roles of the language teacher and student are (see 
Richards & Rodgers, 2014).  There are no studies in Chile aimed at answering these questions from an 
indigenous perspective (an exception is Ojeda & Alvarez, 2014, on the social construction of Chedungun; 
see also Lagos, 2015).  In addition, at present, the methods for language teaching tend to stress the 
close relationship between languages and contexts of use and the culture of the different groups who 
learn and speak them.  A clear example of this has been the emergence of the intercultural approach 
to language teaching (Byram, 1997; Corbett, 2003).  So, promoting strict separation and opposition 
between Western (no matter how questionable this category is) and traditional methods based on beliefs 
and assumptions about their benefits and problems rather than on the basis of evidence, experience, 
and informed arguments limits the contribution that a long tradition of language teaching can make to 
indigenous language teaching (Berlin, 2000; Reyhner et al., 1999, p xvi) and installs a kind of cultural 
essentialism in pedagogical practices, which, paradoxically, seems to conflict with the promotion of an 
intercultural model of education.

Finally, one unresolved contradiction in this debate is the following: on one hand, it is claimed that 
traditional teachers are representatives of the cultural and linguistic traditions of indigenous people and, 
on the other, there is criticism about languages teaching practices do not respond to the cultural traditions 
of these same people.  How can this be if teaching is the responsibility of those who know the language 
and the culture of those people? 

Seeking common ground between different traditions for language teaching

In contrast to the dichotomy between traditional and Western methods, in the discussion about the 
IBEP it is also possible to identify a trend, which seems to be the search for common ground between 
different traditions.  For example, the Mineduc (2011) promotes the use of communicative and semantic 
approaches along with the oral traditions of indigenous peoples.  Meanwhile, Quintrileo, Yanez, and 
Valenzuela (2013) use the Sauvignon (2002) model of communicative competence to analyze the 
Proposal of Curricular Bases for the Indigenous Language Sector of the IBEP, which were suggested 
in 2012.  These authors argue that this proposal places a strong emphasis on sociocultural competence 
on detriment of other skills, according to the Sauvignon (2002) model.  Therefore, it is not consistent 
with the objective of revitalizing indigenous languages.8  This analysis makes no mention of traditional 
methods for language teaching9

For her part, Loncón (2013) states that the teaching of indigenous languages should include successful 
methods such as the functional-communicative approach without neglecting any of the specific 
characteristics of these indigenous languages, such as their oral tradition and community teaching 
methods.

Finally, certain proposals have been made with the objective of establishing descriptors and indicators for 
teaching and learning indigenous languages inspired by the Common European Framework of Reference 
for Languages, supposedly adapted to local conditions (Loncón & Castillo, 2013).  In this proposal, the 
solution to the problems faced by indigenous language teaching is reduced simply by creating descriptors 
to define levels of competence (the same ones for all contexts?).

8	 In	 the	 literature	on	the	 IBEP	there	are	various	 interpretations	regarding	 the	 linguistic	objectives	of	 the	program.	 	For	some	authors,	 the	 IBEP	
seeks	to	revitalize	native	languages,	although	they	do	not	define	what	they	understand	by	revitalization	(Becerra,	Hasler,	&	Mayo,	2013,	p.	27;	
Henríquez,	2014,	p.	33;	Quintrileo,	Yáñez,	&	Valenzuela,	2013,	p.	62).		For	others,	this	would	enable	indigenous	people	to	exercise	their	right	
to	learn	their	languages	(García,	2012;	Montecinos,	2004).		Fernández	(2004,	p.	9)	states	that	the	IBEP	supports	a	proposal	for	the	development	
of	 balanced	 bilingualism	 between	 indigenous	 language	 and	 Spanish.	 	De	 la	Maza	 (2008)	 argues	 that	 the	 IBEP	 proposes	 the	 recovery	 and	
development	of	the	Mapuche	language,	but	without	defining	what	is	meant	by	recovery	and	development.		Finally,	some	authors	explain	that	
the	IBEP	is	aimed	at	the	teaching	of	indigenous	languages,	but	without	defining	in	which	manner	(Álvarez-Santullano,	&	Forno,	2008,	p.	11;	
Henríquez,	2014,	p.	33;	Huircán,	2010,	p.	32).

9	 The	authors	neither	explain	why	the	model	of	communicative	competence	adopted	is	the	most	appropriate,	considering	that	there	are	other	
equally	complete	and	appropriate	models	for	this	same	kind	of	analysis	(see	Celce-Murcia,	2007,	on	the	models	of	communicative	competence),	
which,	however,	were	not	originally	intended	for	contexts	of	revitalization	or	maintenance	of	minority	indigenous	languages	(although	this	is	not	
necessarily	the	objective	of	IBEP,	Espinoza,	under	evaluation).
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With what is stated in this section, I do not mean to suggest that the solution will come from 
educational experts from outside the communities.  However, I believe that promoting coherent dialogue 
between both traditions can be more than fruitful.  The methodological discussion about the teaching 
of indigenous languages in the IBEP neglects the fact that, in various indigenous contexts, incorporating 
Western approaches to teach indigenous languages, along with the active participation and autonomy of 
the communities involved and the incorporation of traditional knowledge, has been relatively successful 
and positive (Littlebear & Martínez, 1996; Mellow, 2000; Romero-Little, 2008; Walsh, 2002).  Why 
should this dialogue not be beneficial for teaching indigenous languages in schools in Chile?  In this 
regard, Walsh (2002) stresses that a large part of the literature on  indigenous language teaching promotes 
communicative approaches, although it also underlines that there is variety in this, from the use of the 
total physical response (see also Cantoni, 1999) to the inclusion of explicit grammatical information.  Other 
authors make reference to the natural approach and cooperative learning (Littlebear & Martínez, 1996), 
among other approaches.10  In short, there is not just one way of teaching indigenous languages.  Some 
authors suggest that even more important is the ability to eclectically use different activities from different 
methods, depending on how well they serve the teaching objectives proposed (Mellow, 2000).11  Thus, 
success in indigenous language teaching seems to be related to the appropriate combination of the oral 
traditions of indigenous peoples and other teaching methods, in addition to fundamental aspects such as 
the preparation of indigenous language teachers and the autonomy of communities to take responsibility 
and ownership of their educational processes (Littlebear & Martinez, 1996; Lowe & Walsh, 2004; 
Romero-Little, 2008), aspects which are far from being achieved in the Chilean educational context, as 
illustrated by the implementation of pair teaching. 

