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Abstract
 

 
The loss of Indigenous languages in Ecuador continues despite the establishment of the Intercultural 
Bilingual School System, intended to preserve ancestral languages and strengthen cultural identity. 
This sociolinguistic mixed-methods study examines the effectiveness of Kichwa language instruction 
within three intercultural bilingual schools in Imbabura Province. Using observation rubrics informed by 
constructivist and communicative pedagogies, alongside student surveys (N=55, ages 9–10), teacher 
surveys (N=6), and classroom observations (N=5), the study assessed both instructional practices and 
stakeholder perspectives. Results revealed critical gaps in implementation, including insufficient 
teacher training, limited school-wide use of Kichwa, a lack of culturally relevant materials, and 
inadequate differentiation for diverse learner levels. Findings underscore the need for enhanced 
pedagogical support in language pedagogy and culturally relevant pedagogy and the development of 
multi-level Kichwa curricula to more effectively support Indigenous language revitalization efforts. 
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1. Introduction   
   
Ecuador’s Intercultural Bilingual Education System (Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingue, 
SEIB), formalized in 1988 through Indigenous advocacy, was designed to revitalize ancestral 
languages and cultural identity. The pedagogical approach, Intercultural Bilingual Education System 
Model (Modelo del Sistema Intercultural Bilingüe, MOSEIB), anchored in bilingual instruction and 
traditional knowledge, was consolidated by the 2008 Constitution and 2011 Organic Law of 
Intercultural Education, which guarantees Indigenous peoples' right to culturally aligned education. 
However, despite these legislative advances, classroom practice often falls short: Spanish remains 
dominant, and the Indigenous language Kichwa continues to face stigmatization, even within 
intercultural bilingual schools [1]. 
Multiple studies highlight systemic gaps between policy and practice. Scholars note that symbolic 
curricula, limited teacher training, and superficial cultural integration undermine SEIB’s goals [2]. 
Although Cotacachi Canton, situated in Imbabura Province, has a notably high Indigenous population, 
approx. 50% Kichwa nationality [3], the use of Kichwa is rapidly declining. Only 3.8% of youth in 
Kichwa communities speak primarily in Kichwa in the province, compared to 63.3% of parents and 
80.8% of grandparents—underscoring a generational shift [4]. From 2014 to 2024, the use of Kichwa 
decreased across key domains, including first language acquisition, language spoken at home, and 
peer interaction. 
The classroom emerges as a crucial site for intervention. Students rarely speak Kichwa at school, 
teachers are often untrained in language teaching pedagogy, and culturally relevant teaching 
materials are scarce [5]. This study examines Kichwa instruction in three multi-teacher intercultural 
bilingual schools in Cotacachi Canton. Grounded in constructivist theory, communicative language 
teaching, comprehensible input hypothesis and critical pedagogy, it analyzes current teaching 
methods and identifies areas for improvement. By illuminating the disconnect between SEIB’s vision 
and on-the-ground realities, the study contributes to efforts toward meaningful Indigenous language 
revitalization and culturally sustaining education.  
 
2. Theoretical Framework   
 
2.1 SEIB vs. SEIBE  
 
Although in 2022 the SEIB was restructured and renamed System of Intercultural Bilingual Education 
and Ethnoeducation (Sistema de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe y la Etnoeducación, SEIBE), the 



 

article will maintain the term SEIB or Intercultural Bilingual Education (Educación Intercultural Bilingue, 
EIB) as the study deals exclusively with the MOSEIB and does not address ethnoeducational schools.   
 
