
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional Development of Heritage 

Language Teachers 

The Example of Lithuanian Heritage Language School in 

Iceland 

 

Jurgita Motiejunaite 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thesis for BA degree 

 International Studies in Education 

 

 





 

 

Professional Development of Heritage Language 

Teachers 

The Example of Lithuanian Heritage Language School in Iceland 

Jurgita Motiejunaite 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thesis for BA degree in International Studies in Education 

Supervisors: Anh Dao Katrín Tran and Renata Emilsson Pesková 

 

 

Faculty of Education and Diversity 

School of Education, University of Iceland 

June 2019 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional Development of Heritage Language Teachers: The 

Example of Lithuanian Heritage Language School in Iceland 

This thesis satisfies 10 credits towards a BA  

in International Studies in Education in the Department of Education 

and Diversity,  

School of Education, University of Iceland 

© Jurgita Motiejunaite, 2019 

This thesis may not be copied in any form without author permission. 



 

3 

Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to explore literature related to teachers’ professional development 

in heritage language schools as units of non-formal education with a special focus on 

Lithuanian heritage language school in Iceland. 

Due to the limited opportunities of education and professional development the 

place of teachers of community-based heritage language schools among the teaching 

professions is not clear, though it is agreed that it differs from the teachers of formal 

educational settings. The need for heritage language education is widely recognized in 

most of the Western countries. Nevertheless, the implementation is often politicized, 

slow, challenging and highly dependent on state and local governments. The 

investigation of the situation in Canada and some European Nordic countries shows 

positive development. 

Research on heritage language schools often is focused on teacher or student 

experiences or through ethnographic observation of the heritage language community 

schools. Lithuanian heritage language teaching is researched as a part of Lithuanian 

identity development or through structural description of school settings. However, 

heritage language teachers’ professional development is little researched both in Iceland 

and abroad. 

The documentation and sharing of the information related to the quality of teaching, 

teacher professionalism and professional development could be improved in all heritage 

language schools of Lithuanian immigrant communities in different countries, including 

Lithuanian heritage language school in Iceland. 
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1 Introduction  

I came from Lithuania and have been living in Iceland for few years now. I have been 

volunteering in Lithuanian Association in Iceland and in Lithuanian heritage language 

school for more than five years. I was both teaching and helping to organize and 

administrate the school during this time. In addition, I have participated in various events 

and activities meeting teachers from other heritage language schools both in Iceland and 

in other countries. This provided me with unique insights into the organization of 

teaching in heritage language schools.  My experiences present that there is no common 

model or effective scheme for heritage language teaching, and in every country, for every 

language, in every case the organization of the teaching is different.  

As a student of International Studies in Education Program at University of Iceland, I 

have gained understanding of the function of schools especially of the professionalism 

and professional development of the teachers. I found it interesting to observe and be 

engaged in organization of teaching, teachers’ work and collaboration in Lithuanian 

heritage language school in Iceland. While learning about professional development of 

the teachers in professional learning communities (PLCs) in schools of formal education, I 

started to notice the derivative of PLCs in teachers’ work at Lithuanian heritage language 

school. I found it fascinating as processes within the Lithuanian heritage language school 

more and more reminded me the formal school. I wanted to research this phenomenon.  

The aim of this paper is to explore literature related to teachers’ professional 

development in heritage language schools as units of non-formal education with a special 

focus on Lithuanian heritage language school in Iceland. The intention is to show that 

teachers’ professional development is equally important both in formal and non-formal 

educational settings: which can be applied in non-formal teaching in heritage language 

schools organized by volunteers. Through this insight, it could be possible to understand 

how professional development in teaching in non-formal settings increases the quality of 

teaching in heritage language schools. Special effort is made to study literature related to 

Lithuanian heritage language schools in different countries and Lithuanian heritage 

language school in Iceland. Therefore, the research question is: 

• How is professional development of heritage language school teachers reflected 

in research particularly focusing on Lithuanian heritage language school in 

Iceland? 

Heritage language teachers’ professional development is little researched both in 

Iceland and abroad. Previous research of heritage language schools was based on 

ethnography observation (Aberdeen, 2016), student experience-based teaching quality 
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inquiries (Valdés, 2005; Lee, 2005), or teachers’ approach to heritage language teaching 

(Lee & Bang, 2011; Emilsson Peskova, 2016). Lithuanian heritage language teaching is 

investigated as the strongest expression of national identity (Kuznecovienė, 2007) or 

documented as Lithuanian community activity (Pastarnokiene, 2017). No research found 

on attempting to study the professionalism of Lithuanian heritage language school 

teachers. 

To answer to the research question in this paper, the enquiry will be made into different 

types of literature related to the professionalism of heritage language teachers, heritage 

language teaching, and Lithuanian heritage language schools. In Chapter two, the 

concepts related to heritage language education will be reviewed. In Chapter three, the 

development of professions, professionalism in education, and teacher professional 

development will be examined. In Chapter 4, the emergence, development, organization, 

and teacher professional challenges in heritage language teaching in the United States of 

America, Canada, some Western European and Nordic countries will be studied. An 

inquiry will be made into new approaches in heritage language education. Further in this 

paper, Chapter five, the development of Lithuanian diaspora, organization and 

importance of Lithuanian heritage language teaching will be looked at. Next, in Chapter 

six the brief description of heritage language teaching and Lithuanian heritage language 

school in Iceland will be provided. The paper will conclude with thoughts on the further 

research planned to engage in based on this literature review.  
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2 Main terms and concepts used in the paper 

To be able to establish the direction of the inquiry of the paper the main concepts used in 

the paper should be defined.  

2.1  Heritage language education 

Heritage language most often refers to a language with which speakers have a special 

personal, most often family connection (Fishman, 2001).  

The definitions of heritage language differ throughout country to country. The 

concept of heritage language first appeared in Canada around 1990 and was referred to 

the language other than English and French that are official languages in Canada and 

meant the language of indigenous people and immigrants (King & Ennser-Kananen, 

2013).  

In recent years, the definition heritage language dominates in literature related to 

bilingualism, national identity, and multiculturalism, and most often describes socially 

contextualized language other than dominant in each country. Heritage language was 

frequently referred to as home language spoken by immigrant children and young 

immigrants. Recently, the languages of refugees, indigenous population, and former 

colonial languages were added to the concept. Heritage languages are often related to 

ethnic communities and regarded as one of the main factors shaping national, ethnic and 

racial identity of the speaker (Trifonas & Aravossitas, 2018, p. 5).  

In English speaking countries (USA in particular), heritage language is a language different 

from English, spoken at learner’s home, one that learner understands and has different 

level of proficiency (Valdés, 2001; p. 38). The terms allochthonous language, home 

language, and language of origin are often used in countries outside the North America. 

One aspect of heritage language in European countries is the difference of legal status of 

minorities’ languages.  The distinction is made between “indigenous or regional minorities, 

whose (language) rights are often legally protected, and refugee or immigrant minorities, 

who generally do not enjoy the same status” (King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013, p. 1; Trifonas 

& Aravossitas, 2018, p. 4-5). In Australia heritage language referred to any language other 

than English (King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013).  

As Trifonas and Aravossitas (2018) demonstrate there are many other terms used 

in related literature to name the same phenomena. The choice of one term over the other 

is generally determined by political, social and legal aspects rather than linguistic and 

educational matters. Through different times there were also terms nonofficial language 

and international language used in various literature in different contexts in Canada. Other 
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terms used in related literature through the years to define heritage language were 

language of origin, ethnic language, community language, language other than English, 

immigrant language, mother language or mother tongue, ancestral language, home 

language, colonial language, immigrant minority language, foreign language, second 

language and even third language (in Canada) (Trifonas & Aravossitas, 2018, p. 3-4).  

Heritage language teachers are those teaching heritage language learners in 

heritage language programs. There is no united definition of heritage language learners. 