 

Teacher and indigenous teacher aids partnership: Traditional teacher and mentor teachers12 

The above discussion on the methods of language teaching in the IBEP assumes that there is a specialized 
audience that can contribute and benefit from it, namely teachers of indigenous languages.  However, in 
Chile these teachers of indigenous languages do not exist (Loncón 2013, p. 49).13  The official solution has 
been the creation of teacher and indigenous teacher aids partnership, in which a traditional teacher works 
under the supervision of a mentor teacher.  This formula can also be found in a series of other contexts 
(see Littlebear & Martínez, 1996; Warren, Cooper, & Baturo, 2004).  In Chile, the characteristics of this 
pair teaching vary between one situation and another (Acuña, 2012), which demonstrates the absence 
of a systematic approach to its implementation.  On the other hand, existing studies mostly consist of 
descriptions of this pair, so it is necessary a more in-depth understanding regarding the methodological, 
political and epistemological implications of this type of work.

Traditional teachers

There are around 300 traditional teachers in Chile, most of whom are Mapuche (Sotomayor et al., 
2015).  They are chosen by the communities to work in schools teaching language and indigenous culture.  
However, as an indication of the low autonomy that indigenous peoples have regarding their education, 
they also require authorization from the Mineduc.  Various studies (Acuña, 2012; Sotomayor et al., 2015; 
Treviño et al., 2013) offer valuable information regarding the characteristics of these traditional teachers, 
which should be included in the debate.

10	 In	a	different	experience	of	the	IBEP,	a	short-term	linguistic	immersion	internship,	Vergara	and	Salazar	(2012)	explain	that	it	was	oriented	towards	
educators	who	participated	«in	certain	principles	of	Krashen’s	monitor	model,	such	as	the	idea	of	comprehensible	input,	the	concept	of	fluency	
[...]	the	consideration	of	the	affective	filter…»

11	 Regarding	this	point,	but	with	emphasis	on	the	different	texts	available	for	teaching	Mapudungun,	there	is	a	lucid	reflection	in	Hasler,	Mariano,	
and	Salazar	(2011),	who	consider	that,	while	the	various	texts	that	exist	for	teaching	Mapudungun	may	reflect	different	paradigms	(structural	
versus	communicative,	for	example),	they	play	different	roles	and,	therefore	complement	each	other,	rather	than	being	antagonistic.		Therefore,	
some	texts	may	be	more	useful	for	teacher	training	(due	to	their	grammatical	approach),	while	others	would	be	useful	in	teaching	Mapudungun	
to children.

12 Part of this section also appears in a previous work by the author (Espinoza, under review).
13	 However,	it	is	important	to	highlight	the	existence	of	intercultural	teaching	programs,	such	as	the	degree	in	Basic	Intercultural	Pedagogy	in	the	

Mapuche	Context,	offered	by	the	Universidad	Católica	de	Temuco,	whose	syllabus	includes	courses	on	teaching	Mapudungun,	or	the	degree	
in	General	Primary	 Intercultural	Bilingual	Education	at	 the	Universidad	Arturo	Prat.	 	There	are	also	other	 initiatives	promoting	 intercultural	
pedagogy, such as the Doctoral Program in Educational Sciences, specializing in Intercultural Education at the Universidad de Santiago de Chile, 
or	the	programs	that	can	be	seen	on	Mineduc’s	IBEP	Webpage.		However,	the	latter	have	a	notable	emphasis	on	the	intercultural	aspect	and	little	
focus on bilingual education.
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Firstly, while one of their roles is to transmit indigenous language in schools, not all of them are 
proficient in these languages.  This question the idealization of traditional teachers as linguistic authorities.  
Furthermore, as Cañulef (1998) states, being a speaker does not necessarily guarantee success in language 
teaching, since knowledge of didactics of language teaching is also needed.14  Secondly, some traditional 
teachers have not completed their schooling.  This point has also failed to receive attention: Does this 
represent a conflict to them?  How are they perceived by the school community knowing that they did not 
complete their education (see Lagos, 2015)?  Considering that their experience as students was incomplete, 
how do they feel when returning to an institution that probably prohibited and punished their language 
and culture?  Finally, many traditional teachers have to divide their time between the school and other 
economic activities for their livelihood (Acuña 2012, p. 18).  In other words, they cannot fully dedicate 
themselves to the exhausting task of teaching their languages, nor develop themselves professionally.