2.1 Intercultural Bilingual Education Model vs. Culturally Relevant Pedagogy    
 
This study draws on MOSEIB principles, Culturally Relevant Pedagogy (CRP), and its subfield 
Linguistically Responsive Teaching (LRT) to establish objectives for Indigenous language instruction. 
While CRP emerged in Western multicultural contexts, it similarly empowers marginalized students by 
affirming cultural identity and fostering academic and social consciousness [6]. A dialogue between 
MOSEIB and CRP strengthens both: MOSEIB offers a strong decolonial framework and CRP provides 
instructional clarity and assessment methods [7]. Although MOSEIB’s flexibility is positive in theory as 
it allows for contextual adaptation, the absence of concrete objectives can hinder implementation. 
MOSEIB in combination with Linguistically Responsive Teaching (LRT) [8], as a CRP discipline, 
provides a practical framework for developing localized, measurable goals for Indigenous language 
teaching. Throughout this article, “cultural relevance” and “cultural responsiveness” are used 
interchangeably to reflect shared pedagogical principles across MOSEIB, CRP, and LRT.    
 
2.2 Language Teaching Pedagogy and Intercultural Bilingual Education   
 
Teaching Kichwa requires more than memorization—it demands meaningful engagement rooted in 
students’ cultural realities. Considering critiques on the use of European models to standardize 
Indigenous languages [9], this study proposes a localized framework for EIB in Imbabura Province, 
integrating MOSEIB and LRT principles, to be adjusted as needed. This framework was utilized to 
create a teaching evaluation rubric for the Kichwa language classroom used in the present study. 
Constructivism [10] frames learning as an experiential process where learners build understanding by 
connecting prior knowledge with new input through social engagement. In Kichwa classrooms, 
constructivist pedagogy fosters environments that encourage problem-solving, group work, and 
culturally grounded inquiry [11]. This methodology aligns with the pre-, during-, and post-activity 
framework used in receptive language instruction, which mirrors the four pedagogical phases of 
MOSEIB: Contextualization (pre-activity), Problematization and Theorization (during activity), and 
Application (post-activity). Sociocultural Theory of Language [12] and Funds of Knowledge Theory 
[13], part of the LRT framework, greatly enrich this approach, adding a cultural layer to language 
learning through connecting students’ linguistic knowledge with their cultural knowledge in the 
classroom, leading to learning that is co-created.  
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) [14,15] prioritizes fluency, interaction, and authentic 
language use over initial grammatical accuracy, further connecting language to real-world 
applications. Akin with theories created in multi-cultural second language acquisition contexts, 
Cummin’s Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Learning 
Proficiency (CALPS) [16], often cited as a theoretical backing for both MOSEIB and LRT, CLT is a 
pedagogical practice that employs oral tasks and real-life communication scenarios to develop 
students’ communicative competency both in social and academic realms. Unlike BICS and CALPS, 
CLT does not differentiate between social and academic fluency and as such is more flexible and 
practical, outlining well-established methodological phases. It is important to note that, although CLT 
can prepare multi-level students to better follow and participate in oral history, it does not replace 
Indigenous oral tradition.  
Krashen’s Input Hypothesis [17], also referenced in LRT, introduces the concept of comprehensible 
input—language that is understandable yet slightly beyond the learner’s current proficiency level. 
Contextual supports such as images, gestures, and visual materials facilitate natural language 
acquisition without relying on verbal input only. For Kichwa educators, this theory highlights the 
importance of culturally relevant visual and auditory input that helps minimize the Spanish use in the 
classroom and allows lower-level learners to follow the class. As Kichwa levels amongst learners 
become more diverse, this scaffolding approach will gain importance.  
Critical Pedagogy [18] is also of the utmost importance in this context. In a society where Kichwa is 
often seen as less-than both culturally and linguistically, giving way to Spanish language hegemony, 
Critical Pedagogy calls for teachers to challenge students’ deficit views of their native tongue as well 
as reflect on power structures that feed into that view. This would necessarily mean actively valuing 
the culture in the classroom through authentic and contextualized activities.       
In the Kichwa language classroom, L1 language acquisition and L2 language acquisition occur. 
Constructivism, CLT, and comprehensible input provide a robust pedagogical foundation for both, 



 

while Critical Pedagogy ensures reflection on language hierarchies. Together, these frameworks guide 
the study’s analysis of effective, culturally grounded Indigenous language education within the EIB 
system for all levels of Kichwa language learners.  
 