The impact of the language on learner’s identity is more important than the proficiency 

(King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013). It is a very diverse group and often factors such as 

proficiency in heritage language, belonging to the ethnic community, family, and ancestral 

relation to the heritage language speaking community and impact of heritage language on 

learner’s identity are used to describe it (Trifonas & Aravossitas, 2018, p. 6). Heritage 

language programs are created having in mind the diverse needs of the heritage language 

learners focusing not only on the language, but culture, traditions and other content 

conveyed through the language (Lee & Bang, 2011). 

On the other hand, Gounari argues that the lexis of the field itself suggests 

heritage languages having a secondary meaning, important to its speakers just because of 

their emotional and historical value. Considered impractical, emotional value makes 

heritage languages of the lesser importance for the society therefore their maintenance 

lies upon individuals and ethnic communities and not the federal government or the state. 

For example, the same lexis puts English as the only non-heritage language in the United 

States into dominating position making it a means of social mobility at the same time 

making the maintenance of heritage language look socially disadvantageous (Gounari, 

2014). The shift from the term heritage languages to international languages in Canada 

happened to make language of the field less judgmental and ideologically loaded 

(Cummins, 2014). 

2.2 Formal and non-formal education 

The distinction between formal, informal and non-formal education should be 

explained. Formal education occurs within the organized learning institution in which an 

official diploma or degree is granted upon completion. Informal education, as Ellen 

Boeren points out, occurs as intentional, planed and self-directed learning outside 

organized educational settings and institutions. Non-formal education refers to learning 

in organized educational institution which does not grant officially recognized degree, 

credits or diploma (Boeren, 2011). Heritage language schools operate outside formal, 
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state recognized education system therefore they are attributed to non-formal 

educational settings.  

Now, when the meaning of heritage language, heritage language teacher and his 

teaching settings as being non-formal is established, we can proceed further to review 

the features of teacher professionalism and professional development to be able to apply 

those concepts to the teachers of heritage language schools. 
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3 Professionalism. Professional development in education 

When spoken about professionalism in education most often it means teachers working 

in schools of formal education. Heritage language schools are considered as not 

belonging to formal education therefore teachers working there cannot be considered as 

professionals because of scarce teachers’ preparation program choice (Lee & Bang, 2011) 

and limited possibilities of teachers’ professional development (Lee & Bang, 2011; 

Potowski & Carreira, 2004). There are more reasons to differentiate between formal and 

heritage language school teachers for not considering the latter as professionals. There 

are also similarities that would assume professional development of heritage language 

teachers possible therefore they could be considered as being professionals in education.   

To be able to research the professionalism of heritage language teachers the 

concepts of profession and professionalism should be discussed. Next, the development 

of professionalism in our society will be overviewed as well as professionalism in 

education, professional development of the teachers. Various literature sources will be 

reviewed discussing the professional development of heritage language teachers. 

3.1  The emergence of professions and professionalism 

The reference to profession as the description of respectable, privileged, high-income 

occupational group is most often used in Anglo-American literature denoting processes in 

Western culture (Evetts, 2009). Evetts describes profession as “the knowledge-based 

category of occupations which usually follow a period of tertiary education and 

vocational training and experience” (Evetts, 2003, p. 397). However, there is no one 

unanimously accepted definition of profession and professionalism (Evetts, 2003; 2009). 

The definition of professionalism varies by cultures and countries as well as by political 

standpoints. The practical development of professions could be related to the employers' 

need to regulate and control the quality of educated and trained workers (Evetts, 2009, 

p. 19). The emergence of the professions and professionals allowed to transfer some 

risks, such as service and product quality, from the service users to the service providers. 

Professionals in any occupational field guaranteed the management of such risk through 

the set of knowledge they obtained and the skills they possessed. Very often the 

guarantee was reinforced by licensing the profession to impose state supervision of 

service quality (Evetts, 2003, p. 399). Later approach considered professionals as agents 

of the capital economy helping to maintaining the stability of "normative social order" 

and comparing it to the "bureaucratic hierarchical organizations" (Evetts, 2009, p. 21). 

Later it was established that profession and professionalism consist not only of special 

set of knowledge and skill, experience, competence and training, but also a special set of 
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values including discretion, responsibility, and quality both in communication and 

collaboration (Freidson, 2001 as in Evetts, 2009). In the 1970s and 1980s, value-based 

approach was predominated by critical evaluative attitude which resulted in a major 

distrust in professions which were seen as “elite conspiracies of powerful occupational 

workers” (Evetts, 2003, p. 401). Influenced by Foucault’s theories about power and 

knowledge as forms of social control, professionalization was seen as a tool of self-

discipline of certain occupational groups that organizes "a network of accountability and 

governs professional conduct at a distance" (Evetts, 2003, p. 406). In 1980s and 1990s, 

professionalism was defined as the way of regulating liberal state economy without 

developing enormous central bureaucracy (Evetts, 2003, p. 403). In the late 1990s and in 

the early 2000s, the new view to professionalism as self-control mechanism in new 

occupational situation developed (Fournier, 1999 as in Evetts, 2009) emphasizing 

accountability, service quality and professional conduct. At that time, it was considered 

applicable to public management and education among the other professions (Evetts, 

2009). To differentiate between relation of normative and ideological elements in 

occupations in different countries the notions of ‘professionalization “from within” and 

“from above” were introduced by McClelland (1990 as in Evetts, 2003, p. 409). 

Professionalization “from within” could be defined as successful manipulation of the 

market by the group. Professionalism “from above” means domination of forces external 

to the group of professionals. Now professionalism as a carrier of traditional values and 

ideology in modern institutions and places of occupation is often regarded as instrument 

to enable and encourage occupational change (Evetts, 2003).  

In the light of the historical development of the profession and professionalism 

education as occupational field is seen differently and is often distinguished from other 

areas. 

3.2 Professionalism in education 

There are still ongoing debates whether teacher is a profession because in a view of 

many theorists of professionalism, teacher’s occupation lacks autonomy and self-

regulation (Torres & Weiner, 2018) as schools, teachers and education in general are 

often regulated by the state. On the other hand, professionalism in education is often 

referred as to so-called "new professionalism" in which autonomy of the profession is 

changed to accountability to the state. In some sources, it is called de-professionalization 

relating the changes to marketization of services provided by professionals (Evans, 2008). 

Those changes most often are noticeable in professions of public sector including teacher 

profession. Teacher profession is highly regulated by the state and for a long time was 
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considered as a tool representing and reproducing the values of political forces in power. 

Therefore, the reforms to improve the quality of public services are often experienced as 

state-imposed professional development. To have reforms effective they should be 

accepted by professionals they are imposed on (Evans, 2008). However, Maaranen at al. 

argues that teacher professionalism means teachers being innovators, creators of 

curricula and collaborators, producers and consumers of research, developing into 

mature competent practitioners, able to improve student learning, more importantly, 

embracing education as a social struggle (2018, p. 24). Karvelsdóttir and Guðjónsdóttir 

agree emphasizing the social aspect of teacher profession in Iceland (2010).  

The definition of professionalism in education is political and varies between 

countries depending on educational policies. Nevertheless, teacher professional 

development is considered important in many Western countries. 

3.3 Teacher professional development 

Professional development is found crucial for teachers to sustain and maintain their 

professional status. Professional development is a process when professionalism is 

amplified (Evans, 2008). In teacher professional development teachers by themselves or 

in groups work towards the changes in principal grounds of teaching and critical 

acquisition of new knowledge, planning skills and practice with children (Day, 1999 as in 

Evans, 2008, p. 14-15). The main question of the formation of teacher professionalism is 

how to implement the reforms imposed from above. L. Evans suggests two measures of 

professional development: functional development and attitudinal development (2008, 

p. 15), respectively attitudinal development refers to the change of attitude and 

functional development refers to the improvement of the performance. Attitudinal 

development involves intellectual (thinking and ideas) and motivational levels while 

functional development involves procedural (procedures utilized) and productive (the 

quantity of 'production') levels (Evans, 2008, p. 16). Changes in service requirements 

commonly target functional development. Professional development enterprises need to 

include not just instruments for achieving functional development but also 

acknowledgment of the importance of attitudinal development. The initiators of 

educational reform would profit a lot involving new interpretations of professionalism 

rooted in transformed understanding of its nature.  