The study by Sotomayor et al. (2015) also provides significant data.  First, traditional teachers belong 
to poor sectors of society.  This fact, which is not analyzed in depth by the authors, can be very revealing 
about the relationship that can be established between ethnic identity, proficiency in indigenous language 
and social prestige, which in turn can have an impact on the promotion of indigenous language-Spanish 
bilingualism in schools. Second, some of the educators mentioned in this study have Western religious 
beliefs.  This point underlines the ideological and cultural complexity of the indigenous population, 
which is avoided in discussions about the IBEP.  For example, the tendency is to consider that educators 
are the custodians of the ancestral knowledge of their peoples and communities, but what is the status 
of the educators who are Evangelical Christians, for example?  Is this necessarily a problem regarding 
their status as legitimate representatives of a certain cultural tradition, or should this be assumed and 
incorporated as part of the cultural continuities and breaks in the current indigenous population?

Finally, a Mineduc (2011) study shows that the educators are not independent, that they participate 
in a community of practice that is external to them, that they are rarely considered in curricular decision-
making, and that their salaries are low and their work unstable (see also Lagos, 2015).  To this we might 
add that, having no pedagogical training, educators cannot actively participate in the methodological 
discussion summarized in the preceding paragraph.  This is not the fault of the educators, but rather of a 
centralized program that is outer to the local realities of schools and which has failed to validate the work 
that they perform in schools.

Mentor teacher

Meanwhile, the teacher-mentor is a teacher with a professional degree.  Sotomayor et al. (2015) 
explain that they should be responsible for providing knowledge of the school culture, as well as teaching 
knowledge to educators, but they do not discuss the implications of this assertion, which displays the 
assimilationist and neocolonialist approach of the IBEP: educators must be socialized in a community 
which is external to them to ensure that they function well, to be validated, and for that they need a 
mentor (Lagos, 2015; Pozo, 2014).  Moreover, as Loncón (2013, p. 49) says, these mentor teachers 
do not have knowledge or experience in methods of intercultural and bilingual education and are not 
bilingual in indigenous language-Spanish either (this is confirmed by the study by Acuña, 2012, pp. 
15-16; see also Trevino et al., 2013), which certainly limits the contribution they can make to the work 
of a traditional educator and the functioning of the IBEP.  Similarly, as they are not language teachers, 
they cannot contribute to the development of indigenous language courses either.  However, one cannot 
blame the mentor teachers, who are asked to implement an educational program for which they were 
never prepared.  As mentioned by Turra, Ferrada, and Villena (2013), many teachers, particularly those 
who work in indigenous contexts, have not been trained to work in contexts of cultural diversity.

In summary, rather than «tangibly [fostering] an intercultural relationship and feedback between both 
during the educational process» (Sotomayor et al., 2015, p. 5), as some authors assume this pair teaching 
promotes a situation of asymmetrical bilingualism (Calaforra, 2003; Thomason, 2001, p. 4), where it is 
the minority group (in this case consisting of traditional teachers and indigenous students) that must try 

14	 With	this	my	intention	is	not	to	blame	educators	who	are	not	totally	proficient	in	their	languages.		My	objective	is	to	criticize	the	lack	of	a	realist	
and critical approach that avoids idealizations regarding the educators and which, thus, enables us to better understand the challenges involved 
in the teaching of indigenous languages in the best possible way.
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to function in both languages.  Development of bilingualism is neither necessary nor obligatory for the 
rest of the school community (Lagos, 2015).  Thus, it is difficult for the teaching pair to contribute to 
creating appropriate conditions for the use of indigenous languages in and outside the classroom, and 
thus extend their usage and promote the development of bilingualism in schools with the IBEP.

Instead, it contributes to perpetuate what Quilaqueo, Quintriqueo, Torres, and Muñoz (2014, p. 274) 
describe as «the power structures that have perpetuated hegemonic knowledge systems».  The literature 
on the IBEP should shift towards critical discussion of this pair teaching, not only as an instrument 
for effective teaching of indigenous languages, but also regarding its methodological, political, and 
epistemological implications.
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Discussion and conclusions

We cannot deny the contribution that various studies have made understanding the challenges faced 
by the IBEP as an intercultural education program.  However, most of these studies have not focused 
sufficiently on the different linguistic aspects involved in this program.  The predominant discourse has 
been about interculturality and that has not allowed coherent discourse on bilingualism and the teaching 
of indigenous languages in schools.  It can be stated that, after 20 years, the debate has not advanced 
significantly in this regard.15

This lack of systematic attention to the bilingual component of the IBEP and the various aspects 
related, such as those discussed in this paper, has hindered our understanding of the complexity involved 
in effective promotion of indigenous languages through formal education in schools, which, as has been 
shown in other contexts, can play an important role in efforts to revitalize and maintain indigenous 
languages, always in collaboration with the communities involved (Hornberger, 2008; Poetsch & Lowe, 
2010).

