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icertain well-cdefined tyrpes.

intrcduces the prcblem anéd provides trhe necessary back-

“igrcund to the study;

ABSTRACT CF TEE TEESIS

Bilingual Educaticn in California
by : ;

Tay lesley
Master of Arts in Teaching English as a ESecond Language
University of Califcrnia, Los Angeles, 1971

Frofesécr Clifford E. Frator, Chalrman

This study attempts to deal with the current confusion

cver the expressicn "btilingual educztion" anc to censtruct

- a practical definition of the term based on an.examination
iof bilingual programs 1n a limited geograrhlcal area. The -
~centext chosen is California, znd the study fccuses on both
:the kisterical and sctual aspects of the cuestion. The
‘historical, cr dichronic asﬁect invcives an examination of

~the origins of tilingu=zl educeaticn in California and the

evclution in state poliecy of a trend favoring tilingual

educztion., Tre actual, or synchronic;asrect ccncerns a

- study Qf current prcgrzms develored under the Ellingual

Fducaticn Act a2nd an attempt to classify tlese according,td

The study 1is developed in the fcllowirg stepsi

1) an opening section (comprising Chapters I and II)

vii
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2) Chapter III treats the histcrical developrment of

i Pllingusl educatlion in the statey

Z) Chapter IV ccmpares current tilingual programs under

a varlety of categories;

4) a final charter is deveted to conclusions ccncerning

‘the study of earlier and current prcgrams, as well as to

the discussicn cf=a2-typolcegr.




iI. Introduction : o S | . é
I. 1. What Is Bilingual Eduoation?
of all the problems that surround the study of bilin-
gualism few have been as vexing or persistent as those of
.definition. Such terms as “bilingual,“ "bilingualism," or
?"bilingual educaticn" may at first glance aprear fairly
'iStraightforward and easily interpreted. & "bilingual," one.
fmay think; is a person who knows two languages; "bilingual-:
1sn" refers to the same capaciiy in an ihdividual or a
_isocisty; and "bilinguasl education" pertains to the use of
itwoilanguages in an educational system. ‘Upon closer lnspec-
ition,.however; the meaning of these words becomes extremely
Eelusive. In order to be classified as bilingual, for exam-
';ple, must a person have approximatsly équal facility in both
glanguages, or 1s a minimal proficiency in the second lan-
Eguage enough? Shculd a definition of bilipgualism emphasize
Ethe knowledgewof'a language.(e g. Heugen, 1956), or the
ability of a speaker to actually use the languages he knows .
(e g. Weinreich, 1953)? And is it correct to label as
bilingual a country like Belgium, where two largely mono-
%1ingual language groups (French and Flemish).exist side by
- side; or must one reserve the term for a country such as‘
Paraguay that contains 'a high proportion of native bilingual

i

(Spanish and Guarani) speakers?

I The confusion becomes particularly acute over the
‘definition of "bilingual education." The reason for this

g




‘18 that bilingual education has been used ‘to refer to so
‘many different educationaltsystems-at‘different times and
‘places that it has been Yrendered aiﬁost méaningless, Com-

‘menting on the use of the expression "bilingual school" in

various parts of the world, William F, Mackey says:

Schools in the United Kingdom where half of the school-.
subjects are taught in English are bilingual schcols,
Schools in Canada in which all subjects are taught in
English to French-Canadians are called bilingual schools.
Schools in the Soviet Union in which all subjects except
Russian are taught in English are bilingual schools, as
are schools 1in which some of the subjects are taught in
Georgian and the rest in Russian (1970, p., 64). :

Mackey concludes that there is 1little use in attempt-
ing to define bilinguai'education,_since no single defini;

tion could adequately descrite the mﬁltitude‘of situatlions

4involved., What 18 needed is rather a system of classificéf
tion that would teke all the types of bilingual education
dnto account., (For a description of Mackey's typology of

‘bilingual programs, see II.2, pp. 20-22.)

Within the United States itself, bilingual education

has also teen subject to a wide véfiety of interpretations;

In the continuation of the above quotatlion, Mackey states:

"Schools in the United States where English is taught as a

second language are called bilingual schools, as are paro-

chial schools and even week-end schools" (Ibid.). We find

that here, as in other countrles, thé expression "bilingual

education"™ has sometimes been used to refer simply to the
education of non-English speaking or "bilingual" children,
whether or not the qurriCulum or type of instruction is

.2
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'?actually bilingual. A recent doctoral dissertatiocn with

the title Billngual Education in Certain Southwest School

Districts, for example, discusses the educational status

fand pfoblems of Spanish-speaking children who are following
the normal English curricula in public schools of the South-
:west (Baca, 1956), - A particular problem in this country hac
‘been the widespread misunderstanding over the differences
:between English as. a Second Language and bilingual programs.
;Addressing himself to this point, Theodore Andersson re-
.marks- | |
Bilingual education has often been confused with the
teaching of English as a second language (ESL). . . .
Many a proponent c¢f ESL still considers English the only
"proper medium of instruction, whereas the advocate of
bllingual schcoling considers that the mother tongue is
the best 1lnitial medium of instruction, to be combined
with the learning of English as a second 1anmuage (1969,
i D. 37).
! . .
§ Lately, however, there appears to be a growing consen-
wsus over what “bilingual education" really means, or at
1east mhat it should mean. ' The current feeling seems to
be that bilingual education must provide for the use of
;;two languages in teaching the regular subject-matter of the
écurriculum. In the words of Saville and Troike, "Bilingual
educetion 1s not just 'education for bilinguals,' nor is it
?merely an English as a Second Language program, although
:ESL is a necesearygpart. It is an educational prcgramn in
thich two . 1anguages are mediums of instruction" (1970, p.
é) ' Somewhat more specifically, Miles V. Zintz.describes
'Athe bilingual school es follows' - : -

11
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-A bilingual school is one in wvhiech instruction’ during
the school day is afforded in more than one language,
This means that content subjects will be taught in both

. languages. /For example,/ one might study his mathe-

?- matics in English anmd his history lesson in Spanish in

: a Spanish English bilingual school (1970, p. 41).

Other asuthors, while affirming that bilingual educatic
.entalls the use of two languages in the curriculum, stress
.ithe educationalldevelopment of the non-English speaking

Zchild in his native tongue; According'to Armando Rodriguez

f“Bilingual education means the opportunity to teach the
child educational ccncepts in all rhases of the curriculum
i_in his mother tongue while he is learning English" (1069,
gp. 4). 1In any case, the current interpretastion of bilingus

Eeducation clearly excludes strictly ESL programs as well as
éall regular foreign language'teeching in our elementery anc
inigh.echools. Perhaps the most concilse description of
:bilingual education to be found in the recent literature iE
e , .

offered by A..Bruce Gaarder: "“A bilingual'school is a

ﬁschool which uses, concurrently, tWO'languages'as mediums C
instruction in any portion of the curriculum except the lar
1guages themselves" - (1267, p. 110).

% | " The adoption of the Bilingual Education Act of 1967
(ESEA Title VII) affected the discuesion over bilingual edu

ﬂcation in. two ways, First' it was clear that passage of th

.act would not have been possible without a dramatic shift

. in public opinion in favor of the concept -of bilingual edu-

.i

_catilon. In Bilinmual,Schooling in the United States,

| Andersson and Boyer state: “Twelve Yyears ago there was no-

O T



@where in the COuntfy-any pereeptible interest in organizing
‘bilingual programs.in public schools" (1970, p. 20); Now
fthat a nationwide prcgram to promote pilingual projects has
‘been written into law, 1t becomes important to ask: VWhat:
caused this remarkatle shift in public attitude and what |
events led up to the adoption of the BEA? On the other
:hand wvhile the BEA lent support to the Jnterpretation of
ﬁbilingual education as "instruction in two languages
| passage of the Act did not end ‘the debate over the issue of.
idefinition. As defined by the Act, bilingual education is
;“the use of two languages,:.one of which is English, es med-:
iiums of instruetion." This definition is so broad, however,
that schools having only one subject -matter course in any
language other than English would qualify for funding.
.Therefore, in order to determine more precisely the meaning

of bilingual education under the BEA, it is necessary to

'examine the types of programs actually established under the
jA.c_t.




! I.2. Purpdse and Limitations of the Study _
_; The overail purpcse of thls study is to investigate
the development of bilingual education in a limited American
kcontext-—in this case the étate of California-~-in order to
:evolve a descriptive definition of the term "bilingual edu-.
jcation." Beyond the followiné section, which atteﬁpts to
_:provide a background for the local situation by & descrip-
Ition of the dévelopmeﬁt éf bilingual programs in-the u.s.,
;and.a discussion of typologies of bilinguél education, the
;study deals ﬁith two main aspects, Since an understandihg
fof what bilinguai education "means" in the present Califor-
hia context is impossible without a look at the historical
u;background, the first aspect examines the origing of bilin-

féual education in the state and its development up to the

fpassage of the Bilingual Education Act. The second asprect,

i

jé'sﬁudy of current Title VII programs, undertakes to survey
- the present extent and significance of bilingual education
iin California, This aspect involves a comparative study of
!

;these programs and .-an éttempt to classify them into several

broad types.

| v

i
i

o While the second aspect'concentrates on a study 6f
-?urrent programs, the pufpose is description, not evaluation,
: #o attempt'ié ﬁade in this paper to assess the succesé or

._;failure of cer#ain programs with respect to pupil perform-

fénce,_acceptance by the community, or the Ilike. }
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| I.3. Research Procgdure.

i | The background 1nformétion used in this study was
?drawn from a varlety of sources, particularly from the fileé‘
Eof ERIC (kducational Resources Information Centér), while f
the historical treatment of bilingual education in Califor-
nie is based largely upon an anaiysis of bulletins, mono- |
graphs, and other publlications of the California State
%Department of Education. | .
For the study of Title VII programs, the technique useé
;was a combination of survey by questionnaire'and 1n-debth |
Einterviewing. The questionnaife (see Appendix B) was de-
“'signed to reveal basic information ebout the organigation
;of Title VII'programs, and confained guestions under the
ffollowing héadings: 1) Participants; 2) Objéctives; 3)

Curriculum and Materiais: 4) Teacher Training; and 5) Com-

'
{

%munity Involvement., Beginning the firstiweek of March, ‘
~;T970, the questibnnaires were malled aloﬁg.with a cover let;-
itér (see Appendix A) to the directors of each of the twenty;
isix Title VII programs in California, A total of twenty |
;questionnaires were completed and returﬁed. As it happenéd;
:two programs that returned quesfionnaires had received fund-
'ling as plannihg rather tﬁan.operational programs, One of
gthese-(Santa Paula) was exclu@ed from the study because:of
flack of information on the questionnaire., The other (Santaj

‘Barbara) was included in spite of its designation as a

‘planning program; becausg teaching operations had begun

1 . . ! !
. - - - . e - .- - R .- - s




'after the first of:the year and sufficienimd;;é.ﬁas avail-
able to warrant its inclusion among the active programa,
'This meant that information from the cquestionnaire wase
available for nineteen out of the twenty-six'prcgrams. |
With the purpose of supplementing the 1nformation.pro-'
vided by the gquestionnaire, daté was obtained from an exam-
ination of bilingual project proposals, and a series of |
visits was made to thé sites 6f twenty bilingﬁal programs,
.During the visits to project.sites, recorded interviews
iwere.éonducted with proJject directors, teachers, or other
‘1nvoived persons (for a 1list of interview queétions; and
é description of persons interviewed, loceations of inter-
;views, and dates, see Appendixeé C and D). Since several
programs were vislited which did not féturn the questionnaire;
informetion for the study beqame-available,from a total of

Etwenty—threé programs, - - , | e
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II. Background of the Study

II.1. Bilinguel Proarams in tbe U.S.
f In‘preparation for a study of bilingual education in
ZCalifornia, 1t seems advisable to take a closer look at the
;evolution of bilingual programs in the United States as a
whole. The United States has never vteen officlally declaraiv
:a bilingual or multilingual.nation.as have, for example, |

Canada, Switzerland, or the Union of South Africa. On the -

Qother hand, this country has saslways narbored a large minor-t

i
1

fity of non-English speaking citizens whose presence‘has

presented a continual challenge to the educational system. |

| If one is to believe the popular melting pot" theory, all
_rnon-English speakers are being assimilated to the predomia-

-inant language and culture of the soclety, chiefly by means

of the free, English-speaking public school. Following the

‘interpretation of William A, Stewart one might describe

the traditional policy of this country toward bilingualism
‘as."the eventual elimination, by education and decree, of .
{all but one language which remains to_serve both official
:and general purposes" (Andersson and Boyerp197o, v. 1, p./
41) | |
‘ However, the historical facts do not fully Justify

3this View, During-most of our history, one finds the exis-
ftencevof numerous schools vhich made extensive use of the

native languaae as well as Enalish in order to further the

Eeduoation of non—English_speaking pupils,” According to |

l.:[7i
R *




EAndersson and Boyer, the history of public bilingual school—
'ing in the United States can be divided into two parts: |
pre-World War I and post- 1963 In the first period of }
,bilingual schooling, German-English schools‘flourished

‘throughout the country. Between 1880 and 1917, for example

.German was used as a medium of instruction in schcols in

;Cincinnati, Indianapolis, Baltimore, and New Ulm, Minne-

.sota., Besldes German, only French 1in Loulslidna and Bpanish

;in'New Mexico were used as teaching mediums in public
%schools; but Norwegian,-Czech, Dutch and other immigrant

ilanguages were occasionally taught as subjects (Ibid., b.