2.3 Research Gap   
        
While there are numerous historical and policy analyses of Ecuador’s EIB System, few studies focus 
on classroom realities of Kichwa language teaching methodologies. Research reveals symbolic state 
support for Kichwa but limited practical implementation [19,20,21]. Quichimbo Saquichagua et al. [22] 
examine MOSEIB’s methodological processes, noting inconsistent application due to weak teacher 
preparation and limited contextual strategies. Laso Bonilla [23] identifies misalignments between 
MOSEIB principles and educational realities in Cotacachi, calling for curriculum reform that better 
reflects Indigenous needs. Drawing on data from 413 respondents, Apolo et al. [24] view EIB as a 
form of cultural resistance but also report persistent challenges: lack of institutional support, 
resources, and coherent MOSEIB implementation. In the only studies focused on language pedagogy 
in the SEIB, Pauta Tenesaca and Zhau Morocho [25] underscore gaps in language teaching methods 
for Indigenous languages, and Guatatuca Yumbo, Guaygua Mejía, Toapanta Rodríguez y Lescano 
Toapanta [26] found that gamification greatly increased students’ Kichwa vocabulary acquisition and 
their linguistic self-esteem. 
Given the scarcity of hands-on first and second language acquisition research in the EIB system in 
Ecuador, this study seeks to measure perceptions on cultural integration and language pedagogy in 
the Kichwa language classroom through student surveys, teacher surveys, and classroom 
observations. The research questions are as follows:  
RQ1: Is Kichwa language being taught using MOSEIB and LRT teaching pedagogy in intercultural 
bilingual schools?  
RQ2: Do students and teachers think that the school system effectively promotes Kichwa language 
and culture?   
 
4. Methodology     
 
This study employed a mixed-methods approach, integrating quantitative and qualitative techniques to 
examine pedagogical practices used in Kichwa language instruction across three Intercultural Bilingual 
Community Education Centers (Centros Educativos Comunitarios Interculturales Bilingües, CECIBs) 
in Cotacachi Canton. Guided by a framework drawing from constructivism, the communicative 
approach, comprehensible input theory and critical pedagogy, a classroom observation rubric was 
designed to assess student participation, language teaching methodology and the incorporation of 
Indigenous knowledge. Additionally, semi-structured questionnaires including Likert-scale items were 
created for teachers and students to explore their perspectives on the presence of Kichwa language in 
the classroom, its cultural value, and the methodologies used.  
With approval from the District Education Office, consent was sought in person from guardians of 
students aged 9–10 in three multi-teacher CECIBs: Nazacota Puento, San Jacinto and Pichincha. 
Kichwa language classroom observations were conducted, and observation rubrics were completed 
by the researchers. Surveys were administered to both educators and students to capture insights into 
their experiences and attitudes regarding Kichwa’s role in the educational process. 
Survey responses were analyzed using descriptive statistics to identify patterns and trends. Open-
ended responses were coded and categorized to highlight recurring themes and points of divergence. 
Finally, all data—classroom observations, surveys, and insights from the literature—were triangulated 
to develop a well-supported diagnosis of Kichwa instruction and its cultural significance in Cotacachi’s 
CECIBs. Survey items and responses were translated from Spanish to English. 
 
5. Findings and Discussion  
  
5.1 Student Surveys    
 
An anonymous survey was administered to 55 students aged 9–10 across three intercultural bilingual 
schools, exploring their perceptions of Kichwa language instruction and its cultural relevance. The first 
15 items were quantitative, using a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 
(5). Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated to identify strengths and areas for 



 

improvement. These items were followed by four qualitative questions aimed at understanding student 
attitudes in greater depth. 
Value coding was applied to Questions 1, 3, and 4 to classify responses as positive, neutral, or 
negative regarding Kichwa language, culture, and/or Kichwa class experience. Thematic analysis was 
then used to identify emerging patterns within each category. Question 2 was analyzed using 
descriptive coding to catalogue popular classroom activities.  
 