After this critical review of the academic debate’ state on these three aspects (contexts, methodologies, 
and pair teaching), it can be concluded that: since most of the studies on IBEP do not consider more 
complete descriptions of the sociolinguistic reality of indigenous children, they do not understand the 
real challenges of the program, regarding its language goals in each context.  These objectives cannot 
be the same for different contexts and should be linked, among other things, to «the possible uses that 
the language may have in the diverse community spaces» (Oñate, 2005, p. 11).  Clear identification of 
the sociolinguistic situation of the indigenous population would also help determine the linguistic and 
cultural elements that the communities could contribute to Intercultural Bilingual Education (IBE), since 
their participation is essential to the success of the program (Oñate, 2005).16  Similarly, these descriptions 
underline the importance of including not only indigenous language teachers, but also teachers of Spanish 
as L2 in certain contexts.  In short, the objectives of a bilingual education program should depend on the 
situation of the language in a community.  In this sense, more detailed ethnographic and sociolinguistic 
profiles are needed of different communities, which are aimed at overcoming the general characterization 
of indigenous languages at the national level (of a quantitative nature) in order to better understand the 
sociolinguistic situation in these communities.

On the other hand, the few studies that have addressed the linguistic component of the IBEP have 
limited their attention to methodological issues, ignoring that this is a context marked by the lack of 
indigenous language teachers.  Furthermore, although there are calls for the need to incorporate second 
language teaching methodologies, at the same time a radical division is promoted between traditional and 
Western methods of language teaching.  As has been proposed, this distinction becomes unsustainable.  
The so-called traditional methods have not been identified or described in detail, while the label of Western 
methods is a generalization that primarily reflects ignorance of a long tradition of language teaching 
(including the teaching of indigenous languages).  This discussion also ignores the fact that, one way or 
another, the IBEP is already functioning in «teaching spaces specific to the Western repertoire» (Pozo 
2014, p. 216), with the possibilities and limitations that implies.  On the other hand, this division between 
traditional and Western methods seems to operate with a homogeneous, idealist, and mainly essentialist 
view of the communities and their cultural practices and cannot respond to the current indigenous reality 
(see Luna, 2015, pp. 6-8 for a critical discussion of the consequences of cultural essentialism).  This debate 
also fails to include or acknowledge the new non-traditional areas of use of indigenous languages, such as 
Internet, and their contribution to the language teaching, nor does it involve indigenous children, their 
interests, their motivations, and their learning styles, for example.  Finally, while on one hand it promotes 
an intercultural approach to learning, where there is dialogue and interaction between cultural elements 
and the mutual influence of different traditions is recognized, on the other, it promotes strict separation 
and opposition between different ways of teaching language, where one appears to be superior to the 
other.  Studies on language socialization would contribute a great deal to this debate (as shown by the 

15	 A	 recent	example	of	 this	 is	a	case	 study	on	 the	 implementation	of	 the	 Indigenous	Language	Sector	 (Luna,	Benavides,	Gutiérrez,	Alchao,	&	
Dittborn,	2014),	which,	while	proposing	a	valuable	analysis	of	the	educational	resources	used	and	exemplifying	the	good	practices	of	action	
research, at no time does it suggest discussing how the teaching of indigenous language takes place in a sector designated for that purpose.

16	 Another	point	that	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	article,	and	which	has	not	yet	been	addressed	in	all	its	complexity,	is	that	a	thorough	knowledge	
of	the	communities	can	also	reveal	opposition	to	this	program	(Abarca,	2004;	Álvarez-Santullano	&	Forno,	2008;	Fuenzalida	&	Casas,	2010,	p.	
78;	Mineduc-Unicef,	2013;	Ortiz,	2009).
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texts in Duranti, Ochs, & Schieffelin, 2011) in indigenous communities and homes, both in the rural and 
urban environment.  These studies can help us to support (or not) the claims about traditional ways of 
learning an indigenous language and can also help us understand the cultural and linguistic continuities 
and breaks in the current indigenous population.  They would also aid us in better understanding the 
relationship between language and culture in these complex contexts (it is possible to find contributions, 
from a cognitivist perspective, in Becerra, Arriagada, Soto, Vidal, & Kom Pu Lof ñi Kimeltuwe, 2015; 
see also Pozo, 2014).  It would also be interesting to have studies that describe the processes involved in 
learning indigenous languages that are typologically different to Spanish; for example, what challenges 
are faced by children who have to learn polysynthetic and agglutinative languages?  What does this tell 
us about their education at schools?  A first attempt in this vein in Chile was made by Palma (2008); for 
other contexts see Kell, 2014; Kelly, Wigglesworth, Nordlinger, and Blythe (2014).

The characteristics of traditional teachers and mentor teachers, and the nature of the relationship they 
establish, indicate that this teaching pair still has to overcome many obstacles to contribute effectively to 
an indigenous language course.  Success in the teaching of indigenous languages in schools is also related 
to the autonomy of communities and the control they have over their educational processes (see Luna, 
2015, p. 8).  Pair teaching in Chile is the opposite of this, and assuming that it reflects an intercultural 
pedagogical methodology, seems to be too optimistic in the current context.  In this regard, I agree with 
Pozo (2014, p. 215) about his description of the neocolonialist nature of this modality and on his call 
for critical research that goes beyond mere descriptions of teachers and educators and the work they do.

Finally, I would like to underline the need for dialogue with international indigenous experiences, 
to learn from their successes and failures in the promotion of indigenous languages in schools, with 
the similarities and differences seen in each case (as evidenced by the studies of Hornberger, 2008).  In 
this vein, we also need dialogue between those who participate in this debate.  One characteristic of the 
various studies on the IBEP in Chile is the little or no reference to the contributions that each researcher 
has made to this debate in the Chilean context.  This paper has been intended to be a first step in that 
direction.  I believe that this dialogue is essential to give coherence and consistency to our reflections, 
with the hope that they become contributions for those responsible for educational policies and, above 
all, for the indigenous communities and the activists, teachers, and students involved in the promotion of 
indigenous languages through formal education in schools, without forgetting that the future of Chile›s 
indigenous languages does not rest solely on them.