Teacher professional development pursued in various ways (in-service training, 

courses, workshops) encourage the change teacher behavior, practice and believes. The 

outcomes of teacher professional development have a positive impact on child 

development and improves student learning (Kirsch & Aleksic, 2018). 
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One approach to teacher professional development is through establishing 

professional capital that can extend teacher’s ability to help all students to learn and to 

achieve (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). Teachers' professional capital consists of 

convergence of human, social and decisional capitals. Investing in people accumulates 

human capital. Social capital is accumulated by involving in high-quantity and high-quality 

social interactions and relationships affecting the access to knowledge and information 

(Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012, p. 90). Decisional capital is the kind of capital that 

professionals acquire through "experience, practice and reflection" (Hargreaves & Fullan, 

2012, p. 93). This allows to make wise decisions in situations where there are no rules to 

follow.  

School principal leadership style (both instructional and transformational) is 

particularly important for teacher professional development. The supervision of teachers’ 

instruction by the school principal acting in instructional leadership style helps to 

improve teaching practice by supporting teachers in their developmental efforts. Those 

improvements positively influence the student outcomes (Hansen & Lárusdóttir, 2015, p. 

585). 

Professional learning communities (PLCs) are acknowledged as successful way of 

teacher professional development encouraging teacher collaboration and contributing to 

sustainable advancement of student learning. The culture of trust in school affects the 

effectiveness of PLC and student achievement through it. School leaders divide teachers 

into collaborative units, teams that usually consist of teachers of the same department. 

These teams hold meetings to analyze the results of student evaluation and develop new 

ways of teaching and new pedagogic strategies. Teachers collaborate and learn both 

formally and informally. Informal collaboration and learning take place when teachers 

discuss their lessons, instructions, activities, teaching ideas and methods in everyday 

conversations. Formal collaboration includes goal setting and action planning. In PLCs 

teachers also learn from observation, practice sharing and problem solving (Hallam at al., 

2015). 

In Iceland, teacher professional development through accumulation of professional 

capital is acknowledge (Aðalbjarnardóttir, 2016) as well as through Professional Working 

Theory that teachers develop as personal development tool based on interaction of 

teacher practice, teaching theory end ethics (Dalmau & Guðjónsdóttir, 2017) developing 

a resistant professional identity as an essential resource in their challenging work 

(Jónsdóttir & Gísladóttir, 2017). 
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3.4 Professional development of heritage language teachers 

Along with a greater autonomy, self-regulation, range of responsibilities and possessing 

specific knowledge and practice-based position, heritage language teachers of 

community-based schools often also possess the same professional qualities as teachers 

in formal educational settings (Valdés, 2001; Aravossitas & Oikonomakou, 2018). Valdés 

announced the emergence of heritage language teacher profession and called to start 

creation of heritage language teaching programs in United States in 2001 (Valdés, 2001). 

In the USA and Canada, professionalization of heritage language teachers was a 

problematic and often very politicized question due to many languages with different 

statuses existing in the society (Feuerverger, 1997; Fishman, 2001; Lee & Bang, 2011). In 

2011, training programs and professional development opportunities for heritage 

language teachers were lacking in US (Lee & Bang, 2011).  

Aravossitas and Oikonomakou (2018) discuss the importance of professional 

development of heritage language teachers in community-based heritage language 

schools. The impact of specially designed professional development courses for heritage 

language teachers on teaching quality is obvious and acknowledged both by school 

leaders and teachers. Such courses require not only the improvement of instruction on 

language teaching but also promotion of community collaboration and improvement of 

pedagogic conditions in heritage language schools. Professional development of heritage 

language teachers needs to be organized differently from the teachers of mainstream 

schools as they have different needs and face different challenges. Heritage language 

learners make a diverse group of mixed age and different language proficiency, so it 

requires different approach and teaching strategies. There are also other traits heritage 

language teachers in community-based schools differ from teachers in formal education 

schools. Most of heritage language teachers are volunteers or partially employed, have 

no previous related experience or education. It is suggested that heritage language 

teachers would constantly receive training in making their classes interesting, fun, relate 

the teaching contents to the life experience of their students, focus on communicative 

language skills and induce student motivation (Aravossitas & Oikonomakou, 2018).  

The recognition of the need and application of new teaching practices could be also 

defined as a part of teacher professionalism. To be able to address effectively 

globalization, diversity and challenges of plurilingualism, professional training and 

development of heritage language teachers should be culturally responsive. Culturally 

responsive pedagogy uses learner's cultural and language background as a precious 

asset. This develops "intercultural awareness, competence and responsiveness" 
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(Arvantitis, 2018. p. 245). Culturally responsive instruction ensures unbiased pedagogy 

through collaborative teaching experience and scaffolding learning (Arvantitis, 2018).  

The position of heritage language teachers and teachers of community-based heritage 

language schools in particular is not clear in the system of professions though it is agreed 

that this position differs from teachers of formal educational settings (Valdés, 2001; 

Aravossitas & Oikonomakou, 2018). The opportunities of professional development for 

teachers of heritage language schools are limited (Lee & Bang, 2011; Aravossitas & 

Oikonomakou, 2018) often due to different situations of the schools and diverse 

professional background of teachers also because of different needs of heritage language 

learners (Aravossitas & Oikonomakou, 2018). Different challenges that heritage language 

teachers face because of the learner diversity call for different teaching approaches 

(Arvantitis, 2018).  
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4 The development of heritage language education and teacher 
professionalism in different countries 

In this chapter, the origins and development of heritage language teaching will be traced 

in United States of America and Canada as being the most achieving and having a long 

history of heritage language teaching, and in Europe,  with an emphasis on Nordic 

countries as being relevant to the geographic and historic position of Iceland.  Special 

attention will be focused on the heritage language teachers’ professional status in 

different countries, training and professional development if literature sources are 

available. Different approaches and discourses on heritage language education important 

for teacher professional development will be touched as well as some new views relevant 

for the future development of heritage language teachers’ professionalism. 

4.1  The United States of America                                                 

In 1960, around one fifth of the total population of United States of America was 

reported as being of foreign origin. Most of them stated their mother tongue other than 

English (Brault, 1964). However, this contributed to problems in the US education 

system, as students with a mother tongue other than English were having difficulties at 

school.  

Students of foreign origin were proficient in their mother tongue, but second 

language classrooms could not accommodate their knowledge as the level ow knowledge 

of native speakers was different from second language learners (Brault, 1964). 

The problem of mother tongue teaching was brought to the academic level. The 

qualities and requirements of the mother tongue teachers as a profession started to be 

discussed (Brault, 1964). Though the advantage of fluency in foreign languages was 

widely recognized, research identify hindrances of the successful mother tongue teaching 

and learning (Brault, 1964, p. 67), Spanish, Italian or French as a home language was 

different from what was taught at school as a foreign language because of the dialects, 

cultural relations, or by just not being considered academic enough. Additionally, less 

commercially used heritage languages were not taught at schools. Immigrants were 

facing Americanization. Mother tongue was fading as immigrants did not see any 

practical reason to maintain it (Brault, 1964). Ethnicity was seen as an expression of 

poverty. Giving everyone a good education and a suitable job was considered to make 

ethnicity disappear in time in the melting pot of USA (Brault, 1972, p. 12). The 

development of immigration to the US was seen by most of the immigrants as 

"assimilation through education and through geographical and social mobility, especially 

of the children and the grandchildren of the immigrants" (Brault, 1972, p.13). 
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Nonetheless, inspired by the Civil Rights Movement across the USA in 60s and 70s, the 

initiative to recognize and preserve the immigrant identity began (Fleming & Morris, 

2015). At the same time, the goal was set to preserve the American heritage, in order to 

acknowledge the part which immigrants played during the history and the nation making 

of the USA, and diversity embedded in US Constitution and rooted in the independence 

declaration (Brault, 1972, p. 14). The government offered grants to fund studies related 

to mother tongue education, and the first mother tongue teachers' courses organized by 

various establishments (Brault, 1972, p. 14). The Ethnic Heritage Studies Centers Act has 

passed the USA Senate in 1969 (Herman, 1974, p. 13). 