- 17). . In addition to bilingual programs in public institu-

'?tions.of learning, numerous private (mainly parochial)

j;schools were founded in the same period.‘ Among these were
many bilingual parochial schools established around the

turn of the century to serve Poies Lithuanians, Italians

}and other Catholics from Eastern ‘and Southern Furope in

ftheir native languages. (For an account of the afternoon

and week-end schools of these groups,'see Chapter 5 in

!
!
|
!

' Fishman, 196&)

‘ The anti- German feeling of the First World War put an

o
.end to the learning of German and other languages in our

spublicvelementary‘schools, end it was only.very recently

;that bllingual programs were once more being established on
ga_significant'seale. The second period of bilingual 8chool-
‘ing can be saeld to begin in 1963 with the founding of the

.10



e e e I Ay g e
T T e e

ftaught the.Spanish rart of the curriculum, while native

 ‘Miami area gt the rate of some 3,000 & month, With an

fenrollment of about €qual numbers of monolingual English

fand Spanish‘spéakers, school Officials‘decided to initiate

a éompletely bilingual Program in grages one, two, ang

;three, with plang to ddd a higher grade‘éach year, After.

;In grades one through three‘all sSubjects Were taught in the

.gﬁernacular,for abcut Balf the day, ang reinforced in the

!

{second language during'the second haif. In grades four and
P : : ' . '
;five it was found that pupils could learn subjeCt matter

fthrough the secoﬁd language withdut the benefit of re-

fteaching in the mother tongue, g group Of Cuban teachers

Americans were responsbile for the English compecnent. Most

I

of the classges were Segregated, but children fron both lan-
fguage backgrounds mingled‘freely durina 8uch activities aé

gphysical education, art, mUsié, and superviseqd play (Anders-

ﬁsdn and Boyer, 1970, v, 1, p. 18; Gaarder, 1966, . pp. 11-15),

i .

- The foliowihg yeaf,_]964, saw the eétablishment of ‘two



‘f'[Lgredo. The United consolidated program was initiallv

o launched in the first three grades: at Nve -School, and then

! b

zextended to'the other two elementary schools in the dis-
ftriot. ' In the first grades, children are mixed infthe
classroom wlthout regard to language background or intel-
ligence quotients and spend half their time in English— '
speaking and half thelr time in Spanish—speaking activitjes.
All subjects are taught in both English and Spanish by |
,skilled bilingual teaohers who randomly interchange lan-
éguages throughout the day and in each class period. In thei
'%higher grades certain subjects.are taught in Spanish or in
%English' depending on the special abilities of the teacher
Gand the Spanish language is continued as a subject for one
.class pericd a day. Originally dubbed a "biliteracy" pro-
gram, the teaching stresses the. development of all 1anguagei
' skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) in both
“'Spanish and English Most of the Spanish materials used in .
3the program are from Mexico (Andersson and EBoyer, 1970, v. t
§1, pp. 18-19; Carter, '1970, pp. 192-198; Gaarder, 1066, pp._'f
1o 11). | B -
| In the same year as the founding of the United Songol-
-!idéted Program, the Language Research Project was begun in
the San Antonio Independent School Distriect, This program
directed by Thomas A Horn of the University of Texas and
developed under the auspices of Elizabetb Ott of the outh-"

west Regional u oratories, differs from the United Consol- ;




: idated and Dade County programs in its relatively limited J
;emphasis on the use of Spanish. Originally designed as an
'experiment to teach reading readiness in English to Mexicanp'
iAmerican youngsters of disadventaged backgrounds, the Pro-
;Ject was expanded to include a Spanish.component and in' '
§1967 was designated as "bilingual." Subjects taught bilin—%
gually now include language arts soienoe, and social stu-‘i
dies. The Spanish component is taught by native speakers—-%
either the regular classroom teecher or another who ex- |
i

Echanges with the teacher (Ca;ter, 1970, pp. 189 192; Anders—

gson and Boyer, 1970, R 1, p. 19). The_limited nature of f
,:the Spanish aspect of the currioulum-msome eighty minutes ,
‘a day--suggests to Andersson and Boyer that "this program
’is ‘mere concerned with the transfer than with maintenance
§°f Spanish as such. Spanish is used essentially to build
'the self-concept of children and to facilitate their learn-
';ing of English as the eventually exclusive medium of learn—:
ing" (Ibid., p. 19). . A |
%' - The next few years witnessed the growth of bilingual
gprograms all over the country. Most were programs in T
ISpanish-English bilingual education. Bilingual progransp
ZStarted in Pecos, New Mexico, and Edinburgh, Texas, in

| ;196“ In.the next year similar programs were established
in the Harlandale Independent School District of San
Antonio, in Del Rio, Texas~ Zapata, Texas- in Calexico,

SCalifornia; Marysville, Cali:ornia; and Rough Rock, Arizona,

L o [
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The following group of programs began in 1067' Las Cruces,

‘New Mexicoj; Hoboken, New Jersey; Corpus Cristi, Texas; Del
fValle, Texas; and St. Croix, Virgin Islands (Ibid.). The
‘culmination of this activity came with the passage of the
Bilingual Education Act of 1967. Under the prcvisions of
the Act' seventy—five bilingual programs, some of them

pre- existing and others newly develored, were funded for the
:1969-70 school year. “(For a brief description of these pro-
grams, see Ibid., pp. 256-290,)

. ﬁow can one account for the remarkable rebirth of
‘bilingual education in America after 1963? The phenomenon
is not easily explained, but a number of factors appear to
;have brought about this result.. éertainly, by the begin-
ning of the seccnd half of the twentieth century it hacd

become clear that bilingualism was increasingly desirable

jfor the nation. America's greatly expanded role in forelign

,affaris, involving diplomacj, trade, technical assistance,-:
.education, health, and all other aspects of international
irelatione called for large numbers of bilingual -bicultural
.oitizens to represent us in the forums of the world. Unfor-
%tunately it appeared that the policies cf acculturation
~and assimilation had proceeded 80 far as to threaten the
very existence of our "natural" bilinguals-~immigrants and

the descendants of immigrants who grow up speaking their

‘native languages., As & consequence people began to think

‘morein terms offpreserving these natural language resources,

R
14
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1by education or other means, Joshua Fishma; sums ub this

Echange in attitude as follows: . ' = 2
- After many generations of neglect and apathy, American
speakers of non-English languages have, of late, become
objects ¢f more poslitive attention than has commonly
been their lot in most American communities. They are
now more frequently viewed as commanding a rare commod-

! ity, a skill which has suddenly become & valuable asset
.for the country (1966 p. 319).

Another powerful influence contributing to the rise of
ébilingual education wds the growing recognition of the spe-
'ioial eduoational nseds of Spanish-speaking people in the :
ESOuthwest. Since the conquest-of the Southwest sy English-;
%speaking Americans in'1848, Spanish-~speakers in the states
of Arizona, California, Texas, New Mexioo,_and Colorado

%had been subject to verious kinds.of discriminatory treat-
ément. Lawrence B, Glick asserts that: ‘“many communities

/In the Southwest7. . . enforced the segregation of this

igroup in schools and in housing, restricted thelir level of

5
i

.employment and prohibited their participation in public
affairs such as service on Juries and police forces" (1969,
Jp. 95). 1In the first two decades of ‘this century, concern
. for the eduoation of the Mexican-American was minimal. .
According to Thomas P, Carter, "Educators shared society's
‘view of the Mexican-American as an outsider, one who was
.never expected to partioipate fully in American 1life" (1970
'p. 9) Mexioan-Americans were held to innately inferior in

}intelligence, whioh in turn was thought to sustify placing

“them in ségregated schools. Since many Mexican-American

'

N | o 23
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ichildren were attached to fanilies cf rcaming farm workers,'
?];ﬁno attempt was made to develop long-range programs for v
- these children, and 1n some districts they were even dis-
ncouraged from attending school at ali (Ibid., p. 68).
| . However, by the 1930 s one finds evidence of an :
Eincreasing public concern for the education of the Mexican-
iAmerican. Beginning in this period and especially in the
years following World War II, numerous teachers' confer-
ences and workshops were held to discuss the special educa—?
tional problems of Mexican-American students. Typical of
jsuch meetings was the First Regional Conference on the Edu-—i
.d--cation of the Spanish-Speaking People in the Southwest,
held 'in Austin, Texas in 1946, The conference called
_-attention to the poorhattendance and low academic achieve-
,ment of- Mexican-Americans, and asked for such changes as an
end to segregation, improved teacher training, the develop-:
_;ment of better methods for teaching English, and improve-
ment in school physical facilities. 1In the'1950is and '
,1960 s the civil rights movement brought a heightened aware-
;ness of the plight of the Mexican-American and the tendency:
?to view:his problems as characteristic of loﬁ socio-economic
;status (Carter, 1970, pp. 12-13). An inportant step toward
the broadened recognition of the educetional deficiencies .i
of this group came with an: analysis of the 1960 census,
' fwhich_showed that the Spanish-surnamed student in-the five

‘Southwestern states fell an average of 4.0 years in educa-
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stional attainment behind his Anglo counterpart in the ageﬁwi
E'group of 14 years or older (Rodriguez, 1969, p. 8). Then
!in 19€6, the National Education Association (NEA) issued
a booklft entitled The Invisible Minoritx which declared

that "the most acute educational problem in the Southwest is
that which involves Mexican-Amerioan children" (p. 1), and
went on to recommend bilingual education as a means to
alleviating this problem. , ' ' B
; The NEA namnhlet first dwells on the differences and
lspecial problems of Mexican-American children, The alien-
'ation of these children in the school 1is traced to the
ealienation of the Spanish-speaking within‘the larger socli-
.%ety.,.Restricted‘by,their poverty and clinging steadfastly

gto their inherited language and culture, Spanish speakers
ghave become "outsiders" in their own land--an “inrisible
%minority." Thus when the Spanish-speaking child comes to
-ischool he faces a new and threatening environment The
language of instruction is English which the child may
have little or no acquaintance with The c¢hild's difficulty
. in acguiring English 1s complicated by the fact that he -
'lacks many of the concepts and experiences familiar to most
‘middle class Anglo children (National Education Association,
-31966, p. 8). The total immersion 'in English has other ef-
ifects. Until recently, many school districts in the South—.
Zwest, especially those with high enrollments of Mexican-
'American children,.forbade}the speaking of Spanish elther
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in the classroom or on the playground ' fbempsyoboloéical
-‘f;harm done to the Spanish-Speaking child is described as fol-
lows- “In telling him that he must not speak his native
1anguage, we are saying to him by implication that Spanish
gand‘the culture which it represents are of no worth. There-
Efor (1t follows) he 1is of no worth. The chlld develops an |
inferiority complex" (Ibid., p. 11) The‘result of these
problems is educational retardation and 2 high drop-out
'rate among Mexican-American children as documented in the

3fignres of the Lindsay Report, Herschel T, Manuel's Spanish-

Speaking Children of the Southwest, and other sources,
' " The NEA report then describes a number of experimental
Eprojectsmin bilingual education in order to point out some |
éof the more constructive approaches to the-problems of
%Spanish-speaking»children.' Based of its observations of
ébilinguallprograms in various parts of the Southwest, the

!
Ireport comes to the following conclusions °

E The Laredo prcgram and other similar programs that we
. observed in our Survey--plus our own experiences and
1 independent studies--have persuaded us beyond any doubt
A of the validity of bilingualism, . . . It can be a " - -
; tool--indeed the most important tool--with which to edu-
. ‘cate and motivate the Mexican-American child. It can be
5 the means by which he achieves an affirmative self-
: concept--by which he comes to know who and what he 1is,
| - tekes pride in hls heritage and culture, .and develops a
. sense of his own worth (Ibid., p. 17).
Finally, the report makes a weries of recommendations

{

ifor desirable Jprograms for Mexican-Americans. Some of “the

recommendations include the following: 1) bilingual !