The original article was received on October 12th, 2015 
The revised article was received on March 29th, 2016 

The article was accepted on March 30th, 2016



CONTEXTS, METHODOLOGIES, AND TEACHER AND INDIGENOUS TEACHER

13

References

Abarca, G. (2004).  Educación intercultural bilingüe: estrategias para su aplicación en Chile.  In Programa 
de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (Eds.), Educación en la diversidad: experiencias y desafíos en la 
educación intercultural bilingüe (pp. 241-254).  Buenos Aires: IIPE-UNESCO.

Acuña, M. (2012).  Perfil de educadores tradicionales y profesores mentores en el marco de la implementación 
del sector de Lengua Indígena.  Santiago: Unicef.

Álvarez-Santullano, P., & Forno, A. (2008).  La inserción de la lengua mapuche en el currículum de 
escuelas con educación intercultural: un problema más que metodológico.  Alpha, 26, 9-28.

Becerra, R., Arriagada, J., Soto, A., Vidal, E., & Kom Pu Lof ñi Kimeltuwe (2015).  Algunas categorías 
cognitivas de la enseñanza-aprendizaje del mapudungun.  Concepción: Consejo de la Cultura y las Artes, 
Gobierno de Chile.

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

Berlin, L. (2000).  The benefits of second language acquisition and teaching for Indigenous language 
educators.  Journal of American Indian Education, 39, 19-35.

Byram, M. (1997).  Teaching and assessing intercultural communicative competence.  Clevedon, UK: 
Multilingual Matters.

Calaforra, G. (2003).  Lengua y poder en las situaciones de minorización lingüística.  Retrieved from http://
www.uv.es/calaforr/CursColonia.pdf

Cantoni, G. (1999).  Using TPR-Storytelling to develop fluency and literacy in Native American languages.  
In J. Reyhner, G. Cantoni, R. N. St. Clair, & E. Parsons Yazzie (Eds.), Revitalizing Indigenous languages 
(pp. 53-58).  Flag-staff, AZ: Northern Arizona University. 

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

Catrileo, M. (1997).  Precioso baluarte del pueblo mapuche.  Estado actual del Mapudungun en la zona 
sur central de Chile.  Revista de Comunicaciones y Periodismo, 68-72. 

Celce-Murcia, M. (2007).  Rethinking the role of communicative competence in language teaching.  In 
E. Alcón Soler, & P. Safont Jordá (Eds.), Intercultural language use and language learning (pp. 41-57).  
The Netherlands: Springer.

Chiodi, F., & Loncón, E. (1999).  Crear nuevas palabras: innovación y expansión de los recursos lexicales del 
mapuzugun.  Temuco, Chile: Instituto de Estudios Indígenas, Universidad de la Frontera.

Corbett, J. (2003).  An intercultural approach to English language teaching.  Clevedon, United Kingdom: 
Multilingual matters.

De la Maza, F. (2008).  La educación intercultural bilingüe: representaciones y prácticas sociales de la 
otredad.  Encounters on Education, 9, 109-120.

Duranti, A., Ochs, E., & Schieffelin, B. (Eds.).  (2011).  The handbook of language socialisation.  Oxford: 
Wiley-Blackwell.

Espinosa, V. (2003).  El español hablado por niños aymaras chilenos.  Literatura y lingüística, 14, 159-
171.

Espinosa, V. (2009).  El aymara en la Región de Arica y Parinacota.  Boletín de Filología, 44(1), 39-53.
Espinoza, M. (under review).  Los objetivos lingüísticos del programa de educación intercultural bilingüe 

en Chile: ¿qué dice el discurso oficial? ¿Qué se hace en la práctica?  Polis.
Estay, C. G. (2007).  Propuesta metodológica para aprender una L2 vernácula (lengua Aymara) con 

participación de asesores culturales andinos.  Cuadernos Interculturales, 5(9), 49-62.
Fernández, F. (2004).  Hacia la construcción de una educación pertinente.  La Educación Intercultural Bilingüe 

en las comunidades aymaras de Chile.  Paper presented at the 4o Congreso Virtual de Antropología y 
Arqueología, Argentina. 

Fernández, F. (2005).  El currículum en la educación intercultural bilingüe: algunas reflexiones acerca de 
la diversidad cultural en la educación.  Cuadernos Interculturales, 3(4), 7-25.

Forno, A., Álvarez-Santullano, P., & Rivera, R. (2009).  Entre el edificio y el currículum de la 
interculturalidad: una mirada antropológica a la educación actual en el territorio mapuche-huilliche.  
Chungará, 41(2), 287-298.  doi: 10.4067/S0717-73562009000200009 

Fuenzalida, P. (2014).  Re-etnización y descolonización: resistencias epistémicas en el currículum 
intercultural en la Región de Los Lagos-Chile.  Polis, Revista Latinoamericana, 13(38), 107-132.

Fuenzalida, P., & Casas, M. (2010).  La educación intercultural bilingüe como campo de tensión política 
entre el mundo mapuche-williche y el Estado.  Revista Líder, 16, 73-84.