Efforts were made to teach heritage languages in public schools. However, heritage 

language maintenance was not possible without ethnic communities and other ethnic 

organizations. Ethic communities gave cultural background as a context for successful 

heritage language teaching and learning (Brault, 1964). As ethnic schools were seen 

failing (Fishman & Nahirny, 1964) and foreign language classes at public schools were not 

suitable to accommodate the native language speakers nor acknowledging the language 

experience that students already had, the call for the new and more effective ways of 

teaching mother tongue was made (Brault, 1964). Researchers suggest the setting of 

higher requirements for heritage language teachers in public schools as a solution, 

namely that  teachers would know not only language but also literature, culture, holiday 

customs and cuisine also have a great understanding of identity, sociological and 

psychological development of multilingual multicultural children (Brault, 1964, p. 70). 

New researches on ethnic schools showed that those schools not only providing well 

organized and professional heritage language teaching but also serving as institutions 

uniting ethnic communities and helping immigrants to adjust and integrate into American 

society through the shared knowledge and experience (Hoffmann, 1979; Bradunas, 

1988).  

In 2001, a volume overview of heritage language area problems, Heritage Languages 

in America: Preserving a National Resource, edited by Joy Kreeft Peyton, Donald A. 

Ranard and Scott McGinnis, was published in United States (Peyton, Ranard, & McGinnis 

(Eds.), 2001). This book was dedicated to review and evaluate the history of heritage 

language teaching in the United States with an aim to cover the current situation, 

scholarly insight, and documented experience in the field. Heritage Language Initiative 

(HLI) was launched in 1998 in United States. This book was a follow-up of the first event 

of the HLI the National Conference on Heritage Languages in America held in 1999 in 

Long Beach, California. It is obvious that situation had not changed much from 60s and 

70s, except that the number of heritage language learners exceeded the number of 
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foreign language learners (Peyton, Ranard, & McGinnis, 2001, p. 3). All the other 

problems remained the same: heritage language education in secondary schools was 

facing a number of problems (Wang & Green, 2001), ethnic and community schools 

played a significant role supporting heritage language learning but were barely surviving 

because of the economic reasons (Compton, 2001). In addition, the book also revises the 

definition and classification of heritage languages and heritage language learners (Wiley, 

2001; Valdés, 2001). Insight into the profiles of heritage language students was made; 

overview of the research in the field carried out, and the call for new approaches was 

considered (Campbell & Christian, 2001). Fishman reviewed the history of heritage 

language education in United States (Fishman, 2001). Guadalupe Valdés raised the 

problems related to heritage language teachers' training. She remarked that many 

language teachers are not educated to work with heritage language learners. For 

example, teachers who were coming from the countries where the language is spoken 

had no understanding about bilingualism, the competences heritage language learners 

possess, and challenges they were coping with. Heritage language teachers should 

understand the challenges of the language community group and "adopt or develop 

pedagogical approach that can bring about the best result" (Valdés, 2001, p. 67). As the 

representatives of the emerging heritage language teaching profession, teachers should 

be committed to teach language to heritage language learners and to add to the 

knowledge of the field by sharing the experience and discussing the important maters 

with each other as well as be interested and follow the newest research development. 

Documented successes and failures experienced addressing the challenges in heritage 

language teaching would vastly contribute to the field of heritage language teaching and 

advance other teachers:  

To be successful in helping to maintain these languages, we must firmly resolve as a 

profession that we will learn from each other, that we will share what we learn, and 

that we will endeavor to extend lessons learned by others to our own context" 

(Valdés, 2001, p. 69).  

Compton admits that community heritage language schools have no financing for 

teacher professional development. She suggests low-cost heritage language teachers 

training such as involving courses and conferences at local academic institutions as well 

as organizing in-service teacher training. Additionally, the establishment and 

implementation of heritage language teacher training programs and teacher certification 

both for community and public schools is recommended to increase the quality of 

heritage language teaching (Compton, 2001, p. 157-158).  
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Wand and Green describe the possible ways of professional development of heritage 

language teachers. Native speaker or foreign language teacher could be hired to teach 

heritage language. However, both native and foreign language teachers would face 

challenges and advantages. For example, native speakers may lack professional 

pedagogical knowledge but have the qualities to understand the identity development of 

heritage language learners. On the other hand, professional language teachers, while 

having foreign language teaching knowledge might lack the understanding of the needs 

that heritage language learners have (Wand & Green, 2001). 

In 2001, the USA language teaching community was not equipped to accommodate 

the professional development of heritage language teachers. For example, there was a 

shortage of heritage language teachers and language teachers in general. Additionally, 

very few teacher’s preparation programs existed that would include heritage language 

issues and teaching methods (Schwartz, 2001). This was caused by lack of a theoretical 

foundation in the field of heritage language education including lack of knowledge about 

effective teaching strategies and “lack of public and institutional support for heritage 

language programs” (Schwartz, 2001, p. 230). Schwartz discerned three areas critical in 

preparation of heritage language teachers including understanding of the theoretical 

knowledge of the field, the content knowledge and the pedagogical skills (Schwartz, 

2001, p. 231).  

National Heritage Language Resource Center (NHLRC) was established in at the 

University of California in Los Angeles in USA in 2006. It became a center of heritage 

language education research with a mission to develop effective pedagogical approaches, 

engage in quality curriculum design, develop teaching material and organize heritage 

language teacher education (Carreira, Díaz & Kagan, 2018). The goals of NHLRC are to 

focus on institutionalization of heritage language education along with sustainable model 

of heritage language instruction. Onward with the development and spread of new 

research and building a community of scientists interested in heritage language 

education, the plan is to offer an online degree in heritage language teaching. Now 

NHLRC offers annual workshops, webinars for heritage language teachers as well as a full 

certificate program for heritage language teachers as a set of online modules and 

workshops with certificate available starting from 2017-2018 (Carreira, Díaz & Kagan, 

2018). 

4.2 Canada 

In 2011, approximately one-fifth of the population in Canada was speaking their first 

language other than English and French (Piccardo, 2014). Canada has been a leader in 
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heritage language education for a long time (Granger, 2018, p. 341). There is a wide 

range of programs and policies referring to heritage language teaching. Heritage 

languages are taught in public educational units during and after the school time applying 

various methodologies, combinations of strategies, and pedagogic approaches though 

second language education (SLE) practices are applied most often (Granger, 2018).  

Heritage language education in Canada has undergone a long development process. 

Bilingualisms was considered damaging for child’s intelligence until 1960. Though 

comprehensive research contradicting it were conducted in 60s and 70s, the approach 

prevailed until the last decades of 20th century (Piccardo, 2018, p. 211). Language 

educators in Canada have been long time advocates of bilingualism since then. In Canada 

English and French carry the official federal status (40 Years of the Official Languages Act, 

2009). This serves to promote of bilingualism and biculturalism that is manifested in vast 

number of research projects addressing bilingual education (Cummins, 2014).  