(Spanish-Engliuh) instructicn in the early years and contin-'

t‘x
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luing through high school; 2) teaching of English as a sec-
;ond language; 3) emphasis oh literary skills irn Spanish;
%4) courses which help the Mexican-American children developA
‘a pride in their culture and language; 5) use of bilingual |
%ieacheré and teacher aides., Still, the report takes pains
to underline the fact that programs must differ according
'to the geographical location and the make-up of the stu-
;dents. For example, it 1is noted that a prcgram for %
_Spanish-speaking students in Colorado whc have had little or
Eno'formal training in Spanish would have to differ radicallj
éfrom a program provided for recent immigrants from Spénish-f
:speaking countries who have acquired a_high level of liter-.
.gacy in their native language (Ibid., pp. 17-18, 26).
: ~ The NEA repcrt wes follcwed by a series of conferences
;and actions which recommended bilingual education as the |
appropriate path to improve the educational status of
;Mexican-Americans. As noted, most of the programs 1n1t1ated
fin the second period of bilingual education were Spanish-
English programs; and by far the largest percentage of these
_ were almed at Mexican-American children in the Southwest.
'In 1967 Senator Ralph Yarberough of Texas, author of 8,428,
Ia bill designed to develop bilingual programs for Spanish-
~§speakers, could argue that: "If it were not for the
‘Mexican-American problem, you would not have bilingual edu-

‘cation. The fact that we have millions and millions of

‘Mexicans mekes that & naticnal problem" (U.S. Senate, 1967,
Pe 479). - o
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II;?. Typologies of Bilingual Programs ; ‘- | ”i

% A brief glance at the development of bilingusal educa-

'tion in the U.S. since 1963 gives an indication of the \far-3
iiety of plans possible in a bilingual program. Bilingual |
iprograms can differ greatiy in objectives, pupil make-up,
icurricular structure, methodology, and many other respects.'
jRecent literature on bilingual education gives recognition
to the.complexity of the'subject. Within thellast few
?years,‘several attempts have been macde to simplify the sub-:
ject of bilingual education by classifying bilingual pro-
grams into varicus types, according to differences in the
areas Just mentioned.

‘ Certainly the most comprehensive or inclusive of the

%typologies of tilingual programs is William F. Mackey's

'Typology of Bilingual'Education, wvhich was referred to ear-‘

?iier in this paper. Because of the ambigulty of the term

‘"bilinzual school," Mackey felt that bilingual education
‘could not be taken as an object for research, He therefore
i - . ,

éattempted to construct a typblogy of bilingual programs that

EWOuld take all possible combinations of factors into ac-- ~

;count one that would enable a person to "classify cases
ranging from the unilingual education of bilingual childrenl
?in unilingual communities to the bilingual education of uni-
Elingual children in bilingual communities" (1970, p. 65).
%In order to be of use to researchers, a}typology of bilin-

Egual education wculd have to be based on certain objective

Ecriteria; iMackey finds such criteria in the pattern of
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'distritution of the languages in the home, in the curric-

‘i -lulum of the school, in the community, and in the status

gof the languages themselves,
i . ' ’

. The most crucial aspect of the four dimensions in
! ' ' '

‘Mackey's typology, and the one dealt with at greatest
ilength, concerns the pattern of‘languages in the school

lcurriculum. Mackey notes that a bilingual school may use
' -
Zone, or two or more languages as mediums of instruction.

,Single -medium (S) schools may be bilingual to the extent

|
that they serve children whose native tongue differs from

that of the school, the area, or the nation. Schoecls that

l employ mcre than one language for instructional purposes

i
|

Etern of development may be one cf maintenance (M) of two or

;more'languages, or of transfer (T) from one to the other.

;The‘direction of change 1s categorized as acculturation (A)

_fif 1t 1s toward assimilation into a dominant culture, or

-~

as irredentism (1) 1if it moves toward integration into a

i
f

gare called dual-medium (D) schools. -In a dual-medium schodl,
‘languages may be given equal (E) or different (D),distribu-'

ftions in the curriculum, As seen on a time scale, the pat-

'resurgent one. Finallv, the rate of transfer from one med-

" ium to'the other may be complete (C) or gradual {G)., Var-

iious combinaticns of factors produce ten possible types.of

Ebilingual curricula ranging from SAT (Single-Medium Acnul-:

tural Transfer), in which the. school is completely accul-

tural and takes no account of the language of the home, to

DEM (Dual Medium Equal Maintenance), where the school em- '
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tploys both languages equally in all areas of the curriculum

(Ibid., pp. 66-72). o -

% Although Mackey's system of classification offers the
most comprehensive treatment of the typologies, many of hisE
programs are not biYingual in the sense of involving “in-
:struction in two languages, Most}typologies of bilingual
‘education are based.on narrower considerations, such as the'
:objectives of the program, or student or scheduling charac—;
j:teristics. An example of a typology based largely on the |

| characteristics of the student population is that proposed
in Joseph Michel's MPentative Guidelines for a Bilingual .
ECurriculum (1967, pp. 13, 16). . Michel's typology consists
Iléof three basic models; each of which reflects the differ- '
iéences in the language background of the students. The first
plan is that of the United Consolidated Schools in Laredo,
.where few if any of the children are completely monolingual
in Spanish or English, mhis program mixes English- and
Spanish—speaking children in the same class under the direc;
tion of a bilingual_teacher who conducts activities in both
languages. In areas in which the children enter the school
as monolinguals or very nearly, a second type of bilingual
tprogram becomes appropriate. This kind of program 1is simi-
~§lar to that of the bilingual school at Miaml, where children
%are segregated in the first years of school and‘then brought
'together once ‘they have attained sufficlent capability in
éthe_seccnd language. A third t&pe-of program 1s designed
}éforrschools in which all or nearly all of the students are




iSpenisthoeskersj Here one miéht begin by teaching mostly

Ein Spanish, and then gradually increase the proportion of

‘English as the language of instruction.

In "Organization of the Bilingual 3chool" (1967), A.
fBruce Gaarder offers a typology which,-whilevrecognizing
%the importance of student background, givea greater stress
ito scheduling factors as a basis for classifying bilingual
programs In Gaarder(s words, "the most important factors
entering into the structure of bilingual schools are the
time"allowed for each of- the languages, the treatment and
iuse of each language and whether the language which is | |
added to the previously existing system 1s the mother Jongue
;or notﬂgp. 112)., Gaarder sees two basic types of bilingual
'Eprograms: 1) those which give equal time and treatment to
gthe languages in the curriculum; and'e) those uhich give un-
%equal_time‘and treatment; The first type employs both lan-
Eguapes.as teaching-mediums throughout the curriculum, and

is exemplified by the Coral Vay School at Miami. The second’
type of bilingual program, where one language is kept_in a
isubordirate position, 1is much more common in schools -
éthroughout the world. Unequal time and treatment programs
in the United States include those which use the home lan-
:guagekof'hon;English speaking-puprls to teach courses'such
fas Spanish arts or litersture for one class period a day.
}Either”type of;brogrem may also be classified as one-way or-
'two-way.h Two-way schools, unlike one-wa& schools, include

”2children.from bothflanguage,baokgrounds (Ibid., pp. 111-117).




H"ily on‘the consideration of'organizational factors in the

V?and then gradually shifts over to English as the medium of

‘mediums of instruction in any or all subject areas, This

Zand teaching technigues are biiingual. The third type of

. ulum.

| Another typology which bases 1ts classification large-

:curriculum is that presented by Horatio Ulibarri in Bilin-

;gual Education: A Handbook for Educators (1970). Ulibarri
;distinguishes three general types of programs., The first |
‘type is one which initiates instruction in the vernacular

%instruction. In thishtype of program, which aims at the j

faccUlturation of minority'children, the vernacular is phased

‘out of the program as soon as the ckild is able to use Eng-
i . y ] i
‘1ish, A second type of program is that which maintalins

finstruction in both languages throughout the duration of

gthe curriculum, Such a program may use both languages as

;kind cf program typically emphasizes language development

;in botk the native and second’language, end both materials

‘program 1s the bilimgual-bicultural program, The_bilingual—
;bicultural program stresses not only development in two
é1anguages but the learning of two cultural svstems- and

cultural ‘materials make up an integral part of the curric-

A further kind of typolosy is that which is based on
an assessment of the objectives of a program, whether they
are the stated objectives or those inherent in the approach
curricular structure, or methodology of a %rogram Joshua

.Fishman discusses such a typology in Bilingual Education in




téociolinguisticwferspectime, a paper delivered at the 1970

Emeeting of TESOL. Finding that bilingual programs often .
;ignore the language goals of the community in developing é
'their rationales, Fishman proposes a typology that'“looks to
the kinds of sociolinguistic develorment implied In the pro—
gram objectives and suggests that various kinds of programsi.

‘assume and lead tc’ particular socletal functional conditions

on the part of the languages taught" (p. 3).

Fishman discusses four broad categories of bilingual
education rrograms tased on various kinds of community and
tschool obJectives. They are: 1) transitional bilingualism°
%2) monoliterate bilingualism- %) partial bilingualism- and

VE#) full bilingualism. Transiticnal bilingualism is typical
zo; bilingual programs which use the non-English language in?
éthe early years of school only so long'as the child recuires
éit to "adjust to school" or to "master subject matter "

-ﬁSuch prcgrams do not aim at the development of speaking and
éwriting skills in both languages, but rather state such |
Zgoals as "inoreasing overall achievement of Spanish-speaking

séstudents by using both Spanish and English as media of 1na'
istruction in the primary grades" (Ibid.,~p. 4) In the
fcategory of "monoliterate bilingualism" are programs which

-Eencourage the development of the child s oral ability in
;both languages, but do not attempt to inculcate literacy
'iskills in thefnative,tongue; Such programg are midway be-
;tmeen thoseiwhich aim at‘language shift and.those which
Eencourage_language maintenance, The third type of program,,'




.that of" partial bilingualism, strives to develop literacy ',
skills in both languages, but restricts the use of the mcth-
ier tongue to a particular fileld or subject matter. In this:
,kind of prcgram, subjects taught in the mother tongue usu-
%ally include socieal studies, literature, and other culture--i
:related material Finally, in programs which emphasize full
‘bilingualism as their main objective, both languages are
used in all areas of the<curriculum. This type of program
5aims at maintenance and development of the non-English lan-:
guage (Ibid., pp. 5-8). | - ;
From thils brief examination of the typologies of bilin—
%gual education, it is possible’to make two observations rel—
éevant to tne purpose of this study. First, it is clear that
isince Meckey's system'of clagsification is too comprehen- |
fsive to permit a broad categorization of bilingual programs,
ihis typology cannot be adopted in toto, though'bis termin- |
jology might be aprropriate to describe certain aspects of
.the bilingual program. Secondly, the description of typol-f'
%ogies has shown the interdependence of three crucial fac-
‘tors 1in the bilingual program: objectives, participants,
Eand curriculum. For example, Michel's classiflication points
up the importance of student background in the organization
3of the bilingual program, and Fishman's typology shows how
the soclolinguistie opjectives of & program are reflected in
the curricular structure, Therefore, in setting up a‘typol-,
ogy of California bilingual programs, at least these three

areas must ‘be taken into consideration.



'III. The Development of Bilingual Education in California

IJITI.1. The Pfoblem: Educating the Mexican-American

The origins cf bilingual education in California, as

‘in other parts of the Southwest, can be traced to a growing

avwareness 1n recent years of the educational needs and'prob-
lems of the Mexican-American. While California in many ways

reprresents a unigue politibal entity in the areaf—it is

easily the richest, most populous, and probably eduéation-

ally the most prcgressive of the five Southwestern states--
a fecounting of 1te treatment of the Mexican—American makes.
& dismally familiar story. California was first colonized
by Spanish-speéking people, thcough the number of early set-
tlers was never large. During the first half of this centu-
ry the size of the Spanish-speaking population was augmented
by a continuél flood of immigrants from Mexico. Many of
these peoplévwere from impoverished rural backgrounds gnd
came to work as agricultural latorers on the rich farmlands

of the central and southern valleys. Mexican immigrants

soon béecame stereotyped as "poor, itinerant farm workers."