5.1.1 Quantitative Results  
 
Quantitative results support findings that EIB appears to be identity-affirming for students [24]. Higher 
scores tend to have lower standard deviations, indicating that opinions were relatively uniform on 
these items. Therefore, the importance of Kichwa teachers, the only positions that truly require Kichwa 
language sufficiency in the SEIB, cannot be highlighted enough, both as cultural and linguistic role 
models. Although it is important to acknowledge these positive student perceptions, discussion 
focuses on the lowest-rated areas to highlight room for improvement.   
 

Table 1. Likert Scores for Student Survey Questions in Descending Order    
 

Question 
Mean  
(descending) 

Standard 
Deviation 

1. Kichwa language and culture are valued at my school 4,3 0,75 
13. My Kichwa teacher explains everything well—everything is very 
clear 4,26 0,77 

4. I learn important things in Kichwa class 4,1 1,01 

7. I feel motivated to improve and learn Kichwa 4,1 0,99 

3. I learn a lot in Kichwa classes 4,1 0,92 

9. My Kichwa teacher speaks the Kichwa language very well 4 1,11 

12. My Kichwa teacher likes the Kichwa language and culture 4 1,06 
8. My Kichwa teacher uses different types of activities in class (oral, 
written, and reading activities) 4 1,02 

10. My Kichwa teacher knows a lot about Kichwa culture 4 0,94 

5. I learn how to read, listen, write, and speak in Kichwa 4 1,04 

14. My Kichwa teacher uses images to help us learn better 3,94 1,01 

6. I have many opportunities to participate in Kichwa during class 3,9 1,06 

2. I like my Kichwa classes 3,9 1,08 

11. My Kichwa teacher includes cultural activities in the classroom 3,57 1,26 
15. My Kichwa teacher has us work in different ways: individually, in 
pairs, and in groups 3,15 1,38 
Total Average 3,95 1,03 

 

Statement 15, “My Kichwa teacher has us work in different ways…”, received the lowest mean score, 
indicating a perceived lack of collaborative or varied engagement. When viewed through the lens of 
constructivism and communicative language teaching pedagogy, as well as culturally and linguistically 
responsive pedagogy, this is an area for reflection. Ideally, students would be continually engaged, 
placed in pair or group work, to be considered main actors in the classroom and not solely passive 
recipients of knowledge. Due to the communal, collaborative nature of Kichwa culture, not only is it 
pedagogically-sound to include group work in the classroom, but it is also culturally relevant [27]. “My 
teacher includes cultural activities…” (3.57) and “I have many opportunities to participate in Kichwa…” 
(3.90) also highlight the same concerns. According to Funds of Knowledge, Sociocultural Theory of 
Language and Critical Pedagogy, students should be given opportunities to share their cultural 
knowledge in non-traditional classroom configurations. A lack of pair work and groupwork, whole-class 
participation opportunities, and culturally grounded activities, is not viable according to language 
acquisition frameworks and MOSEIB principles. Qualitative data and classroom observations further 
confirmed these trends.  
 



 