Multiculturalism became acknowledged as a positive perspective since both English 

and French were proclaimed as official languages in Canada, nonetheless, the shift 

towards the support of heritage language teaching in schools started just from 2000 

(Cummins, 2014). Education is under the province jurisdiction in Canada thus different 

policies and ways of funding of heritage language teaching apply. For example, in Alberta, 

the province supports the heritage language teaching. Teaching in public schools was 

enabled in some of those languages. In Ontario, teaching in any other language than 

French and English is illegal in public schools. There are three general contexts of heritage 

language education applied throughout Canada: public schools, private or independent 

schools and community-supported programs. In public schools, heritage languages are 

taught as a part of a foreign language education, as bilingual programs (in Alberta) and as 

heritage language classes administered by schools but taught outside the school program 

(Ontario). In Alberta and Quebec, there are ethnic community established and province 

funded schools following the official curriculum, where heritage language is used for 

approximately 40-50% of the school time. Heritage language programs are organized and 

funded by ethnic communities and take place during the weekends (Cummins, 2014).  

The professionalism of heritage language teachers is also highly institutionalized in 

Canada. For example, in Ontario district, to be able to teach children in public schools 

(Ontario’s International Languages Program) the heritage language teacher should be a 

certified language teacher. However, certain flexibility does apply since there are other 

ways of evaluation and improvement of heritage language teacher’s qualification though 

teachers need “a range of in-service training activities as well as ongoing professional 

development opportunities” (Granger, 2018, p. 349). Various on-line resources are 
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available for teachers offered by education organizations for professional and curriculum 

development and for the improvement of practice (Granger, 2018).  

The teachers of community run weekend schools in Canada usually have no pre-

service training, their profession is not officially recognized, and they do not have a full-

time occupation guaranty. Some of these teachers are professional language teachers 

trained in their countries of origin or in the countries of practice. Teacher training in 

language teaching does not prepare for the challenges of diversity in the heritage 

language teaching class (Aravossitas, 2014). Heritage language teaching in public schools 

is accessible for many students but the quality of the teaching is not maintained, as there 

is a similar problem of heritage language teacher education as in United States 

(Aravossitas, 2014). 

4.3 Europe: Germany, United Kingdom and Ireland 

European Union language education policy was a part of the European Cultural 

Convention since its establishment in 1954. This policy promotes linguistic diversity and 

heritage also attempts to promote the study of the language or languages, history and 

civilization of the signatory states in the territory of other signatory countries as well as 

grant facilities to implement such studies (Council of Europe, 2006). The notion of 

plurilingual education was promoted first within Council of Europe language education 

policy. Plurilingualism is an ability of the individual to use more than one language, 

lifelong development of individual´s language repertoire for different purposes, in 

different levels of proficiency, using different varieties of languages (Council of Europe, 

2006, p. 5).  

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) was published 

2001 (Council of Europe, 2001). This framework was developed to provide common 

bases of language education and assessment. The European Center for Modern 

Languages was established in 1994 to promote “intercultural communication and 

plurilingualism as a key policy goals” and to set out “concrete measures for each 

educational sector and for initial and in-service teacher education” (Council of Europe, 

2006, p. 8). 

As it was mentioned before in European context, the concepts of immigrant minority 

language and regional minority language are used to refer to heritage languages. The 

regional minority languages are under the threat of disappearance and preserved by 

various European laws and through different educational initiatives. Meanwhile, 

immigrant minority languages are neither well described nor preserved. These languages 

are associated with migrating work force and are commonly seen as the obstacle for the 
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successful immigrant integration into host societies (Trifonas & Aravossitas, 2018, p. 4-5). 

One example of the maintenance of regional minority languages as heritage languages is 

the revival of Irish and Welch languages and cultivation of Basque and Catalan (Emilsson 

Peskova & Ragnarsdóttir, 2018). The education in immigrant minority languages is less 

institutionalized and more loosely inscribed in laws across Europe. Some examples from 

few European countries with the high flow of immigration follow. 

Immigrant flow to Germany is extremely high (Eurostat, 2016). The two biggest 

heritage languages in Germany are Turkish (between 1.5 and 2.9 million) and Russian 

(10-25% school students, number varies by region) (Olfert & Schmitz, 2018). Turkish is 

most often taught as a heritage language, whereas Russian is offered as a foreign 

language. Heritage language instruction is a voluntary extracurricular activity in Germany 

and takes place outside the school time and occasionally outside of the school facilities. 

Heritage language education is managed by the federal states. In order to teach heritage 

language, the instructor should be certified in teaching a particular language. As German 

universities offer degrees only in major European languages, heritage language teachers 

are often with a different university degree and speak the respective language. Heritage 

language teacher training is non-existent. Teaching materials for heritage language 

learners is difficult to find. There is a shortage of certified Turkish heritage language 

teachers and the lack of educational opportunities for these teachers. The Technical 

University of Darmstadt opened a heritage language learning center offering courses in 

Polish, Russian and Turkish heritage languages with the aim to expand. Danish and 

Sorbian historical minorities in Germany have different heritage language education. It is 

a well-established instructional system from kindergarten to high school with few school 

subjects taught in the heritage language (Olfert & Schmitz, 2018). Turkish heritage 

language instruction in many places is organized by Turkish consulates and local Turkish 

communities’ volunteers (Bayram & Wright, 2018). 

In the United Kingdom, heritage or community languages are taught in 

supplementary schools outside of the regular school time (Charitonos & Charalampidi, 

2015). The first supplementary schools in United Kingdom were established in mid-1800s 

in London to educate children of immigrant workers. Most of the supplementary schools 

are in the areas with a high number of immigrant population. Schools are organized by 

embassies of the immigrants´ countries of origin and immigrant cultural or religious 

communities (Minty, Maylor, Issa, Kuyok & Ross, 2008) and they take place in different 

communal facilities (Charitonos & Charalampidi, 2015). The content and form of the 

teaching in schools differs. There were around 5000 supplementary schools in the United 

Kingdom in 2008 (Minty at al., 2008) and around 3000 – 5000 schools in 2015 (Charitonos 
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& Charalampidi, 2015). One fifth of them operate in London. The size of the schools 

varies. There are 20 to 100 students taught from 5 to 16, sometimes to 18 years old 

(Minty at al., 2008). Students can take GCSE (General Certificate of Secondary Education) 

in many community languages in United Kingdom. In almost all supplementary schools, 

teachers are volunteers or parents of the schoolchildren. Schools are not receiving any 

state or local municipality funding and rely on community, embassies and parental 

support. Resources and funding are a known issue affecting the number and qualification 

of teachers hired as well as the organization of infrastructure. Many teachers in 

supplementary schools have QTS (qualified teacher status certificate). Nonetheless, the 

schools suffer from lack of teachers with community language teaching qualification and 

lack of language specialists. Insufficient financial resources make it difficult to retain 

teachers. Usually teachers teach more than one subject at schools. Teachers' 

qualification varies from postgraduate to secondary school certificate or below (A level or 

GCSE in UK). Many instructors are educated as teachers, some are with additional 

degrees in different subjects. Very few teachers have education in community language 

teaching which is available in a form of different courses at some universities in UK. Some 

teachers had worked or are working in schools in UK in different capacities (Minty at al., 

2008). 

In the Republic of Ireland, heritage language education is not supported by the public 

education system. Heritage language schools are run by community groups, NGOs, and 

churches (Frese, Röder & Ward, 2015). Short courses of some heritage languages were 

added as foreign languages in post-primary education level in secondary schools in 2000. 