CONTEXTS, METHODOLOGIES, AND TEACHER AND INDIGENOUS TEACHER

14

García, S. (2012).  Alcances y límites de la política de educación intercultural bilingüe en Chile: un 
análisis desde lo postcolonial.  Ignire, 1, 16.

Gundermann, H., Canihuán, J., Clavería, A., & Faúndez, C. (2009).  Permanencia y desplazamiento, 
hipótesis acerca de la vitalidad del mapuzugun.  RLA. Revista de Lingüística Teórica y Aplicada, 47(1), 
37-60.  doi: 10.4067/S0718-48832009000100003 

Gundermann, H., Canihuan, J., Clavería, A., & Faúndez, C. (2011).  El mapuzugun, una lengua en 
retroceso.  Atenea, 503, 111-131.

Gundermann, H., González, H., & Vergara, J. I. (2007).  Vigencia y desplazamiento de la lengua aymara 
en Chile.  Estudios Filológicos, 42, 123-140. doi: 10.4067/S0071-17132007000100008 

Hasler, F., Mariano, H., & Salazar, A. (2011).  La enseñanza de mapudungun en la actualidad: breve guía 
bibliográfica de materiales de enseñanza de la lengua mapuche.  In E. Antileo, & A. Hecht (Comps.), 
Educación intercultural bilingüe en América Latina y el Caribe: balances, desafíos y perspectivas (pp. 192-
202).  Retrieved from https://www.oas.org/cotep/GetAttach.aspx?lang=es&cId=464&aid=694

Henríquez, M. (2014).  Estado del mapudungun en comunidades pewenches y lafkenches de la región 
del Bío-Bío: el caso de los escolares.  RLA. Revista de Lingüística Teórica y Aplicada, 52(2), 13-40.  doi: 
10.4067/S0718-48832014000200002

Hernández, R. (2004).  Evaluación de la eficiencia programática y la pertinencia intercultural del Programa 
de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe del Ministerio de Educación en escuelas de la región metropolitana.  
Final report (Código BIP N° 20194892-0).  Santiago, Chile: Universidad de Chile-Gobierno Regional 
Metropolitano de Santiago.

Hevia, R., & Irmas, C. (2005).  La política de educación intercultural y bilingüe en Chile en el marco de las 
políticas de atención a la diversidad cultural.  Paper presented at the Seminario Internacional Pueblos 
Indígenas Afrodescendientes de América latina y el Caribe: Relevancia y Pertinencia de la Información 
Sociodemográfica para Políticas y Programas, Cepal, Santiago, Chile.

Hinton, L. (2001).  Language revitalization: An overview.  In L. Hinton, & K. Hale (Eds.), The green book 
of language revitalization in practice (pp. 3-18).  San Diego: Academic Press.

Hornberger, N. H. (Ed.).  (2008).  Can schools save indigenous languages?: Policy and practice on four 
continents.  New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Huircán, M. (2010). Desarrollo de la educación intercultural bilingüe en Chile.  In D. Quilaqueo, C. 
Fernández, & S. Quintriqueo (Eds.), Interculturalidad en contexto mapuche (pp. 19-39).  Neuquén: 
Editorial de la Universidad Nacional del Comahue.

Kell, S. (2014).  Polysynthetic language structures and their role in pedagogy and curriculum for BC indigenous 
languages: final report.  Victoria, British Columbia: Ministry of Education.

Kelly, B., Wigglesworth, G., Nordlinger, R., & Blythe, J. (2014).  The acquisition of polysynthetic 
languages.  Language and Linguistics Compass, 8(2), 51-64. doi: 10.1111/lnc3.12062

King, J. (2009).  Language is life: The worldview of second language speakers of Maori.  In J. Reyhner, 
& L. Lockard (Eds.), Indigenous language revitalization: Encouragement, guidance & lessons learned (pp. 
97-108).  Flagstaff, USA: Northern Arizona University.

Lagos, C. (2012).  Mapudungún en Santiago de Chile: representaciones sociales en los mapuches 
urbanos.  RLA. Revista de Lingüística Teórica y Aplicada, 50(1), 161-190.  doi: 10.4067/S0718-
48832012000100008

Lagos, C. (2015).  El programa de educación bilingüe y sus resultados: ¿perpetuando la discriminación?  
Pensamiento Educativo. Revista de Investigación Educacional Latinoamericana, 52(1), 84-94.  doi: 
10.7764/PEL.52.1.2015.7

Lara Millapán, M. (2012).  Aprender a leer y escribir en lengua mapudungun, como elemento de recuperación 
y promoción de la cultura mapuche en la sociedad del siglo XXI (Doctoral thesis). Universitat Autònoma de 
Barcelona, Departament de Didàctica de la Lengua, de la Literatura i de les Ciències Socials, Barcelona, 
Spain.

Littlebear, R., & Martinez, A. (1996).  A model for promoting Native American language preservation 
and teaching.  In G. Cantoni (Ed.), Stabilizing indigenous languages (pp. 234-238).  Flagstaff: Northern 
Arizona University.