5.1.2 Qualitative Results   
 
In reply to Q1, “How do you feel in Kichwa class? Why?”, 76% of students (42/55) reported feeling 
good in class. Of these, 18 students cited interest in the language or enjoyment in learning new words. 
Of the remaining 24, some referenced general enjoyment of school or appreciation for their teacher, 
though many did not elaborate on why they felt positively. Seven students (13%) gave neutral 
responses, and six (11%) expressed discomfort. Reasons for strain included difficulty memorizing 
vocabulary or not being fluent in Kichwa, which made participation challenging.  
In reply to Q2, “What do you like about Kichwa class?”, students named a wide range of enjoyable 
activities. Notably, "working in teams" emerged as a favorite, contrasting with its low rating in the 
quantitative section and suggesting it occurs less frequently than desired. 
In reply to Q3, “What part of Kichwa class do you not like or think could be improved?”, five students 
(9%) felt the teacher's explanations lacked clarity. Eight students (14.5%) identified dictation or writing 
tasks as difficult. Four students (7.2%) expressed general dislike for the class or the language itself. 
In reply to Q4, “Do you think being a Kichwa person is good or bad? Why?”, an overwhelming majority 
(49/55, or 89%) responded positively, affirming that being Kichwa is good. Among these, 12 
emphasized cultural pride and communication, 7 valued bilingualism, 4 cited societal or workplace 
relevance, and 2 referred to agricultural knowledge. Two students (3.6%) held negative views. Six 
students were neutral or left the question blank.  
These results, although overall positive, highlight a need for a curricular option for lower-level Kichwa 
students so as not to alienate them from their own language. If Kichwa language loss continues on 
trend, having L2 Kichwa learners will soon become the norm, and as such, the SEIB should consider 
separating students into Kichwa language classes based on level and training teachers in language 
teaching strategies for multi-level classrooms. More varied participation formations and activities are 
also required in order to engage all students and create a student-centered class environment.   
 
5.2 Teacher Surveys   
 
Six Kichwa language teachers of nine and ten-year-old students (two teachers from each of the three 
intercultural bilingual schools included in the study) completed a written survey either before or after 
their classroom observations. Using a Likert scale, teachers rated a series of statements from strongly 
disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), and mean scores were calculated for each item. One open-ended 
item was also included; responses were analyzed using value coding to categorize perspectives on 
SEIB as positive, neutral, or negative. Within each category, thematic coding was employed to identify 
specific concerns and suggestions. Lower scoring items will be discussed as areas for improvement. 
Criterion 9, “At the school where I work, all the other teachers speak Kichwa,” received the lowest 
average score (3.16 out of 5). Teacher comments revealed that most colleagues are “Hispanic,” and 
while Kichwa-speaking educators use the language in instructional contexts, their mestizo 
counterparts generally do not. We can understand this to mean that the predominant language in 
meetings or school-wide events, for example, is Spanish. 
Criterion 7, “I feel the support of parents in teaching Kichwa”, had a mean score of 3.5. Responses 
varied widely across schools and individual teachers. Those who rated the item 2 noted a lack of 
parental engagement, while some stated that families “do not value their mother tongue” and that 
students often prefer Spanish because “their parents speak Spanish.” In contrast, respondents who 
gave the item a 5 described highly supportive families, students already speaking Kichwa at home and 
parents “requesting grammatical instruction.” 
Criterion 6, “My professional training has enabled me to carry out my work successfully”, had a mean 
score of 4.16. One respondent rated it 2, explaining that their specialization was in an unrelated field, 
making instruction challenging. Two teachers gave it a 4, one indicating a need for additional practical 
training. The remaining three teachers rated the item 5, with one emphasizing the value of 
“establishing clear and achievable goals to connect with students.” 
The final survey prompt—“In what aspect(s) could intercultural bilingual education be improved in 
terms of the Kichwa language and culture?”—was qualitative. One respondent left it blank, and 
another expressed uncertainty about the question. Among the four remaining responses, all 
emphasized the importance of preserving and revitalizing Kichwa. Two highlighted the role of parents 
as “key figures in improving education and sustaining the language and culture,” while the other two 
called for ongoing professional development focused on bilingual teaching methodologies, Kichwa 
grammar, and culturally responsive classroom strategies.   



 

In the teacher surveys, a clear need for professional development is outlined, especially in 
methodologies that would make them more successful Kichwa language teachers. A lack of Kichwa 
spoken in EIB and within student homes is also a clear take-away from these responses, both 
environments reinforcing each other in terms of Kichwa language loss. This is especially concerning 
as, according to the MOSEIB, the Indigenous language is the principal language of instruction and 
Spanish is only to be used in intercultural contexts.    
 