Now in Junior Cycle (lower-secondary education where children start 12 years old) it is 

possible to learn 11 languages (Post-Primary Language Initiative, 2018). Lithuanian 

language was added to the list in September this year (Lietuvis.ie, 2018). These short 

courses are organized by Post-Primary Language Initiative organization which is an 

agency of the Department of Education and Skills in Ireland. This organization creates 

short courses of modern foreign languages for post-primary education, provides relevant 

on-line teaching materials and sources, trains the teachers (Post-Primary Language 

Initiative, 2018). The description of one of Lithuanian heritage language school in Ireland 

(4 vejai, 2018) was compared to the description of the community language schools in 

United Kingdom (Minty at al., 2008) and it appears that organization and difficulties 

schools experience are the same both in Ireland and in United Kingdom. Nonetheless, the 

largest Lithuanian heritage language school in Ireland “4 vejai” (4 winds) is also 

successfully preparing for Irish Leaving Certificate (a secondary school graduation exam) 

in Lithuanian language (4 vejai, 2018). 
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4.4 Nordic countries: Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

Heritage language education in Nordic countries most often referred to as mother 

tongue instruction is following long time tradition of language instruction to minorities 

and students of immigrant background. The situation of regional minority language 

teaching in Nordic countries varies in each country.  

Finnish minority in Sweden is the biggest and consists of 7% of the population. It was 

recently reported that Finnish minority language speakers experience some difficulties 

such as negative general approach at school, Finnish schools being closed. There are 

many cases reported of Finnish children being banned speaking their language at school. 

Just in Gothenburg only 177 out of 6,000 Finnish speaking children are receiving mother 

tongue education, the only Finnish school was closed. The situation of other smaller 

language minorities, Sami, Roma, Yiddish and Meänkieli (Tornedal Finnish), could be even 

worse (Fellman, Makashova & Zhuhan, 2018). 

Immigrant mother tongue education in Sweden is supported legally and 

institutionally at the state level. It is integrated into the national curriculum. In the 

Education Act state government delegates municipalities to provide mother tongue 

education to immigrant children despite of their linguistic background and country of 

origin with conditions that mother tongue is the language widely used in child's home 

and that child has a basic proficiency in the language. Respectively municipalities provide 

mother tongue instructors, facilities and teaching materials and are responsible for the 

quality of teaching and teacher professional development (Salö, Ganuza, Hedman & 

Karrebæk, 2018). 

In Finland, there are several language minority groups. Swedish, the Sámi, the Roma, 

the Jews, the Tatars, the Karelians and a group known as the ’Old Russians’, all speak 

their distinctive languages. The right to maintain their languages and culture is inscribed 

in the Constitution of Finland. Mother tongue education is ensured as the government 

guarantees children belonging to minorities the right to learn their mother tongue 

(Minority Rights Group Finland, 2016). Swedish speaking minority in Finland makes 5% of 

the total population. Swedish language together with Finnish are the national languages 

of Finland. Both Swedish and Finish languages are learned at school in Finland (Alvares, 

2005).  

The largest immigrant languages in Finland are Russian, Estonian, and Arabic.  The 

Finnish government finances both immigrant and minority language teaching at schools. 

This includes organization, preparation of the teaching material in minority languages, 

and teacher training so that minorities can learn their mother tongue in the same way as 

the majority (Minority Rights Group Finland, 2016). 
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In Denmark, Danish language is the official language. There are two regional 

languages – Faroese and Greenlandic, and one minority language which is German. The 

German speaking minority mostly resides in the southern part of continental Denmark 

and has its own schools which are operated by the local government (Council of Europe, 

2017). 

Immigrant mother tongue education in Denmark is less clearly described in country’s 

legal and institutional framework. The support is attributed to municipalities. 

Municipality-supported mother tongue education is provided to children of citizens of 

other European Union countries as EU regulations inscribe. Municipalities can also offer 

mother tongue education to other immigrant minority groups funded by municipalities or 

parents. There are many conditions such as a significant number of students, qualified 

teachers that apply thus making mother tongue education difficult to oversee. This also 

renders teaching quality and teacher qualification just partially dependent on 

municipality (Salö at al., 2018). 

Official languages in Norway are Norwegian (Bokmål and Nynorsk) and Sámi. 

Minority languages in Norway are Kven/Finish, Romanes and Romany (“Travelers”) 

(Norwegian Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation, 2014). According to the 

law, children who have Kven as mother tongue are entitled to education in their 

language. It is unknown whether children with Romanes as their mother tongue are 

receiving education in their language (Özerk, 2013). 

The dominating immigrant languages in 2005 in Norway were Albanian, Arabic, Hindi, 

Hungarian, Kurdish, Persian, Portuguese, Somali, Spanish, Swahili, Tamile, Turkish, Urdu, 

Vietnamese (Egeland, 2005). Five biggest immigrant groups in Norway in 2013 were 

Polish, Swedish, Pakistani, Somali, Lithuanians. There were around 15% of students with 

mother tongue other than Norwegian and Sami in 2013 in Norway (Özerk, 2013). 

 There were around 14% of the population who have an immigrant background in 

Norway in 2015 (Ragnarsdóttir, 2015). Though mother tongue education and support for 

bilingualism was introduced in National Curriculum in 1980 in Norway, it was abandoned 

regarding children of immigrant origin in National Curriculum 1990 and stated as 

supplementary only in National Curriculum of 2006 (Özerk, 2013). Mother tongue 

teaching is provided in schools to help students whose knowledge of Norwegian 

language is insufficient to receive quality education to accelerate their integration 

(Ragnarsdóttir, 2015). In 2009, schools were struggling to arrange mother tongue 

teaching staff and acquiring teaching materials. A common framework was developed for 

a bachelor’s degree for mother tongue teachers and assistants in 2005 and offered in 

nine universities (Taguma, Shewbridge, Huttova & Hoffman, 2009). 
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In United States of America, Canada, Europe, and Nordic countries in particular the right 

and need for heritage language education is widely recognized though implementation is 

slow, challenging and highly dependent on political will of local and state governments. 

Community based heritage language schools are often more successful organizing learner 

orientated heritage language teaching though they experience difficulties finding funding 

and teachers. Professionalism and professional development of heritage language 

teachers is not well defined or systematized in any country though the situation in 

Canada and some European Nordic countries has a positive development. 

4.5 New insights in heritage language teaching 

Affected by contemporary technologies the world we live is shrinking enabling rapid 

communication and global mobility. It also enables communities of academics and 

practitioners to exchange ideas and experience, for example in heritage language 

education. New approaches to heritage language teaching are developed to determine 

specific needs of heritage language learners.  

Bayram, Prada, Pascual Y Cabo and Rothman discuses that different pedagogic 

approach needs to be applied to teaching heritage language speakers (heritage language 

learners who learn to speak their home language early in life but later fail to acquire 

grammar of it as societal language prevailed later in life) (Bayram, Prada, Pascual Y Cabo 

& Rothman, 2018) and gives some recommendations how “findings from cognitive-based 

linguistic research on heritage language grammars can also be implemented into the 

developing of more efficient pedagogical approaches to heritage language speakers” 

(Bayram at al., 2018, p. 191). 

Starks and Nicholas introduce a complex approach to heritage language teaching 

where they discuss that language expands beyond oral and written systems (Starks & 

Nicholas, 2018). It includes a complicated range of features such as cultural competence, 

body gestures, movements, language and expression variety on social media platforms. 

They suggest different principles of heritage language education requiring broadening 

teachers’ approach to possible tools and materials (Starks & Nicholas, 2018). 

At the same time, professor Gounari discussed heritage language education in US 

from the position of critical pedagogy. Change in heritage language education is a matter 

of social field, not linguistic or educational (Gounari, 2014). Difficulties negotiating 

heritage language education appear partly of the language used in the field as it is 

disempowering, socially biased and politically loaded. Gounari offers to address the 

heritage language education from the standpoint of critical pedagogy, finding it more just 

and empowering way to deal with the obstacles that the heritage language education 
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faces. Within this, he suggests changing the language of the field because language is 

never neutral, it becomes a part of the identity of the speaker and caries huge ideological 

load (Gounari, 2014, p. 261). Heritage language education is very much political as 

education at large, channeling and reproducing the views of the class in power. The task 

of critical pedagogy is to help students to look beyond the dominating politics of 

education to learn about the democratic values and human possibilities (Gounari, 2014, 

p. 262).  