- Speaking a different language and eccnomically on the bqttbm

rung.of soclety, théy frequently encountered the hostility
and prejudice of their bLetter-established "gringo" neighbors.,
Discrimination against Mexican-Americans in California towns
was widespread and sometimes quite obvious, taking such

forms as the refusal of gervice at restaurants, restrictions

in housing and employment, and the barring of "non-whites"

from public facilities such as parks and swimming pools
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Califorhia'State Department of Education /hereafter CSDE/,
1952, p. 3; Cooke, 1948, pp. #418- 419)

Along with discrimination in other aspects of soclal
life went segregation in the schools. A law enacted in
1885 and amended in 1893 provided for the segregation of
Indians and COriental in California public schools. To many
administrators this included "Mexicané." It was the custom
in California that Mexican-Americans were segregated at

ieast until they had acgulired a basic grasp of English; and

separate schools for "Mexicans" and "Americans" were common

in many localities (Ibid., p. 418). 1In the early years

péople did nct view this segregation unfavorably. One can

accept W. Henry Cooke's statement that:

It did not lock like discrimination twenty-five years
ago tc furnish these people with a emall school and a
teacher or two. The buillding d4id nct have to be much
better than thelr homes, The teacher might have been
- Just anybedy whe would go "down there"; no results were
to be expected. Mexican reople were rcving workers who
were a charge upon any school district (Ibig.).
Segregation of Mexican-Americans was never absolute,
for the larger schools districts soon abolished the practice
and parents of Nexican descent with sufficient influence ’
could usually have an exception made for their children.
S8till, the practlice continued to receive official sanction
in many districts until 1948, when a federal court ruled in
favor of five Mexican-American fathers who sought to pre- |
vent the assignment of thelr children to separafe scthls

in Orange County. (For a discussion of the case, see Ibid.,
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pp. 417-419; or Phillips, 1949,) Even beyond that date de
facto segregation remalned wlidespread as a result Qf re-
strictive housing pracfices.

Althcugh individuals in the schnols system had nc doubt
long been aware of the educational problems of Mexican- .

Americans in California, it was not until the early postwar

pericd that state offlcials begen to teake full cognizance

of the situation and to urge that special attention be giv-

" en to meeting the needs of these children. In 1952 the

State Department of Educaticn issued a handbook entitled

Teacher's Guide to the Education of Spanish-Speaking Chil-

dren. The handbook takes due note of~the economic and

sociel deprivations of Mexican-Americans, . and of the culf

tural isolation of this group resulting from discrimination.

"While the school cannot deal directly with such problems,

it can and must act to "eliminate all inequalities»that eX=
ist between their educational opportunities and those pro-
vided other children" (p. 9). Segregation of these children
is discouraged, and the primary function of the school in
thelr aecculturation to the rest of soclety is affirmed:

“The school plays a major roie in the acculturation of

Spanish-speaking children. As the school teaches a new

© language, 1t must also teach a new way of behaving" (p. 3).

Essential to the child's acculturation is his mastery of
English, rand the handbook devotes considerable attention to

the prcblems of teaching ESL., The teacher is advised to

37
29



Ykeep in mind that he is teaching a 1anguage that 1s foreign
to the children" (p. 38), and that he must employ special
techniques and provide the children_with constaﬁt practice
if he expects them to learn Englishfbroperly.

As a result of natural increase and a wave of immigra-
tion frcm Mexico 1n.the 1950's, the necessity of providing
for the educatlicnal needs of Mexican-Americans became even
moneacute; It was estimated that the number of Spanish
surnames in California increased by 88% in the decade from
1950'to 1960. The estimate cn the 1960 census shcwed that
frem 11,000 to 15,000 school-age youngsters were the off-
spring of Mexicen nationals who had immigrated to this coun-
try within the previous four years. (CSDE, 1964b, p. 20). In
1963 the California State Leglislature took a2 llmited step
téward recognizing the language handicap of these childremr .
by allocating $50,000 for a two-year, pilot English program
for forelgn-born mincrs in Imperial and San Diego Counties,

In the éightlschool districts rarticipating in the projeét,
| children recelved srecial English instruction for an extrg
- half~hour or hour a day in small classes which usually met
before or after regular school hours. The program was
exténded in 1965 to the whole state, and native as well as
foreign-bern children became eligible for the speclal
instruction (CSDE, 1964a, pp, 32-33).

In the same year as the founding of the ESL projects

in Imperial and San'Diego Counties came further evidence
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‘of the state's concern for its non-English speaking stu-
.dents., In 1963 the State Department of Education requested
a grant from the federal government té develop guides for
teaching English as a Second Languagé to elementary school
pupils, A4s described in the prcposal to the project, the
guldes would te eimed primarily at Spanish-spezaking stu-
dents, although consideraticn woculd also te given to the
needs of cklldren frcm cther language backgrounds, The
guides would be desiecned to provide a "sequential series of
lessons based on audio-lingual principles of learning" (CSDE
1964b, p. 1), and would contain directions to aid teachers.
in presenting the lessons. The chlef advantage of the
guides was seen as follows: "Use of the guides‘would ena-
ble teachers to glve specific instruction in learning to
understand and use English proficiently, and would thus
increase the capacity of the children to profit from in-
struction in other subject matter areas" (Ibid.). The en-
tire projlect would be develobed over a two-year period at
the Uhiversity of California, Los Angeles, under the direc-
tion of .four qualified linguists. What eventually issued
from the project were the very successful and widely;used
H200 series of ESL materialcs,

Simultaneous with these events, the Legislature took
action to provide assistance to chlldren of deprived cul-
tural and socio-economic backgrounds by passing the MQAteer9

or Compensatory Education Act. A number of programs devel-
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oped under fhe Act were designed specifically to improve
the educational cpportunities of Mexican-American children.
These projlects often differed in approach, scope, and objec-
tives; but particular emphasis was rlaced on the develop-
ment of the larriage arts and especially reading. One pro-
gram in Los Angeles involved the asslgnment of two extra
teachers to a school to achieve one or more of the following
purposes: 1) to lower the pupil-téacher ratio; 2) to teach
English to Spanish-speaking students; 3) to teach rehedial
reading (CSDE, 1964b, p. 46). In some of the programs for
Mexican-Amnericans actlvities.were conducted ir Spanish as
well as in English. For example, in &a project at the Ten-
aya Junior High School in Merced puplls were testz=d on their
abllity to read, write, and speak Spanish; and then placed
in homogeneous classes where they received instruection in
Spanish language and culture for one period a day (CSDE,
1965, b. 19). |

The rising concern for the educatlion of the Mexican;
American is shown by the fact that in 1964 the State Depart-
ment cf Education held two weekend conferences to discuss
the subject: one at Garden Grove (Orange County) on Febru-
‘ary 14-15; and one at Oxnard (Ventura Count?) on October
'16;17,_ At the conferences members attended‘speeches, vanel
discuésions, and study sectiohs which dealt with different
“sspects of Mexican-American education. poics discussed
ihclude: the progress and special probléms of Mexican-

Americans; the need for teachers to understand their cul- -
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tural differences; the 1mportence of galning the cehfidence
of Mexican;American parents; the characteristics of an |
effective ESL program; the.in;service training of teachers
for Mexican-Americans, etc. Much of the discussion centered
on the necesslty for improving the English capablilities of
the students so that they could cope more effectively.with
the requirements_of the regular curriculum, There was 1lit-
tle talk, as yet, about the need for "bilingual education,"
_But Julien Samora, one of the Speakers at the Orange County
Conference, way Lave been an@icipating future developments
in that directlon when he posed the question:

" Can the curriculum be changed in such a way that it takes
advantage of the cultural resources of this group-- theilr
languege, their history, their -cultural heritage-- thus
producing a bilingual child cognizant of his rich heri-

tage, who 1s not ashamed of who he is? (C3DE, 1964b, p.
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I1I.2. The Impact of Federal Legislation

In the 1960's California's educzaticnal plans came more
and mdre under the influence of federal policles to enhance
the rights of diéadvantaged minority'ohildren. In one area,
the Supreme Court desegregation decisions.of the previous
decade (along with the rising militancy of the civil righﬁs
movement) spurred the state to take acfive stéps té promote
1ntegration in the.public schools., In 1955 the California
School Board Assocliation stated that administrators should
be encouraged to "analyze the extent of racial imbalance in
thelr district and take steps to ameliprate any imbalances
which are found to exist" (guoted in Carter, 1970, p. 73).
While complyinngith pressures for integrétion, California

also felt the increasing impact of compensatory federal

legislation in the area of education. The National Defense

Educatlon Act (NDEA) of 1956. for example, authorized funds
to provide supplementary cpunéél;ng and guldance serﬁiceS‘
for disadvantaged students, and to assist the training of
teachers.fof these studénts. With the approval of Congresé
the Cffice of Econcmic Opportunity launched Project‘Héad‘rw
Start, an undertaking which aimed at providing-preschool‘
programs for large numbers of disadyantaged_minority chil-
dren. Howeyer,‘the single most important plece of cempen-
satory leglslation enacted in this period was the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, Titles I, IiI,'

and V of the ESEA provided funding for a wide range of pro-

grams undertaken on behalf of Mexican-Ameérican children in
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California, .

Title I of the ESEL authorizes grants to local educa-
tional agencles serving}areas wlth a high percentage of
children from.low-income families to'improve and expand
thelr educztional programs, California received an alloca-
tion of $77,975,73 in Title I funds for the 1965-66 school
Year. Remedial reading and English as a Second Language
were’ important activities of Title I progr ms involving
Mexican-Americans, in California. ESL classes were often
‘eXperimental and used'a variety of approaches, including
English laboratories and bilingual teachers, In some dis-
tricts Mexican—American children who could not speak English
were given intensive instructicon in both Spanish and Eng—
lish, The assunption was that students woula improve inm
English more rapidly 1T their facility in Spanish and pride-
in their native culture were enhanced (CSDE 19672, pp. 1-
16). Through 1966 amendments to Title I, the education of -
children of migrant agricultural workers became a special
focus of attention. Since mest of the migrant children were
Mexican-Americans with iimited facility in English, language
instruction was Strongly emphasized. A special feature of
the migrant programs was the use of Spanish-speaking teacher
aides, whc provided individualized instruction for the chil-
dren and_helped.to maintain direct contact with the parents
(CDSE, 1968b, p. 18). |

-Anotner important source of funding for new programs

for Mexicaanmericans came under Title III of the ESEA.
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Title TIII pfovides grants to local educational agencies to
establish "innovative" and‘"éxemplary" programs for disad-
vantaged students. It was expected that pfojects would pro-
vide services not previously availabie and déVelop methods,
.materials, and curricula that would serve as mcdels for‘A |
other programs. Californla received $5,996,%64 in Title III
funds for Fiscal Year 1966. Among the programs aimed at
Mexican-Americans were & demonstration-research center in
‘Stockfon to test out methods in teaching beginning reading
to'bilingual students, and a project in San Diego County to -
demcnstrate exemplary methods aznd materials in teaching ESL
(u.s. Office of Education, 1968, pp. 4-5). Also' with the
aid of Title III funds, 2 model bilingual program for
-Mexican-American students in grades 7, 8, and 9 waé estab-
-11shed in Calexico. The Caleﬁico project represents a
significant départure frbm most programs hitherto developed
for Mexican-Americans. Until that time few programs had
emphasized the teaching of Spanish, although eariier prdgrams
had used Spanish on a limited basis for purpcses such as to |
ralse the sélf;esteem of the students and to communicate
with parents. The Calexico project; on the other hand, was
one of the first in California to propose the teaching of
ma jor academic subjects in both English and Spanish. |