Loncón, E. (2010).  Derechos educativos y lingüísticos de los pueblos indígenas de Chile.  Isees 7, 79-94.
Loncón, E. (2013).  La importancia del enfoque intercultural y de la enseñanza de las lenguas indígenas 

en la educación chilena.  Docencia, 51, 44-55. 
Loncón, E., & Castillo, S. (2013).  Pilares de referencia para la enseñanza de lenguas indígenas. Documento 

de trabajo.  Retrieved from http://redeibchile.blogspot.com.au/2013/10/pilares-de-referencia-para-la-
ensenanza.html



CONTEXTS, METHODOLOGIES, AND TEACHER AND INDIGENOUS TEACHER

15

Lowe, K., & Walsh, M. (2004).  California down under: Indigenous language revitalization in New South 
Wales, Australia.  In W. Leonard, & E. Stelómethet Gardner (Eds.), Language is life.  Proceedings of the 
11th Annual Stabilizing Languages Conference. Survey Report 14.  Berkeley, CA: Survey of California 
and Other Indian Languages.

Luna, L. (2015).  Educación mapuche e interculturalidad: un análisis crítico desde una etnografía escolar.  
Chungará Revista de Antropología Chilena, 47, 1-9.  doi: 10.4067/S0717-73562015005000040

Luna, L., Benavides, P., Gutierrez, P., Alchao, M., & Dittborn, A. (2014).  Aprender lengua y cultura 
mapuche en la escuela: estudio de caso de la implementación del nuevo Sector de Aprendizaje Lengua 
Indígena desde un análisis de «recursos educativos».   Estudios Pedagógicos,  40(2), 221-240.  doi: 
10.4067/S0718-07052014000300014

Luna, L., & Hirmas, C. (2004).  Enfoques curriculares de educación intercultural en Chile: análisis para 
una propuesta de convivencia.  Paper presented at the VI Congreso Latinoamericano de Educación 
Intercultural Bilingüe, Santiago, Chile. 

Makihara, M. (2005).  Rapa Nui ways of speaking Spanish: Language shift and socialization on Easter 
Island.  Language in Society, 34(05), 727-762.

Manzo, L., & Westerhout, C. (Eds.).  (2003).  Propuesta metodológica en educación intercultural para 
contextos urbanos.  Valparaíso: Universidad de Valparaíso.

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

McKay, G. (2011).  Policy and Indigenous languages in Australia.  Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 
34(3), 297-319.

Meakins, F. (2010).  The Importance of understanding language ecologies for revitalisation.  In J. Hobson, 
& S. Poetsch (Eds.), Reawakening languages: Theory and practice in the revitalisation of Australia’s 
Indigenous languages (pp. 225-39).  Sydney: Sydney University Press.

Mellow, J. D. (2000).  Western influences on indigenous language teaching.  In J. Reyhner, J. Martin, L. 
Lockard, & W. Sakiestewa Gilbert (Eds.), Learn in beauty: Indigenous education for a new century (pp. 
102-113).  Flagstaff, AZ: Northern Arizona University.

Mineduc-Unicef (2013).  La lengua indígena entra en la escuela. Cartilla de apoyo para el sector de lengua 
indígena.  Santiago, Chile: Autores.

Ministerio de Educación (Mineduc) (2005).  Orientaciones Programa de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe.  
Santiago, Chile: Author.

Ministerio de Educación (Mineduc) (2011). PEIB-ORÍGENES estudio sobre la implementación de la 
Educación Intercultural Bilingüe.  Santiago, Chile: Author.

Ministerio de Educación (Mineduc) (n.  d.).  Educación intercultural.  Retrieved from http://www.
mineduc.cl/index2.php?id_seccion=3442&id_portal=28&id_contenido=14010

Mondaca, C., & Gajardo, Y. (2013).  La educación intercultural bilingüe en la Región de Arica y 
Parinacota, 1980-2010.  Diálogo Andino, 42, 69-87. doi: 10.4067/S0719-26812013000200007

Montecinos, C. (2004).  Analizando la política de educación intercultural bilingüe en Chile desde la 
educación multicultural.  Cuadernos Interculturales, 2(3), 25-32. 

Moore, R. E., Pietikäinen, S., & Blommaert, J. (2010).  Counting the losses: Numbers as the language of 
language endangerment.  Sociolinguistic Studies, 4(1), 1-26. doi: 10.1558/sols.v4i1.1 

Ojeda, P., & Álvarez, J. (2014).  Elementos para la construcción social del chedungun a partir del discurso 
en torno a la lengua de hablantes bilingües de la VIII Región.  Boletín de Filología, 49(2), 161-185.  doi: 
10.4067/S0718-93032014000200008

Olate, A., Alonqueo. P., & Caniguan, J. (2013).  Interactividad lingüística castellano/mapudungun de 
una comunidad rural bilingüe.  Alpha, 37, 265-284.

Olate, A., Wittig, F., & Hasler, F. (2014).  Análisis tipológico-funcional de un rasgo del español de 
contacto mapuche/castellano.  Onomázein, 30, 169-189.  doi: 10.7764/onomazein.30.10

Oñate, (2005).  La enseñanza del mapudungun como segunda lengua: una experiencia desde la investigación 
acción (Master thesis).  PROEIB Andes, Bolivia.

Ortiz, P. (2009).  Indigenous knowledge, education and ethnic identity: An ethnography of an intercultural 
bilingual education program in a Mapuche school in Chile.  Saarcrücken, Germany: VDM Verlag Dr. 
Muller.

Palma, A. (2008).  Sobre la enseñanza de lenguas indígenas aglutinantes.  Le Gerflint, 4, 1-10.  Retrieved 
from http://gerflint.fr/Chili4/13palma.pdf 

Poetsch, S., & Lowe, K. (2010).  Introduction: Language in education.  In J. Hobson, K. Lowe, S. 
Poetsch, & M. Walsh (Eds.), Re-awakening language: Theory and practice in the revitalisation of 
Australia’s indigenous languages (pp. 157-161).  Sydney: Sydney University Press.