Heritage language teachers should respond to social, emotional and cultural needs of 

the students and apply critical and culturally responsive pedagogy to increase students' 

academic achievements, nurture the sense of cultural pride and empower students 

socially and politically. Teachers are encouraged to apply critical reflection on their 

teaching methods to advance their professional development adding "knowledge-work 

skills and pedagogical capabilities" (Garcia & Garcia, 2016, p. 191) 

The study of the development of heritage language teaching in different countries reveal 

its dependence on political will and need for the new approaches and methods applied. 

In this context Lithuanian heritage language teaching and its importance for Lithuanian 

emigrant communities is going to be put forth in the next chapter. 
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5 Lithuanian diaspora and Lithuanian heritage language schools 

Lithuania is a small European country that has its unique language spoken by around four 

million people (Hilbig, 2010). Language is an important aspect constructing and 

preserving Lithuanian national identity. In Lithuania language is associated with 

independence of the state territory and plays an important part in shaping nationalism. 

In research conducted by J. Kuznecovienė in 2006 it appeared that for 34.3% of 

respondents speaking Lithuanian was the important feature of Lithuanian identity. When 

asked what would be the most important indicator for losing Lithuanian identity majority 

(64.5%) answered that it is to stop speaking Lithuanian (Kuznecovienė, 2007). This may 

be the main reason why Lithuanian emigrants find it necessary to establish heritage 

language schools to preserve Lithuanian identity abroad.  

5.1  Formation of Lithuanian diaspora. Lithuanian immigrants in USA and 
Canada 

Emigration from Lithuania increased significantly since the second part of the 19th 

century. At that time Lithuania was under the governance of Russian Empire and was one 

of the East European countries that produced the biggest number of emigrants compared 

to the number of inhabitants. Many emigrants from Lithuania reached England, Scotland, 

many landed in Canada, some reached even South Africa (Dapkute, 2016). The biggest 

number of Lithuanian emigrants settled in the United States of America. Census of United 

States 1990 showed 811.865 persons with Lithuanian ancestry (Ciubrinskas, 2004).  

The Lithuanian-American Community was established in USA in 1950 to “preserve 

the Lithuanian cultural identity for future generations <. . .> fostering the growth of the 

democratic institutions of the country of our heritage and of assisting Lithuania in 

numerous other ways” (Lithuanian-American Community, Inc., 2018). The Lithuanian-

American Community has 52 local chapters in 27 states and the District of Columbia. 

From its establishment the Lithuanian-American Community organized religious, cultural 

life and heritage language education of Lithuanian immigrants in United States. 

Lithuanian Educational Council of USA was established 1959 as a part of the Lithuanian 

American Community to support and help to finance Lithuanian heritage language 

schools that belong to Lithuanian American Community (JAV LB Švietimo Taryba/ 

Lithuanian Educational Council of the USA, 2018). It also organizes seminars for 

Lithuanian heritage language teachers. There are 44 Lithuanian heritage language schools 

in United States registered at Lithuanian Educational Council of USA for the school year 

2018-2019. There are 2317 students and 434 teachers and teacher assistants in these 

schools (JAV LB Švietimo taryba, 2018). 
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The second largest Lithuanian immigrant community in North America is in Canada. 

The Lithuanian Canadian Community was established in 1952 (About the LCC, 2018). 

There are 12 local chapters active at present. There are six heritage language schools in 

Canada according to the web page of Lithuanian Ministry of Education (Kanada 

Neformaliojo lituanistinio švietimo mokyklos, 2018). 

5.2 Lithuanians in Europe: United Kingdom and Ireland 

The Lithuanian community in the United Kingdom is the biggest in Europe. This 

community was established in 1947 by Lithuanian expatriates who were forced to leave 

Lithuania for political reasons. After Lithuania joined the European Union in 2004, the 

emigration to the United Kingdom increased. The main tasks of the Community are 

education, preservation and fostering of Lithuanian language, support of Lithuanian 

culture and Lithuanian national identity (Jungtinės Karalystės lietuvių bendruomenė, 

2018). There were around 200 thousand of Lithuanians living in United Kingdom in 2017 

(Parliament. House of Commons, 2018). There are currently 42 Lithuanian heritage 

language teaching institutions in United Kingdom listed in the web page of Lithuanian 

Ministry of Education (Jungtinė Karalystė Neformaliojo lituanistinio švietimo mokyklos, 

2018).  

In Ireland, there is the second largest Lithuanian emigrant community in Europe. 

There were 36.552 Lithuanians living there in 2016 (Census 2016, 2018). The Lithuanian 

Community in Ireland was registered in 2005 while the ‘virtual’ community existed since 

2001 (Lithuanian Community in Ireland, 2018). There are four local communities 

registered under Lithuanian Community in Ireland. There are 16 Lithuanian heritage 

language schools registered in Ireland (Airija Neformaliojo lituanistinio švietimo 

mokyklos, 2018). 

5.3 Heritage language education and teacher professionalism in Lithuanian 
immigrant communities 

There are Lithuanian emigrant communities in 45 countries, as counted by the Lithuanian 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Artimiausia lietuvių bendruomenė, 2018). Almost all of them 

organize Lithuanian language teaching (Užsienio lietuvių lituanistinis švietimas, 2018). All 

the Lithuanian emigrant communities, old and new, declare the support for heritage 

language teaching as the main or one of the main goals of their activities. The operation 

of Lithuanian heritage language schools is presented on schools’ and communities’ 

media, but heritage language teachers’ professional development is not reflected there. 

In fact, it cannot be estimated due to the lack of information about the schools. The only 

Lithuanian-American Community in United States being the oldest and biggest Lithuanian 
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emigrant community in the world has established the Lithuanian Educational Council to 

formalize the support of Lithuanian language teaching. Lithuanian Educational Council in 

some way institutionalized the professional development of Lithuanian heritage language 

teachers offering them seminars and organizing conferences (JAV LB Švietimo Taryba/ 

Lithuanian Educational Council of the USA, 2018).  

Organization of Lithuanian heritage language teaching is an important part of Lithuanian 

immigrant communities in all the countries though teacher professional development is 

not reflected in communities’ media.  Lithuanian heritage language teachers’ 

professional development experience should be better documented, displayed and 

acknowledged. Furthermore, there was no research found about professionalism and 

professional development of teachers in Lithuanian heritage language schools. 
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6 Heritage language education in Iceland 

Heritage language education in Iceland is provided by different organizations that 

operate on voluntary basis. Teaching is provided in after school time usually on weekends 

in the facilities provided by Reykjavik city and other institutions. The support for heritage 

language education, multilingualism and multiculturalism is expressed in the national 

curriculum of Iceland (Emilsson Peskova & Ragnarsdóttir, 2018).  

6.1  Heritage language education organization in Iceland 

Heritage language teaching is partially supported by several local municipalities as any 

other after-school activity allocating some amount of money for students’ afterschool 

activities. Most heritage language schools in Iceland operate under the umbrella of 

Móðurmál – the Association on Bilingualism (hereafter Móðurmál). Móðurmál was 

established in 1994 by the Parents of Bilingual Children Association (Móðurmál – the 

Association on Bilingualism, 2018). There were 22 heritage language schools (Arabic, 

Chinese, Czech, English, Filipino, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Latvian, 

Lithuanian, Polish, Portuguese, Russian, Serbian, Slovak, Spanish, Swedish, Thai, 

Ukrainian, Vietnamese, located in Reykjavik Capital Area and Suðurness (Reykjanesbæ) 

teaching 22 languages under the umbrella of Móðurmál during the school year 2016-

2017. Móðurmál has been supported by the Sports and Leisure Council of Reykjavik 

(Íþrótta og tómstundaráð Reykjavíkur), later the School and Leisure Department of 

Reykjavík (Skóla og frístundasvið Reykjavíkurborgar), the Reykjavík City Council and The 

Educational Office of Reykjanesbær (Fræðsluskrifstofa Reykjanesbæjar), as well as other 

institutions (Móðurmál – the Association on Bilingualism, 2018). All schools in Móðurmál 

are run by volunteers with the exception of the Polish school. 