The Calexico program arose out of a very strongly felt
need to provide special eduqation'for the local Mexican-
Amefican population, Calexico, California, with approxl-

mately 9,400 inhabitants, is located in the lush Imperial



Valley adjacent to the Mexican border., The Calexico area
i1s largely dependent on agriCulturé for its economy, With
the termination of the bracero program, the area reéently
experienced a large influx of Mexicah.immigrants who came—
seeking employment as farm workers., Large numbers of
- Spanish-speaking children entered the school system as a
result of this migration, and by 1966 Mexican-Americans
comprised nearly 85% of the school ropulation, In January
of the same year the Calexico Union High School apprlied to
the federal govefnment for a planning‘grant to identify the
general educationai needs of'persons in the area, It was
found on the basis of teacher reports that a significant
number of pupils were not making adequate progress due to
their lack of facility in English., The educatiocn of older
 students was felt to be a special area of concern:
These pupils /in Jjunior high and high schools/, due to
thelr chrenolegical age, so close to the potential .drop-
cut age, are in speclal need of instruction in their
native language of Spanish in academic areas. They will
need to be kept in the mainstream of learning and the
actual acquisiticn of kncwledge while they are in the
prccess of acquiring. mastery in the English language
(Calexico Union High School, 1966, p. 5).
In resanse;to these needs, a bilingual education pro-
gram in grades 7, &, and 9 was plarned to begin operation
" in the 19€6-67 academic year. 'Althcugh the ﬁrcject would
éerve mainly Mexican-Americans, Anglo students were also
1nc1ﬁded’1n the program since the ultimate goal was to "have
2ll children of the Calexice School District become bilin-
-gual" (Ib1d., p. 4)._.English-speaking:pupils'1n the program
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would be given instructién in Spanish as a foreign language,
vhile Spanish-speaking puplils would be taught ESL. In order
to promdte self-concept and to develop literacy in the
native language, Spanish speakers would also receive spe-
cialized instruction in Spanish grammar, literature, and
composition. Languages would be taught by ﬂative speakers
pfoficient in the use of audio-lingual methods. It was
proposed that sublect areas such as soclal studlies and
mathematics be taught bilingually in classes where learners
were grouped according to proficiency in English and Span-
1sh. For the Spanish aspect of the program, the district
would attempt to- prccure Spanish language materials whose
content paralleled that found in state-adopted textbookss
Once a student acquired sufficlent proficiency in English,
he would be transferred to the regular English-language
~classes (Ibid., p. Sff.; Calexico Unified School District,
1967, p. 4ff.). o
The enactment of Title V of the ESEA also had impor-

tant consequences for the education of Mexican-Americans in
California. Title V authorizes direct grants to state edu-
cational agencies to help improve their "leadership re-
sources," that is, their capacity to initiate educational
change on a staiewide scale. With funding from Title v,
the State Department of Education established the Méxican-
American Education Research Project in 196€., The primary

objective of the Project was to coordinate the efforts of

interested agencies and individuals in an attempt to dis-
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cover new ways of improving the education of Mexican-
American children in California. 4s one of its primary
activities, the Project undertook to evaluate the needs and
present status of Mexican-American Children-in California
public schools. From November 1966 to April 1967 it con-
ducted a statewlde survey by questionnalre. Among the find-
ings, 1t was disccvered that only a few of the districts
where significant numbers of thése children were enrolled
offered any district-wide programs for Spanish-speaking
children (Plakos, 1967, p. 11). The Project also developed
twc smaller research studies to assess the strengths and
weaknesses -of Mexican-American students in the communities
of Wasco_akd San Ysidro. The studles confirmed earlier
reports that Mexlican-Americe: s fell progressively behind
other students in perceptual m>tor devélopment and academle
achlevement. Mexican-American students also suffered from
a lovered stelf-concept, apparently the result of the con- .
fllcting.demands of Anz.> and Mexican cultures (CSDE, 196€c¢,
pp; 23-29; Palomares, 1967, p. 28ff.). |

In 1ts search for new methods of teaching Mexican-
American chiléren, the Prcject picneered the development
of a bilingualAproject in Marysville, an agriéultural con-
munity in Northern California. In the fall of 1966, a.
grcup of nineteen Spanish-speaking children ranring iﬁ age
from € to 10 years were selected for &n experimental pro-

gram at the Mary Covillaud Schcol. Lne purpose of the

project was to devise a curriculum that would serve the
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special needs of these children and aid their transition to
the normal school program. All subjects were taught by an
experienced billingual teacher with the assistance of a bi-
lingual teacher alde who Was a native of Mexico., Content
areas in arithmetic, history, geogrephy and sclence were
adapted 1in Spanish, and the ckildren iearned to read syl-
lables first, and then words in thelr native language.
English was taught on én cral bésis using the H200 materi-
als developed at UCLA, with incldental learnings accruing
.from dally contact with English-speaking pupils on the
playground, in phy¥ysical education, music, art, and other
‘school affairs. Music as a billingual acti%ity~was espe-
clally stressed: "Several times a week, other primary
classes wculd drop in and Join the singing, sometimes in
English and sometimes in Sprenish as bofh grours exchanged
songs and finger plays" (Thonis, 1967, p. 16). By the end
of the academic term seven puplls who had made sufficient
progress in English and 1p content matter via'Spanish were -
recommended to join the regﬁlar classes for the next school
year. Favorable aspects of the procgram were seen in the -
"incfeased confidence of the puplls, thelr improved partici-
pation in class, theilr éxpanded use of language, both Span-~
ish and English, and the approval of parents" (Ibid., -p.
7).

As indicated, early efforts to improve the education
of Mexican-Americans in California coﬁcentrated largely op

the development of ESL, remedial readin: and otler compenQH

fory |
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satory pfpgrams which used English as the medium of instruc-
tion., Although a few of these programs may have called
themselves "bilingual," bilingual instructional programs
such as those at Calexicd and Marysville were 1n a distinct
minority. In & speech before the Southwest Council of For-
eign Lenguage Teachers in 1967, Julia Gonsalves remarked:
We find in Californis, as we find elsewhere in the natlon,
programs which are erroneously labeled "bilingual," If
we eccept the dicticnary definition of "bilingual" as
"containing, expressed in, or using, two languages," we
find a relatively few number of districts offering ccm-
plete bilingual progrems (p. 62).
Gonsalves mentions the existence of only two other bilingual
programs besides the Calexico and Marysville pfojects.
These programs, located in Oakland and San Jose, alsc in-
volved the teaching of content areas such as reading, mathe-
matics, or socisl étu&ies in Spanish to Meiican—Americans
who had been identifled as deficient in English, By this

time, however, a trend favoring bilingual educatlion had

become evident in state policy.-
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III;B. The Trend Toward Bilingual Education

As a result of their assessments of the problems of
Mexican-Americans in California's public schools, the
Mexican Americén Education~Research Project had soon come
to realize the ineffectiveness of traditional approaches
in teaching.SpanishASpeaking children. .The success of the
bilingual prbjectlih Mérysville indicated that a possible
solution might 1lle in the use of Spanish to teach content
areas in the early years of school. The State Educational
Code, hcwever, remelned an obstacle to the develovment of
further bilingual programs, since it specified that "all
schocls" must be taught in the English language, In 1967
the l‘fo,ject; recommended to the Stéte Leglslative Committee
that the Ccde be amended to permit instruction in two lan-
guages (Flakos, 1967, prp. 13-14). In an historic'move; the
Legislature followed suit by passing SB53, iater.known as
the "Bilingual B1ill." For the first time, the bill gives
authorization to the governing board ofaanyfschdol to deter-
mine "when and under what circumstances instruction may be

given bilingually" (Gonsalves, 1967, p. 62).

The publication of the Prosrvectus for Ecuitable Educa-

tional Opportunities for Spanish-Speaking Children marks

ancther lmpertsnt event in the trend toward bilingual educa-

tion in Célifornia. This document, issued by the Mexican'
American Educa.ion Research Projébt in 1967, aims to show

‘how schoole can develop programs that deal moreveffectively

'with the educational prbbleﬁs of Spanish-speaking puplls,
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The rationale for g tilirgual . program for Mexican Americans
1s lald out as follows: '"rhe high dropout rate of Mexican-
Americans ang thelr low achlevement scores in statewide
testing suggest these pupils cannot succeed if they are re-
quired to use English exclusively in their early schooling"
(CSDE, 1967b, p. 11), Accordingly, a plan is proposed
whereby both Spanish ang Enplien are used in the first
three Years of school,.

The Prospectus dlscusses two main aspects of the bilin-

gual bprogram: 1) the prersons 1nvolred in the program' and
2) the orgunization of the. program 1iself, Persons involved
in the program include puplls, teachers, tuacher aldes,. anad
parents. The pupils for- ‘who the Prosoectuo wvas developed
are Identified as native speakers of Spenish from g low
soclo-eccnomic, urban environment, It is recognized that
many of these students "have sericus deficits in eXxperlence,
concept development, and language which prevent their coping
wilth the traditicnal school rrogram" (Ibid., pP. 3). The

Prosoectus trhen descrites the abilities and brofessional

oualifications of teachers who would participate in a bilin-
gual-progrsm - Among the special qua]ificationq exrected of
teachers of Spanish-speaking children are: 1) fluency in
.English and Spanish; 2) knowledge of the cultural beckground
of these students; 3) experience in community action pro-
jects; and 4) special trsininﬂ in workshors dealing with

Mexican-American children. Teacher aidesg are ldentified as

DPersons from the community who work ﬁnden the authority of
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the teacher; and the use of Spanish-speaking aides ié
encouraged in order to give pupils "the extra personal
attenticn they need, to involve their parents in the pro-
gram, ané to recruit responsible support from the commun-
1ty" (Ibid., p. 5). To insure more effective implementa-

tion of the bilingual program, the Prospectus recommends

that regular in-service training be provided fcr teacters
and teacher aides.. The Prospectus>also touches on tﬁébneed
to invelve parents,; and suggests ways to bripg them inﬁo
the bilingual program (Ibid., p. 6).

The Prospectus then lays out a plan for a type of pro-

gram that might best serve the needs of the children iden-
tifiedQ Since these children come to school with a working
knowledge éf Sbanishlbut.often little orvnb command of Eng-
lish, Spanish is especlally emphasized at the beginhing of
the program to teach baéic concepts and to‘eﬁhance the self-
image of the children. The use of Spanish then gives way

to English in order tb prepare the children for an all-
English curriculum by thé'beginning cf the fourth year.,

The following time distributicn is sugrested::

Level ’ Language % of Time
Kindergarten Spanish 80
o English 20
First Grade : Sranish 60
. English 40
Seccnd Grade . Spanish - 30
: English o 70

.(Ibid., p, 11)
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According to the Prosrectus, language instruction

should be eudlo-lingual 1n sequence, with listening and
speaking leading eventaully to reading and writing. There-
fore, chlldren should begin to read and write in thelr na-
tive language, Spanish. After they have learned to under-
stand and‘speak sufficlent English they can be advanced to
readling and writing.in English,perhaps by the end of the

seccnd yYear. The FProsrectus recommends & number of activ-

ities which oould‘aid in the linguistic development of these
children in eitker Spanish or English, and in conclusion
lists a set cf materials helpful in implementing the sug-
gested activities (Ibid., pp. 12<16, 19-30),
On April 13, 19€7, a group of educators met at Los
Angeles for the first annual Nuevas Vistas Conference, a
meeting on Mexlican-American education sponsored by the State
Department of Education. 1In a sense the conference repre-
sented & culminating polnt in the dlscussion of the problemn,
Many of the needs of Mexican-Americans had already been
identified. In his address to the delegates, Max Rafferty,
Chie? Superintendent of Public Instruction, menticns a few
of these-
You know that 7ou need, first of zll, bllingual teachers
who know the language and culture of the Spanish-speaking
child and who can become the bridge for *hem into a .
bicultural world. You know that you need many kinds of
materlsls to break the learning gap in thlis perliod. You
know that it 1s necessary 'to reach these parents even
before you get the students. . . (CSDE, 19684, p. 5).

The questicn remained: How test to deal with these and the

~other speclal needs of Sparish-speaking children? It seemed
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self-evidenﬁ.by nowv thét a chénge in the curriculum was
called fqr: "Attention was focussed on the curriculum
itself as a place where examination is needed for improving
the education for Mexican-Americans® (Ibid., p. 24).