5.3 Kichwa Class Observations   
 
The final phase of data collection involved five classroom observations focused on evaluating Kichwa 
language teaching methodologies. Observers used a rubric organized into three categories: 
Participation (5 criteria), Methodology (11), and Culture & Language (3). Average scores across all 
observations were 6.6 (Participation), 7.5 (Methodology), and 9.2 (Culture & Language) out of 10. 
Within Participation, two criteria stood out as areas for improvement: “Students actively participate in 
whole-class, pair, and group activities,” and “Student participation is predominant to that of teaching 
staff.” No instructor scored higher than 2 out of 4 for either item, with averages of 3.7 and 4.3 out of 10 
respectively (Table 2). Lessons were predominantly teacher-centered, with students seated and 
focused on individual tasks like writing or drawing. Oral participation and collaborative activities were 
largely absent. 
 

Table 2. Average Scores in Descending Order for Participation Criteria  
  

Participation Criteria 
Mean 
(descending) 

1. The teacher speaks in Kichwa, only using Spanish when necessary 9,3 
5. The planned activities are inclusive 8,1 

2. The students speak in Kichwa, only using Spanish when necessary 7,5 

3. Student participation is predominant to that of teaching staff 4,3 
4. Students actively participate in whole class activities, pair and 

group activities 3,7 
Total Average 6,6 

 

In the Methodology category, three criteria each scored an average of 6.8: “Use of images to enhance 
learning,” “Effective use of vocabulary/grammar examples,” and “Clear sequencing of class activities 
with pre- and post-phases” (Table 3). Visual aids were missing in four classes and of poor quality in 
one. According to Comprehensible Input Theory —and studies in English teaching contexts [28]—
visuals significantly boost grammar and vocabulary acquisition and student motivation. Their limited 
use likely reflects a scarcity of Kichwa teaching materials (no teachers used materials from the SEIB), 
and/or inadequate training in language teaching. 
 

Table 3. Average Scores in Descending Order for Methodology Criteria  

 

Methodology Criteria 
Mean 
(descending) 

7. There is an efficient and effective use of didactic material 9,3 

15. The teacher corrects students in an effective and kind way 8,1 

6. The objectives of the classes are clear/obvious and achievable 7,5 

8. The teacher teaches and explains grammar and/or vocabulary 

clearly 7,5 

11. The teacher gives clear instructions regarding the activities 
7,5 

 

12. The students can practice the grammar and/or vocabulary in 

different activities 7,5 

13. Students have the ability to practice the following skills: auditive 

comprehension, oral expression, reading comprehension, writing 7,5 

16. The pacing of the lesson is pertinent 7,5 



 

9. The use of vocabulary and/or grammar examples is effective 6,8 

10. The teacher uses images to enhance student learning 6,8 

14. Class activities follow a clear sequence that include pre- and post- 

activities 6,8 

Total Average 7,5 

 

Lessons also showed inconsistency in example clarity. In one session focused on numbers, students 
consistently confused chunka ishkay (12) with ishkay chunka (20). In another, an overwhelming 
vocabulary list hindered effective explanation. In two cases, mixed grammatical structures caused 
confusion; for instance, “Ñukanchik allku tantata mikunchik” was correctly interpreted by a student as 
“We eat dog bread”, highlighting a need for clearer modeling. A lower score for statement 14, “Class 
activities follow a clear sequence that include pre- and post- activities”, also reflects inconsistent 
implementation of foundational pedagogical pre-activity, during activity and post-activity phases.  
In the Culture & Language category, scoring revealed discrepancies between rubric results and 
observational comments. Non-Kichwa observers hesitated to rate teachers critically due to lack of a 
“not applicable” option. While the criterion “Activities include authentic aspects of Kichwa culture” was 
often rated 3 or 4 out of 4 due to the presence of a Kichwa teacher with Kichwa students, notes 
clarified that cultural themes were not explicitly present in any of the classes.  
Data and observations support the finding that Kichwa language teachers generally taught using 
traditional, teacher-centered methods, which deem the teacher as the source of knowledge and the 
students as recipients of knowledge. According to MOSEIB and LRT, Kichwa culture should be a 
guiding principle in Kichwa language instruction, and as such, student configurations in class should 
reflect how knowledge is constructed in the culture: through community-based practices, reciprocity 
and collective rituals [29]. Kichwa culture should be not only present in the classroom but be the 
foundation from which classes are planned. This means that MOSEIB is either intentionally not being 
implemented, or the school administration and/or teachers have received insufficient training to 
transform this model into a reality.    
 