Out of 30 heritage language teachers who participated in the research 2016, two 

were men, 28 were women. 28 teachers were with university degree, 23 were from 

European countries, seven from outside Europe. Nine of these teachers have taught 

heritage language for one year or less, eight were teaching four to five years, eight – six 

years or longer. The age of 27 teachers interviewed was 26-45 years (Emilsson Peskova, 

2016).  

Móðurmál pays a great attention to the professional development of heritage 

language teachers. The support for the heritage language teachers and contribution to 

their professional development are declared in association’s Mission Statement 

(Móðurmál – the Association on Bilingualism, 2018). Since 2013 Móðurmál organizes 

annual conferences devoted to the professional development of heritage language 

teachers in Iceland. Every year the conference is dedicated to a different topic important 
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to the education of heritage language teachers including visiting lecturers from abroad, 

the spread of newest research in the field of heritage language teaching and experience 

sharing from association’s language teaching groups. There is a special section in “The 

Vision of Móðurmál – the Association on Bilingualism 2020” that declares the strive for 

professionalization of heritage language teaching in Iceland seeing it as a part of formal 

education of bilingual and plurilingual children (Móðurmál – the Association on 

Bilingualism, 2018). 

6.2 Lithuanian heritage language school in Iceland 

Lithuanian heritage language school “Trys spalvos” (Lith. Three colors) was established in 

2004 and it is an active member of Móðurmál. Over 200 children studied in the school in 

almost 15 years of operation. School became a part of Lithuanian Association in Iceland 

in 2008. There are eight teachers and teacher assistants teaching five age groups of 

students. Additionally, there are four former students of the school working as teachers’ 

assistants there. There are over 60 children ranging in age from 2 to 13 years old 

attending during the school year 2018-2019 (Lituanistinė mokykla, 2018). 

Heritage language teaching in Lithuanian school “Trys spalvos” includes Lithuanian 

language, history, national heritage and traditions. There were choir practices organized 

as a part of the school for a few years. This year there is a theatre workshop organized 

for the schoolchildren who prepare the show for the Christmas and Easter events 

(Lituanistinė mokykla, 2018).  

Schoolchildren and their parents participate in school events, traditional national 

celebrations, and international projects. Every year, the teachers, children, and their 

parents attend theater shows, children´s movies, and partake in travel together. The 

school collaborates with Lithuanian heritage language schools in other countries and with 

schools of formal education in Lithuania. The Lithuanian school also participates in 

different children events in Iceland and partners in organizing summer camps for 

Lithuanian emigrant children in Lithuania (Islandijos lituanistinė mokykla “Trys spalvos”, 

2018).  

Teachers of the school have meetings regularly for both organizational and 

educational purposes. During these meetings, the teachers share and discuss their 

knowledge and various information related to teaching materials, programs and 

methods. They participate in conferences of professional development in Iceland (mostly 

organized by Móðurmál), in Lithuania (organized by Lithuanian Ministry of Education) 

and in other countries. Once a year there is a professional development event organized 

where all the teachers of Lithuanian heritage school in Iceland gather together for the 
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weekend trip to solve current problems of the school, to coordinate the teaching 

program, school management questions and event plans. They also share the examples 

of a good teaching practice as well as learning from each other. Every year a few teachers 

from the school participate in the international conference for teachers and students of 

Lithuanian heritage schools as well as for students’ parents where different activities 

along with series of lectures and other educational events are held (Islandijos lituanistinė 

mokykla “Trys spalvos”, 2018).  

Professional development of Lithuanian heritage language teachers, though well-

organized, has no display in the school representing media, such as their webpage and 

Facebook page. Professional development events are reflected in the news stream in 

both school section of Lithuanian Association in Iceland web page and school’s Facebook 

page but are not documented and represented properly. Despite being a member of 

Móðurmál, in whose mission professional development and professionalization of the 

heritage language teaching is stated as a priority, Lithuanian heritage language school in 

Iceland does not pay enough effort to report on the results of teachers’ professional 

development.  

Although the support for heritage language education is expressed in the national 

curriculum of Iceland (Emilsson Peskova & Ragnarsdóttir, 2018) government and 

municipalities are limiting their support to heritage language education to providing 

partial financial support to the umbrella organization Móðurmál. The support includes 

providing teaching facilities for heritage language schools on Saturdays. The professional 

recognition of heritage language teachers is not supported by education authorities in 

Iceland. Organized professional development of heritage language teachers is carried out 

by Móðurmál organization. Professional development happening in heritage language 

schools, including Lithuanian schools, is not documented. 

 

 



 

35 

7 Conclusions 

Iceland is a small country and relatively new global migration destination. The history of 

immigration to Iceland reaches back for less than 30 years (Garðarsdóttir, & Hauksson, 

2011). Heritage language teaching is also young. This literature study described the global 

context heritage language teaching in Iceland to be fitted in.  

In this paper, literature is reviewed to see how professional development of heritage 

language school teachers is reflected in research. Special focus was made on heritage 

language teaching in Iceland and Lithuanian heritage language school. 

Heritage language schools operate outside of formal state recognized education 

system; therefore, they are attributed to non-formal educational settings. Profession and 

professionalism, as historical review shows, often refers to the activity of state 

recognized occupational fields. Though when it is talked about professional development 

the references are made to the advancement in occupation of almost any field. Due to 

the limited opportunities of education and professional development the place of 

teachers of community-based heritage language schools among the teaching professions 

is not clear though it is agreed that it differs from the teachers of formal educational 

settings.  

It arises from the literature that the right and the need for heritage language 

education is widely recognized in most of the Western countries (United States of 

America, Canada, Germany, United Kingdom, Ireland, the Nordic countries and Iceland). 

However, the realization of the recognition is often politicized, slow, challenging and 

highly dependent on state and local governments.  

Community-based heritage language schools are very successful teaching heritage 

language as they are more learner-need orientated.  Operating outside formal education 

system those schools often lack funding and have difficulties motivating teachers to work 

there. Professionalism of teachers in heritage language schools is not defined in any 

country, the possibilities for professional development are limited though the situation in 

Canada and some European Nordic countries is developing positively. 

Lithuanian immigrant communities consider Lithuanian heritage language teaching as 

a priority of their operation, but professional development of heritage language teachers 

is of little concern with the exception maybe of Lithuanian community in United States. 

The review of available information about community-based Lithuanian heritage 

language schools in different countries reveal the traditions and the ways of 

documenting and sharing the information related to the quality of teaching, teacher 

professionalism and professional development could be improved. There was no 
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research found about professionalism and professional development of teachers in 

Lithuanian heritage language schools. 

The national curriculum of Iceland expresses the support for heritage language 

education. However, financial governmental support for heritage language education is 

limited. The professional recognition of heritage language teachers is not endorsed by 

education authorities in Iceland. Professional development of heritage language teachers 

is organized by non-profit organization Móðurmál. Professional development happening 

in heritage language schools, Lithuanian school included, is not documented. It should be 

considered displaying more information on teaching content, quality and professional 

development of heritage language teachers both for Lithuanian Heritage language school 

in Iceland and for Móðurmál as a means to measure the achievement of “The Vision of 

Móðurmál – the Association on Bilingualism 2020”.  

To contribute to the research and documentation of the professionalism and 

professional development of heritage language teachers in community-based schools a 

continuing project is planned to research the professional development of the teachers in 

Lithuanian heritage language school in Iceland. Along with the research of teacher 

activities in that school the ways of better documentation and display of the experience 

and results of professional development of heritage language teachers should be 

explored. 
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