In individual addresses and in workshops, conference

" members discussed the type of curriculum best suited for

Spanish-speaking puprils. Such & curriculum must, first of
all, consider the special language needé of these chiidren.
The Workshdp oh Curriculum Development advised that: "we
shduld guard against throwing the child into a total English
language experience. A gradual program starting with'aud15
tory experlences and branching out from there would be more
effeétive“ (Ibid.). In order not to retard the child's
acqulisitlon of content material, the'Workshoﬁ report fecom-
mended that such material be taught in Spanish if bilingual
personnel are available, In the opinion of other conference
participants, a program for Mexican-Americéns muét also takg
the ¢hild's native culture into account because, éccording.
to Herschel T. Manuel,
knowing the child's cultural background is an essehtiai
first step toward improving his educatiocnal opportunities,
Armed with th's knowledge he /the teacher/ can acquaint
the children with the world in which the¥ 1live and its
hlstory as well as its present and future (Ivid., p. 4).
An ideal program for Spanish-gpeaking children, therefore;
would be at once bilinguzl and'biculturai. The summary view

of the conference 1t represented by the "Bilingual Resolu-

ticn," a statement of the conference in support of legisla-
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tion pending before Congress to promote the establishment
of bilingual education programs (Ibid., p. 34).
Although a few bilingual programs had been developed
under the provisions of:the ESEA, a.rising national trend
in favor-of bilingual education caused a demand for more
speclific legislation., The extent of thlis demand is shown
by the fact that in 19267 some>BO bi11s»in the area of bilin-
gual education were introduced in Cbngress. In June, 1967,
' Congfessional subcommittégs conducted hearings on three
bilingual bills: S.428, H,R.9840 and H.R.10224, At the
hearings California lawmakers, educatoré, and leaders of
various Mexlcan-~American groups testified in favor of the
various bllls, Most of those testifying supported the idea
of separate-bilinguai 1egislation. It was realized that:
State and local authorities have not been able fo prbvide
bllingual programs for non-English speaking children be-
cause of the avalanche of other priorities they feel they
- must provide for. ' £State and local authorities simply
have not put an emphasis on bilingual programs and on .
solving the traglc problems of the ncn-English speaking
child %from the statement of Augustus F. Hawkins, Calif-
ornia Representative in Congress, in: U.,S. House of
Representatives, 1967, p. 96}
Reasons for the failure to develop bilingual programs were
glsc seen in the lack of trained’bilingual teachers and of
bllingual materlials, The hope was expressed that new legis-
lation in supportQOﬂ&Bilingual education programs would pro-
vide funds 10 help overcome these problems., (See the state-
ments oif Arnold Rodfiguez, Director of Community Relations,
Los Angeles City Schools, in: U,S. Senate, 1967, p. 462;

and of Dr. Irving Melbo, Dean of the University of Southern
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California, Los Angeles, in: bU:P&;House’of Representatives,
1967, p. 256.,) ’

Much cf the debate over the bllls centered on whether
the benefits.&f bilingual education ;hould be reserved pri-
marily for Spanish speakers as the nation's largeét 11nguié¢
tic minority, or be.shared by other non-English speaking
groups as well, Certainly.the concern'fcr alleviating the

plight of Mexican-Americans was uppermost in the +inds of

California witnesses, Speaking on behalf of S.428, a bill

designed to develop programs exclusively er Spranish speak-
ers, Ricardo A, Callejo of the Spanish-Speaking Surnamed |
Political Association argued that "Spaniéh—English bilin-
gual education e given priority based oh the constitutional

precedents and cumulative problems of the Spanish-speaking"

_(U;S. Senate, 19€7, p. 453). Cther witnesses cited figures

indicating the low educational attainment and high drop-out

rate of Mexlcan-Americans in California, and recommended
bllingual education as & means to'refersing this trend. .
California Senator George Murphy, a co-author of S.428,
stated that "this measure. . . willl mark a significant step
in reversing the alarming drop-out rate among Mexican-

American schocl children” (Ipid., bp. 422). In a similar

" vein, Ernest E. Debs, a Supervisor for Los Angeles County,

expressed his conviction that the bill would "extend the

proven benefits of Operation Headstart by teaching both in

'English and in Spenish. Thus, the language barrier will be

eliminated, and Mexican-American youngsters will have an
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equal opportunityvin school® (Ibid., p; 432), -
Althoogh'most California witnesses seemed to agree on

- the advantages of bilingual education for Mexican—Amerioans,
there was a considerable difference of opinion on the ulti-.
vmate purpose .of the programs proposed in the legislation.

To some, bilingual programs were simply a means to improving
the academic achievement of non- English speaking students.
In the wcrds of George E. Brown, Representative in Congress
from California, such programs were "“designed to facilitate
learning by and fcr these.Students who find thatbthey are
better equipped to learn in another language" (U.S. Senate,
1967, p. 426). To others, the estatlishment of bilingual
‘programs meant rather the opportunity to cultivate the non-
English.language resources cf the nation. 1In his statement
before the Hcuse hearings on bilingual education, California
Senato% Thomas A. Kuchel remarked: “So tcday we are here

to recdgnize that ‘the ability of millions of Americans to
epeak Spanish and:other foreign languages»is a national
asset,' Our educational policy must fully reflect this view"
(U{S.JHouse of Representatives, 1967, p. 423). On the other
hand;;a number of wltnesses expressed the viewpoint that

the truefpurpose of bilingual rrograms was to bring the non-
‘English speaking children into the mainstrean of American
life. For these persons, the native language would not be
taught as an end in itself, but as a bridge to the improved
learning of.English: “To fully realize the letter and spire

1t of this legiclation, we muct irnsiet cn-using the secon-
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dary language a2s a means to implement and facilitate the
leafning of English as our principal national tongue" (from
the statement of Chet Holifield, Representative in Congress
from Califcrnia, in: Ibid., p. 313). Theséidiffering
views on the purpose of bilingual education programs, while
not necessarily conflicting, were to bg reflected in the
different types of brograms later develored in Califernia
under the Billingual Education Act.

With the help of 4its California supporters;lé”measure
to suppert tilingual educatién rrograms was finally adopted
as Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Title VII, ctherwise kncwn as tre Bilingual Educaticn Act,
rrcvided funding fer projects in btilingual and bicultural
educatlion in a wide variety of settings. Acccrding to the
adminiétrative guidelines of the Act, prcgrams eligible for
funding might emrhasize such activities as courses in the
native history and culture of the student; efforts to im-
prove school-community relations; early childhood and edult
education programs; btilingual education for prart-time pupils,
drop-outs or potential dror-cuts; or bilingu=al courses con-
ducted by trade, vocaticnal, or techrical schools. Besides
authorizing money fcr the sctual operation of programs,
Title VII also prcvided suppeort for suprlementary services
such as prre- and in-service trairing for teachers and the
develorment and dissemineticn of materials (CSDE, 19€8a,

Pp. 1-2). Funding was delayed until 1262, when a total of
1C million dollérs became available. With funds from this
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arrropriation, twenty-six bilingual programs began'opera-

tion in California in the 1969-70 academic year.
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I11.4. Summary

Bilingual education in California arose cut of a
series of largely unccordinated efforts to improve the
educaztion of the Mexicsn-American wﬁich first resulted in
the development of 'ESL, remedisl reading, and other qoﬁpen—
satory education programs. 1In these early prcgrams Spanish
was occasionally used to achieve such purroses as tec 2igd
conrmunication with the varents and to enhance +the self-
esteem of the children, but English reamined the chief med-
iuﬁ of instruction. Eventually, hovwever, due in large rart
tc the pioneering efforts of the Mexican American Education
Research Frolect, a trend developed to establish prcgrams
which used both English snd the nétive language to teach
subjects in me jor curricular areas.

Kevertheless, there remained a great dezl of uncer-
tainty-ébout the concert and prurvose of "bilingual educa-
tion." Programs in California which did not use two lan-
guages in teacbing sut ject-matter were apparently stiil
being called "bilirgual." Because of contrasting views
concerning the needs of Mexican-Americans in different  1o-
calitles, and as a result of differences in the age levels
and language btackground of students selected for bilingual
programs, early projects in bilingual education were often
gulte dissimilar. Thus, in comparing the Marvsville and
Calexico projects--the first two reélly bilingual programs
in the state--one finds little in common beyond a general

desire to help the Mexicen-American and the use of Spanish’
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and English.to teach subject-matter in the curriculum. The
continuedvconfusiOn over the import of bilingual education
is-also reflected in the fact that although Califcrnia law-
makers seemed to apprcve the 1dea.of.bilingual educétion for
Mexlican-Americans, they apreared tec differ substantially

over the ultimate purpose of bilingual programs.
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IV. Title VII Programs in California

IVv.1. Cbjectives .
The first task in the invéstigation 6f Title VII pro-
grams in California was to make a ccmparative study of

objectives, This proved to be3nc,easy undertaking. First

.of all, there was the problem cf which CcbJjectives to consid-

er. Chester A. Christian, writing in the Reports of the

‘Third Annual Ccnference of the Southwest Council of Foreign
'Language Teachers (1966, pp. 71-72), enumerates a total of
‘fifteen possible cbjectives for a bilingual program, and his

‘1ist i1s far from exhaustive. Similarly, project prcposals

for Title VII programs:provide, with no éention of priority,.

‘long 1lists of objectives pf various fypes. As descrited in »
‘these rroposals, objectives of bilingual pPrograms may em- |
:brace 5oals for the community as well as for the children
in the program; they may be long-term or short-term; they
;may ¢cr may nct be stated in tehavicral terms, etc., On the
‘other hand, it seems clear that not all these objectives are

juseful in distinguishing various types of programs, nor are

they rated as equally important by the programs themselves.,-
In this paper only the long-range goals that are applicable
to the students themselves with be dezalt with, since these

seem the most likely to reveal the "thrust" of a particular

program,
To determine which objectives are most rreferred by

Title VII programs in €@alifornia, s ranking scheﬁe was

employed in the questionnaire. Resrondents were asked to
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rank a 1list of objectives compiled frcm those most fre-
-quently mentioned.in project proprcsals and other relevant
literature, Becauéé of the difference in focus, objectives
fbr non-English speakers (X-speakers) were separated from
bbjectives for English-speakers (E—speékers). The five
objectives selected fof tke former centerzd on the more
practical immediate needé of minority students grcwing up
in the American environment, such as development iﬂ Eneslish,
‘academic achievement throush use of the mother tongﬁe,
‘improvement of self—image,'and ad justment to the Aominant
‘society. The three objectives for E-speakers, on the other
:hand, stresgéd the mecre academic values 6f learning a sec-~
.ond language and culture. Irn addition to the objlectives
élisted, tlank spaces were provided to allow respondents to
Esupply their own objectives, if d;sired..~

Of the 23 programs which made data available for this
:study, 1€ supplied rankings that could te subjected fo;sta—
jtistical analysis. (For the statistical fcrmulas used in
:this section, see Siegel, 1956.) 7The rankings of objectives
by the 16 programs for both X- and E-speaking students are
presented in Téble 1. .The first thing of note concerns the
general lack of agreement over the pricrity of objectives.
With the exceptions of Cbjectives.II and V for X-speakers,
objectives are ranked in all positions at least once. The
~extent of agreement as measured bty Kendall's cocefficient of
concordance was determined for X-speakers at .25,-and for

E-gspezkers as .21. .This corresponds to an average between-
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TABLE 1: OBJECTIVES

A. Objectives for X-speakers

I= To enable the students to gain a fhnctlonal mastery of
Engllsh

II= To improve the academic achievement of the students by using
“he mother tongue to further concept development.

III= To promote the students' feeling of dignity and self-worth
by emphasizing the value of the native culture.

Iv= To enable the students to develop a b111ngua1 bicultural
world view.

V= To help the students achieve maximum success in adaptlng to

the dominant SOC1ety-

B. Objectives for E-speakers

- I= To enable the students to gain a mastery of the second lan-
- guage without detriment to their learning in English.
II= To cultivate in the students an understanding and apprecia-
tion of the second culture. -
I11= To develep in the students an impartial attitude toward

their own and the second culture and language.

PROGRAM RANKING OF OBJECTIVES
X-speakers E-speakers
I II III IV V I II III
1. Chula Vista 3 2 1 4 5 3 2 1
42. Compton 2 1 - 3 4 S - - -
'13. E1 Monte 5 2 1 3 4 3 2 1
4. Fresno County 1 2° 3 & s 3 2 1
|s. Hawaiian Gardens 2 1 3 4 s 3 1 2
.|6. Healdsburg 3 2 4 1 5 1 -2 3
17. La Puente 4 1 2 S 3 3 1 2
'I8. Los Nietos 5 4 2 1 03 3 2 1
.|9. Redwood City 3 4 2 1 5 2 3 1
'110. Sacramento 5 2 1 3 4 2 1 3
11. St. Helena 3 1 s 2 4 - - -
12. San Francisco 1 4 5 2 3 - - -
13. Sanger 1 . 3 4 s 2 3 1 2
|14. Santa Ana 3 1 2 S 4 2 1 3
15. Santa Barbara [ 1 2 3 4 3 2 1
16. Stockton 4 1 2 3 s 3 2 1
Totals 50 32 42 49 67 34 22 22
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'schools agréement as measured by Spearman's rank order
.correlation of .20 and .14; neither of which is signif-
‘icantly different from C at the ;05 level of significance.