5.4 Limitations     
 
Several limitations may have influenced the study’s findings. During student survey administration, 
some Kichwa teachers remained in the room, and students were observed discussing responses or 
encouraging each other to answer in certain ways. Additionally, many students required individual 
clarification of the instructions, suggesting possible misunderstandings of survey items. 
For teacher surveys, the lack of anonymity and presence of the researcher may have affected the 
authenticity of responses. One teacher openly requested help completing the form, asking for 
suggestions on how to respond, thus raising concerns about response bias. 
Classroom observations also presented challenges. Researchers, who were not Kichwa, expressed 
discomfort in evaluating Kichwa teachers working with Kichwa students in the Culture and Language 
category. This underscores the need for Kichwa evaluators to provide culturally informed 
assessments. Finally, all survey responses and observation notes were translated from Spanish to 
English by the researchers, introducing potential bias in interpretation. 
 
6. Conclusions  
 
This study reveals that, although CECIBs are culturally affirming and have great potential as 
incubators for language revitalization, there are persistent gaps in the implementation of culturally 
sustaining bilingual education across Cotacachi’s intercultural bilingual schools. A silent finding in this 
study was a decline in Kichwa language class hours. At the time of the study, the largest intercultural 
bilingual school in Cotacachi Canton UEIB Sumak Yachana Wasi, did not offer Kichwa classes, and 
only 2 out of 28 teachers spoke Kichwa, leading to the school being omitted from the study. However, 
students in the researched CECIBs did not receive sufficient Kichwa language instruction either, 
ranging from 45–90 minutes per week. The decline in the use of Indigenous language in EIB is 
apparent in the lack of Kichwa language skills amongst homeroom teachers, further isolating Kichwa 
language into one minor subject [30]. Therefore, true curricular integration is essential [19,31]. Without 
it, Kichwa risks being treated as a peripheral skill rather than a living language embedded in culture 
and identity. Despite critiques of rote learning and standardized assessments that disregard 
Indigenous realities [32], there remains a lack of focused research and pedagogical innovation in 



 

language revitalization efforts under MOSEIB, leading to serious concerns about the validity of the 
system.  
Limited collaboration between schools and communities, insufficient teacher preparation in language 
pedagogy, minimal differentiated instruction, and a lack of culturally grounded materials all hinder 
effective language teaching. While MOSEIB offers a transformative framework, its framework is too 
flexible and subjective, leading to inconsistent application, and unaligned teaching methodology 
[22,23]. This allows for traditional teaching methods and Spanish language to be consistently used in 
CECIBs, which is not pedagogically-sound nor is it culturally responsive.  
Ultimately, revitalizing Kichwa requires more than policy; it calls for meaningful instructional change, 
the base of which includes a renewed commitment to Indigenous languages. It also includes clear 
language teaching pedagogies and training on those pedagogies, teacher development, curricular 
integration and scaffolding for students who are not Kichwa speakers (yet), and authentic collaboration 
with students’ communities. A theoretical framework by which the contemporary SEIBE seeks to 
revitalize Indigenous languages, along with suggestions for pedagogically aligned activities and 
assessments, must be articulated. By analyzing current teaching practices, this study calls for the 
training of teachers in the application of accepted language teaching pedagogy and linguistically 
relevant pedagogy in Kichwa language classrooms, giving them the tools to succeed while also 
offering the flexibility to adjust and transform materials based on their localized reality. 
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