CONTEXTS, METHODOLOGIES, AND TEACHER AND INDIGENOUS TEACHER

16

Pozo, G. (2014).  ¿Cómo descolonizar el saber?  El problema del concepto de interculturalidad.  Polis, 
(38), 205-223.

Purdie, N., Frigo, T., Ozolins, C., Noblett, G., Thieberger, N., & Sharp, J. (2008).  Indigenous languages 
programmes in Australian schools: A way forward.  Australia: Australian Council for Educational Research.

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

Quilaqueo, D., Quintriqueo, S., Torres, H., & Muñoz, G. (2014).  Saberes educativos mapuches: aportes 
epistémicos para un enfoque de educación intercultural.  Chungará, 46(2), 271-284.  doi: 10.4067/
S0717-73562014000200008 

Quintrileo, C., Yáñez, C., & Valenzuela, C. (2013).  Una aproximación crítica a la propuesta en consulta 
del Programa de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe (PEIB) en Chile.   Logos: Revista de Lingüística, 
Filosofía y Literatura, 23(1), 45-61.

Ratima, M., & May, S. (2011).  A review of indigenous second language acquisition: Factors leading to 
proficiency in te reo Māori (the Māori language).  Mai Review, 1, 1-26.

Red EIB Chile (2015).  Tercer congreso de las lenguas indígenas. Documento base para considerar en  discusión.  
Retrieved from http://redeibchile.blogspot.com.au/2015/01/documento-base-para-discusion-tercer.
html

Relmuan, M. A. (2005).  El mapuche, el aula y la formación docente.  La Paz: Plural Editores.
Reyhner, J., Cantoni, G., St Clair, R. N., & Yazzie, E. P. (1999).  Revitalizing indigenous languages.  

Paper presented at the Annual Stabilizing Indigenous Languages Symposium, Center for Excellence in 
Education, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, USA.

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2014).  Approaches and methods in language teaching.  Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

Riedemann, A. (2008).  La educación intercultural bilingüe en Chile: ¿ampliación de oportunidades para 
alumnos indígenas?  Indiana, 25, 169-193.

Roberts, C. A. (1995).  Bilingual education program models: A framework for understanding.  Bilingual 
Research Journal, 19(3-4), 369-378.

Romero-Little, M. (2008).  Indigenous languages as second languages.  In J. González (Ed.), Encyclopedia 
of bilingual education (pp. 398-403).  Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Rother, T. (2005).  Conflicto intercultural y educación en Chile: Desafíos y problemas de la educación 
intercultural bilingüe (EIB) para el pueblo mapuche.  Revista Austral de Ciencias Sociales, 9, 71-84.

Savignon, S. (2002).  Interpreting language teaching.  London: Yale University Press New Heaven.
Sir, J. (2008).  La educación intercultural bilingüe.  El caso chileno.  Buenos Aires: Flape.
Sotomayor, C., Allende, C., Fuenzalida, D., Hasler, F., Castillo, S., Ibaceta, V., Mariano, H., & Mayo, 

S. (2015).  Competencias lingüísticas e interculturales de los educadores tradicionales mapuche para la 
implementación de la asignatura de Lengua Indígena en Chile.  Santiago, Chile: CIAE: Universidad de 
Chile.

Thomason, S. (2001).  Language contact.  Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Treviño, E., Donoso, F., Aguirre, E., Fraser, P., Godoy, F., Inostroza, D., & Castro, P. (2013).  Educación 

para preservar nuestra diversidad cultural: desafíos de implementación del Sector de Lengua Indígena en 
Chile.  Santiago, Chile: Centro de Políticas Comparadas de Educación (CPCE), Unicef y Mineduc.

Turra, O., Ferrada, D., & Villena, A. (2013).  La especificidad del contexto indígena como requerimiento 
para la formación inicial del profesorado.  Estudios Pedagógicos, 39(2), 329-339.

Vergara, A., & Salazar, A. (2012).  Didáctica de lenguas originarias: la experiencia del internado lingüístico 
como instrumento para la revitalización de la lengua mapuche.  In Geise (Eds.), Libro de las Terceras 
Jornadas Internacionales de Didáctica de Lenguas y Literatura.  Bariloche: Authors.

Villar, E. (2004).  We do mapuche stuff: Cultural transmission and ethnic identity among Mapuche children 
(Master thesis).  Uppsala universitet, Kulturantropologiska avdelningen, Sweden.

Walsh, M. (2002).  Teaching NSW’s indigenous languages: Lessons from elsewhere.  Report commissioned 
by Office of the Board of Studies.  Sydney: Department of Linguistics, University of Sydney.

Warren, E., Cooper, T. J., & Baturo, A. R. (2004).  Indigenous students and mathematics: Teachers’ 
perceptions of the role of teacher aides.  The Australian Journal of Indigenous Education, 33, 37-46.

Wittig, F. (2011).  Adquisición y transmisión del mapudungún en hablantes urbanos.  Literatura y 
Lingüística, 23, 193-211.

Zúñiga, F. (2007).  «Mapudunguwelaymi am?»  ¿Acaso ya no hablas mapudungun?: acerca del estado 
actual de la lengua mapuche.  Estudios Públicos, 105, 9-24.