In spite of the overall lack of agreement in ranking,

. some obJectives In each grcup are clearly fzvcred over

others. Of the five objectives listed for X-speaking stu-

dents, OtjJective II (academic achievement through use of
the mother tongue) ranks first seven times, or more than

twice as often as any other objective in the group, for a

7tota1 score of 32.% There fcllow in close order ijectives.
:III (improved éelf—concept through emphasis on native cul-
ture); IV (developmentrof bilingual, bicﬁltural world view);
gﬁd I (mastery of English); with scores of 42, 49, and 50

respectively. In contrasit, Cbjective V (adjustment to the

dominant scciety) ranks well telow the others, receiving

fifth place in eight out of sixteen cases, for a total score

of €7. 1In fact, a two-tailed sign test shtws that schools

prefer Cbjective II over Cbjective V at about tkhe .02 level
bf significance. The ranking of objectives for X-spezkers
suggests that most programs place greater priority on the

development of the minority child within his own language

. and culture than on his assimilation to the language and

culture of the American society. Still, the learning of

English remains a significant‘goal for some programs, since

three resrzcondents rate it as their most important, and two

#¥Since scores are based on the sums of rankings, a low
score indicates high priority. .




others as their second :most important 6b3ective.

An analysis cf objéctives fof E-speakling children also

"yvlelds evidence of certain goai breferenceé. Among.the

three objectives listed here, Cbjectives II (appreciation

of the second culture) and III (impartial attitude toward
cne's own and the second lansuage and culture) are ranked
egually over Cbjective I (masterv of the second lznguage),
‘with scores-of.22 to 34, A tmc-+ailed sign test shows pref-
ierence of these two objectives over Cbjlective I at about a
.02 level of gignificance. Frcm this result it appezrs that
fthe sponsors of bilingual prcgracis are most interested in
;affecting the attitudes of E-speaking children towaréd the
fminority language group, and afé only seccndarily concerned
fabout thelr development in the sécond language.

| Turning to evidence from q;eqticnnaires not dealt with
rin the statistical analysis, one finds little to alter the
4preceding description. The general lack of agreement over
jobjectives is underscored by the fact that respcndents for
;a number of prcgrams declined to rank the standard objec-
‘tives as requested. Frcm several prograns (e.g. Baéstow,' )
‘Frésno City, Santa Clara) came the comment that the objec-
tives as listed were "all equally important," thereby indi-
féating that in these cases the standard objectives are
‘perhaps only marginally related to £he gcals as percelved
by the programs themselves. Others chanzed the wording of

some objectives so as to alter their meaning'substantially.

For example, the respondént for the Marysville program al-
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tered Objective V to read "To help the students achieve
maximum success in content areas--math, science, etec.",

a chanze which undersccres that prcgram's intent to improve
the academic achievement of Sranish-speaking puvils by using
fhe mother tongue. Write-in objectives tended to be idio-
syncratic, e.g. Compton's "“Enrich our cultural scene and
enéble the minoritj ethnic»group to maintain themselves at

a culturally creative level," cr E1 Monte's "To effectualize
the affective domain."(1!)

- During the visits to pregram sites, persons were asked

‘what they felt were the mcet important objectives of tr*eir

programn fer : 1) non-English spezking students; and 2)

‘English-spceking students. Answers to this guestion were
jhishly varied, btut in general corrobterate the results of
?the questionnalre., Concerning thg objlectives for X—speakiné
;students, there seem to be two main bodies of.opinion. For.
fthe first group, the development of the student in ﬁis
:native language arparently receives primary consideration,
.Thus, according to Adan Rodriguez, coordi-ator of the bilin;
.gual project at Marysfille, “The ideal is to have him [?hé

Spanish-speéking chilg7 master the language in Spanish at
the end ¢f the eighth or ninth grade" (personal interview).

Althcugh few persons at billinguzl.programs expressed quite

- as much enthusiasm for tkhe development of native language

abtilities, many others (e.g. interviewees at Comptcn, Santa

Barbara, Santa Ana, Santa Clara) wmade clear that their most

‘Important goal is to improve the academic achievement of
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X-speaking children by use of the nativé tongue. On the
“other hand, a second gréup'feels that the child's develop-
‘ment in English 1s their primary objective; _In the.words
of Caesar Crsini, the mcst important objective for the siu-
dents of the Chinese bilingual program in San Francisco 1isg |
to "teach them English as fast as possible so they can fit
into the educational_system;“.'.;." Beyond these two
.groups, é feﬁvprcgrams rrefer such'goals as "to develop
communicaticns skills in both languages" (Pomona); to "1lift
fthé sélf—image of the Mexican-American chilg" (Sacramenfo);
jor simply, "to help Mexican-Americans" (Brentwood).

‘ Goals for the English-speaking students are somewhat
;less‘controvérsial.' Althcugh séveral interviewees mentlioned
_gthe need for the English-spezking child to acquire the sec-
.éond language, goals of.improvement in tasic academic skills
?and cross-cultural understanding were mcre freouently empha-
'sized., According to Harriette Jowett,'difector of the |
:Ffesno Ccunty bilinguai prcject, thé main objective for
‘English-spezking students in thelr program is less tb teach
‘them Svanish than to make them functional in English "peo
cause they need language develoﬁment in their native
‘tongue" (personal interview), - Goals which are occasionally
emphasized for E-spezkers as well as for X-speaXers include:

"self-image" (Los Nietos); "tg instill pride in first and
second cultures and langauges" (Redwood City); and “to pro-

duce bilingual, bicultural individuals" (Sacramento).
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"IV;Q. Particiﬁants |

" In examining varicus types 6f bilingual p?ograms, it
is clearly important to take into considerafiqn the back-’
‘grcund of the étudents themselves. As has been noted, at
leest one typology of bilingual -education (Mickel's) is
based primarily on student characteristics. Acccrding to
Andersson and Boyer, there are two facteors in thé student's
backgfdund which shculd be. ccnsidered carefully in develop-
in a bilingual program., Cne of these 1s the childfs lin-
éguistic past: that is, his preparedness to recelve the
_education he needs in English or X, or bqth. The obvious
:éignificance of this factor is underlined by Atilano Valen-
;cia, who states: "The type of bilingual prcgram, the
éinstructicnal strategies in the instructional scheme, and
;the types cf materials to use must be relevant to the leve1:

}pf Spanisk and English compréhensibn and usage" (1969, p.

3). The second factor is the child's context--"the social

and psychclogical impact that he can be expected to exper-
' Aience as a result.of the particular school prograﬁ in which;
he is placed"™ (Andersson and Royer, 1970, p. 94). In o
.consideration of this factcr, it is necessary to take intc
-account the child's comﬁunity ané his family background,
fsince thése are probably.fhe two most important determinants
2of social context. . |

An important aspect of the investigation cf Title VII

;prbgréms.was to determine the language backgrcund of the

lspudents._1Informat10n,con¢erning the native language back-

-61
69



ground cf students particirating in various prcgrams was
‘obtained in the cuestionnaire, the results of which appear
in Table 2, Lcoking first at the totzl figures, oné finds
that the nuamber o native English speakers 1s given as
i,651, or aprroximately 38% of the total rmumber of students.
Spanish 1s by far the mcst comron non-English language rep—l
resented: studenté cf Spaﬁish—speaking backgrouﬁd number
2,576 (59%), as compared with only 137 “other" (3%). The
students of "other" language béckground are ccmposed large-:
1y of Pcrtuguese-speaking students in the Hawaillan Gardens
program, and the Chlnese-speakling students.in the bilinguali
program in San Francisco. .

| In examining the mix of students in various bilingual

. pregraxzs, one finds there are nc projects ccmposed whelly
fof E—speakiﬁg students, since this rattern was not fundablef
-under the BEA. On the otker kand, bilinguai brograms ap- .
pear to- follow cne of thrée patterns with regard to fheir
Hstudent ropulations. In a small number of prcgrams.x-
fspeaking children are in the mirority. Thus in Fresno Ciiy;
‘Sacramentc, and La Puénte,xpspeakers.constitute from 16.7' |
to 40% of the student propulaticn, Most programs are mixed
(i.e. contain children of beth language backgrounds) with
jthe rercentage of X-speaking students averaging scmewhat
over half of the total enrollment. This type is repre-
Esented by 14 of the 23 precgrams in the survey. - However,
there are also sii pregrams (Cqmpgqn, Marysville, San
Francisco, St. Helena, and Pomcna) where X—séeaking_students
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TABLE 2: PARTICIPANTS

PROGRAM Tpta} # Language Background |[% X-sp.

pupils | span, E other
1. Barstow - 143 99 41 3 62.2
2. Brentwood 28 . 14 14 50.0
3. Calexico | 180 [ 1204 e0¢| | 66.7
4. Chula Vista 580 513 67 88.4
5. Compton 44 44 : 100.0
6. E1 Monte 29 15 14 | 51.7
7. Fresno Ccity 120 20* 100 16.7
8. Fresno County 113 87 - 26 76.9
9. Hawaiian Gardens 170 | 9 54 107 68.2
10. Healdsburg 22 16 6 72.2
il. La Puente 1,240 596* | 644* 40.0
| 12. Los Nietos | 30 21 9 70.0
+ | 13. Marysville 178 178 ' 100.c
| 14. Pomona . .100 100 o 100.0
15. Redwood City 30 20 10 |. 66.7
16. Sacramento : 262 87 175 _ 33.3
17. St. Helena ' 35 32 1 2 97.1
18. San Francisco 25 / 25 | 100.0
19. Sanger . 56 40 - 16 ' 71.4
20. Santa Ana | 90 | . e8*] 22+ 75.0
21. Santa Barbara | 19 | 108 | a1 72.5
22. Santa Clara Sl e | a0 | 100.0
23. Stockton 700 | 350%| 350*| ___ | 50.0
Totals 4364 | 2576 | 1651 137 | 62.2
’ {av.)

*approximate; based on percentage calculations-

—yt e e e - e S e v i o e o @

71
63




‘make up all or nearly all of the project enrollment,

Certain impcrfant guesticnes relating to the language
background of the students were not dealtIWith in thé ques-
tionnaire, One of these ccncerns the extent of bilingualism
iﬁ the student population, Clearly, a large propertion of |
X-speakiné.studenfs could te expected to be bllingual,
especially since many had alrezdy had a number of years of
‘schocling in English,. The 1ssue of the extent of monolin-
gualism vs, bllingualism was brought up during the‘inter-
':views. Many of the rerscns interviewed mentioned that
:there was a wide range of bilingualism among their studentsf
in the bilingu=zl classpin Healdsburg, fér exarmple, six |
‘children were considered monolingual-English-speakers, one
;boy as mcnclinguzl in Spanish, and the rest (1€) bilingual
.;to verying degrees in Sranish and English, In most‘pro—
grams, children of E—épeaking background are more likely toj
fbe menolingual than X-speakers, gince for ‘tke most part E- |
;speakers have had less expcsure to the seccnd langusage.
:Monolingual X;speakers ﬁend to be concentrated in primaryQ
level programs desigred exclusively fcr X-spezking childreﬁk
(e.g. Compten, Marysville, San Francisco).

Turning next to the-background of the students in

thelr community, one finds a number cf interesting trends,

First, 1t appears that althcugh Title VII procrems are
located in a wide varlety of geographical settings, toth
urban and rural, - the great majority are situated in urban

or. semi-urban areas vhich ccntain a. large non-English __ ...
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‘speaking populeticn., OCn the other hand, these minority
.populeticns tend to vary greatly in character. In some
aregs they are compcsed largely of recent immigrants to
this country who have had 1little chance to mix with the
iocal populaticn., The students in the Chinese bilingusl
project in San Franciscc, for example, are drawn largely
from 2 bedy cf redént immigrants frem Hong Kdng whe have
taken up residence in: the Chinatown district of that city.
Ctrher preocgrans wefe established in areas where members of |
‘the mincerity ‘etknic group have lcng made up part of the
‘cemmunity, and are oftén tilinguzl, if nct ménclingual in
"English. The Mexican-American populaticﬁs cf La Puente and'
:Pomdna tend to be of this type.’

j FNaturally, the family backgrounds of students in bilin;
‘gual pregrams tend to reflect tkis geograrhical and ethnie |
‘diversity. In Marysville, for example, a fair number of
.the parents cf Spanish-spesking purils are recent arfivals
'(10 out of 65), and scmewhat over half of tke rarents were
torn in Mexicc (Adan Redriguez, perscnal interview). Eow-
ever, Sinée Title VII specified that a propcrtion of the g
students must meet certain low-ihcome criteria, there is

one element in family backsround that characterizes chil-
dren in 21l prcgrams: 1low socio-eccnomic status. This

is particulariy trﬁe for children of the mincrity language
‘group. Thus in Chula Vista; the percentage .of children in
the target area whése mcther tongue is other than English

and who come from low-inccme families is estimated at €5%
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3%

(SweetwétervUnion échool District, 1969, p. 5), while in
Comprten 211 students in the bilingual‘prcgram come either
from families vhc are receiving AFDC (Aid to Families with
Dependent Children) allowances, or whose inceme is under

g§3600 (Frank M. Gocdman, persoral interview),




IV.3. Curriculum

The curriculum forms the most complex, and perkaps the
‘most important component of the bilingual program to be
exzmined here., OCne varisble of the curriculﬁm relates to.
the grade levels tzught: tilingual programs may occur at
all levels and the range of subjects will, of ccurse, vary
greztly acccréing to this difference. Thken there is thre

question of vhick languages are used to teach which sub-

Jects. As stated in the UNESCC Rercrt cn International Sem-

inar on Eilineual Educaticn (19€5), "The relative roles of

‘the mctker tongue and the seccocnd language as vehicles for
fthe tezching of other éubjects is of tasic significénce in
bilirgual education, and has ccnsiderable implications for
the curriculum" (pp. 189-8C). Morecver, in dealing with
Edifferent aspects of the cﬁrriculum, one must consider quesQ
fﬁions of time, althcugh Andercsson and Boyer (1970) prefer .
.;to treat this as a separzte ccmpqnént. Eere it tecomes
necessary to treat such subjects as the totzl amount of
.time devoted tc ike languages cover the entire curriculum,
and the extent and rate of language shift, -

Thé first aspect of the curriculum to be considered
is the grzde levels taught. A btreakdown cof the grade levels
_in various tilingual prcgraxs is shown in Tatle 3, As one |
‘can see, primary school programs aré by far £he mest prev-
alent type of program, there teing only six projects (Calex?
ico, Hawallan Gardens, Marysville, Pomcna, St. Eelena,

Chula Vista) which incorporate the Jjunicr high or high . ..
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-TABLE 3: CURRICULUM

76

Key: Ch Lang=Chinese Language; Com Skls=Communication Skills;
Hist/Port=History of Portugal; K=Kindergarten; Lang Arts=
Language Arts; Lang Dev=Language Development; M-A Cult=
Mexican-American Culture; Mus=Music; P=Preschool; Rdng=
Reading; Sp Hmts=Spanish Humanities; Sp Lang=Spanish Lan-
guage; SS=Social Studies; W Geo=World Geography

Grade Bilingual}l Subjects| Subjects | % time

PROGRAM Subjects in E in X in E
1. Barstow K all 60
2. Brentwood 3-4 other Sp Lang 20-90
3. Calexico 7-9 SS ESL Sp Lang
4. Chula Vista K-3 SS . ESL Sp Lang
- 4-7 SS, Math ESL

10 SS, W Geo M-A Cult
5. Compton K-1 other - "ESL 20-25
6. E1 Monte K all 50
7. Fresno City K-1 other Sp Lang 90
8. Fresno County K-1 other ESL, Math | Sp Lang 70
Lang Dev
9. Hawaiian Gardens | K-6 Lang Arts 85
Math
7-12 | Hist/Port . 85
10. Healdsburg 1 other Rdng Art, Mus 70
11. La Puente K-3 other Rdng Sp Lang 90
12. Los Kietos P all 60
13. Marysville K-5 other ESL 20-?
6-8 —~other ESL Sp Lang
14. Pomona 7-8 Com Skls ‘ 90
15. Redwozd City 1 other ESL Sp Lang 50
16. Sacramento P-2 other ESL, Rdng { Sp Lang 50
17. St. Helena 9-12 Math ESL Com Skls
Sp Hmts

18. San Francisco 1 other ESL Ch Lang ?-100
19. Sanger K-1 other ESL, Sp Lang 50-75

' Lang Dev
20. Santa Ana p all 50
2}1. Santa Barbara K-3 other ESL, Rdng 60-85
22, Santa Clara P all 0-50
23. Stockton K-3 other Math 66
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school ievel.‘ In fact, the pr>grams in Hawalian Gérdens,
Marysville, znd Chula Vistalalso,operate at the primary
level and so, in a sense, can te ccnsidered as contalning
tvo bilinguél rrograms, Since this waé tke first year of
oreraticn for mest programe, grade levels usually span’
only one or two years, thcugh the Hawaiian Gardens rrogram
includes all grades frcm K through 12. A number of the
clesses are actually ungraded, although this fact does not
‘appear in the statistics. The bilinguél class in Brent-
:wood; for instance, consists c¢f one class of students of
thiré znd fcurth grade age levels, _

:' Closely related to differences in grade level is the
fdichctomy of the pull-cut vs; the self-contained bilihgual
‘program. With the exceprtion of the Portuguese bilingual
iprcject in Havaiian Gardens, all of the bilingual programs
at the prirary level are of fhe self-contained kind. 1In
:the self-ccntained prcgram'children rezain in a single _
classroom while learning subjects in both English andX.' In-
‘many of these programs the regular classrcom teapﬁer, with
the assistance cf tke bilingual aide,.has the responsibil-
ity for teacring subjects in bcth languzges. However, 1in
'..somémof theée programs'(e.g. Sacfamento,'Stockton) a spe-
ciél teaéhef is sent ih té give instruction in the btilin-
Tgual or non-English subjectes. In.the pull-out system, the
students are takxen out of the regular English prcgram and
.placed in the-bilingual Cclass under a speciaL teacher for

one_or more periods a day. This type of program is much

7



‘more common.in progrars cperating at thé‘junior kigh and
"high school recause cf fhé’separation of subjects at that
level. | | _
Perhaps the moét crucizl factor for the curriculum in
.a tilingual prcgram doncerns the usé of languages in partic-
ular subject-matter areas. 1In the questionnaire, resron-
dents were asked to 1list the sublects tzught tilingually,
‘and those which were taught exclusively in either English
.or X, Thcse subjects cutside of the bilingual component
jinla rull-out program were nct ccnsidered., As shown in
jTable 3, the largest number of subjects in bilingual pro-
"fgrams are teing taught in bcth languages. Four programs
;affirmed that "211" of their subjects, and thirtsen others
ithat all subjects tut one or two a2re bilingual. Signifi-
?cantly, all of these prcgrame are cperative at the early
%primary level., As 2 result of the pull-out system preva-
A?Iént in the higher-level prcgrzsms. usuallﬁ only one or two
‘sﬁbjects are presented bilinguzlly in these'programs. So-
cial studies is the most pcpular subject taught in two lan-
'guages, presunrably because of its inherenily bilingual- .
'bicultural nature., Art and music are also favcrite bilin-
'{gdal activitiés, since abproximately half of the projepts
.surveyed are conducting these Subjepts in beth larnguages.,
_ TUrning to the subjects £aught only in Englicsh as
-presented in Tatle 3, one finés that in mcst prcgrams only
va Tew such subjects are taught within thg regular bilingual_
framewcrk. The most freguently mentionéd_subject<is ESL, . _
5 :, . : . | | .70ﬂ
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which is listed as ‘a separate sutject by twelve prcgram:s,
Besides ESL, a éistinct language development component in
English makes up rart cf the curriculum in the programs in
Sanger, Fresno City, and Fresno County. In thkese three |
prcgrams, which utilize the materiazls develcped by Consult-
ants in Total Eaucation (CITE) of Los Angeles, and. in the
Stocktcn progream, math instruction is also being given in

English, During the interviews 1t beca e apparent that the

programs where content subjects such as math cor science are
‘taught only in Engliish feel that it is important tc the

child's future success that he lezarn such subjects ir the

language that wculd later beccme his main medium of instrue-

:tion. In addition, reading is tzught exclusively in Englich
;1n four of tke prcgrams surveyed. The intrcduction cf read—
fing in Ehglish orly has a speclel raticﬁale: in this con-
étext botk the interviewees in Sacramento éhd Eealdsburg
 ﬁentioned the need tc intrcduce only one éystem of writing
:so 2s not to "ccnfuse" the children, although these programé

exrect to intrcduce reading in Spanish at a later stage.

A certain number of subjects are alsc being taught
through tke medium of X only. Most of these subjects are
related to the language itself: ten progrsms 1list "Spanish"

(as a first, or a seccnd language) as e separate subject.
Similarly, the tilingual-prcgram in St. Helena offers a

course entitled "Cormunication Skills" tc develor the

Spanish-Sﬂeakinz atilities of Mexican-Americar ctudents.

Certain courses _dealing mainly witk the culture cf a partic—
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Eulér language grcuﬁ'are being'given.in fhat language (e.g.
. . "Spanish Humanities“'in-st; Helena and "Mexican-American

Culture" in Chula Vista), but juét as often such courses
are vresented bilingually. The billingual cl#ss in Healds-
burg offers the cnly.example where an attempt has been made:
to teack art and music exclusively in the ncn-English 1an-.
guage. In thls progrzm the plan-w;s to use rrimarily Eng-
‘1ish in the content éreas and Spanisk in the "experience
iareas," that 1is, art, wusic, and recreatién (Hesldsburg
?Unicn Eiementary Schcel District, 1969, p. 11), ' é
. Leaving the prcblem c¢f which subjecps are taught in |
fwhat languages, ¢ cdmés to thebquésticn of the tctal
;amount cf time devcted to each ianguagé in the curriculum.
zMany prograzms fcund 1t difficult to give exact figures for
E'1:he amount of time devbted to eilther language, because the
fuse of languages apparently varles from davy to day and (in

.Epull-out prcgrams) from indivicdual to individual, depending:_
foh the number of ccurses in wkich a student is enrolled,
iHowever, frem an examinaticn of the twenty prcgrams vwhich
fprovided such data, 1t seems possible to distinguish threé.
:maiﬁ types of procgrars. In a 1imited nunbter of programs

* {Compton, Santa Clara, the early prirary level in Marvs-
;ville) the -use of the non-English languzge predominates,
with English averagingunder 25% of the class time. Not
fsurprisingly, these are prcgrams which ccrntain large num-
bers of monclingual X-speakers. The largest number of pro-

‘grams (12 ‘out of 20) are those where the use of Englich. . __
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‘runs from 50-75% of class time. In the remaining éroup of

'programs (Eawailan Gardens, Fresnc City, Pomone, La Puente)

tke use of English predcminates, taking over 85% of class
time. | _ _
Ancther pfoblem to be conshkxed with Queéticns of time
has to do with the extent of skift from one:ianguage to

another cver the duration of a program. Amcng the twenty

'progr&ms which gave figures fcr the use of languages in the

curriculum, six rrogrzms noted an increzse in the use of

;English. Programs of more thah one grade level where_the v
“propcrticn of English has increased include those in Compton,
Marysville, and Sanger. The flgures for the Cocmpton and |
;Sanger Prograxs cannot be considered truly cevelopmental,
;since these prcgrams were initlzated in 211 gragdes simultan-.
geously. .Cn tke other hand, fligures from the one-year éro- .
%grams in Brentwcod, Santa Clara, and San Francisco.also
?indicate 2 high rate cf ghift from the rnative language over;
fto English, In the Brentwood and Santsa Clara programs, the
:éxtent-cf skhlft averaged respectively 70% and 50%. In the

'San Francisco progrzm, the amount of Chinese used at the’

beginning of the program was nct given but, acccrding to

the assistant ccordinator of the program, a great deal of

Chinese was used at the onset to give irstructions and to

teach concerts. The use of Chinese then gave way to English

‘80 that by the end cf the yezr rnearly all cf the instruc-
fticn'was takling place in'English (Al Yuen, perscnal inter-
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Iﬁ most prcgréms which registered an increése-in the
:amount_of Inglish used, the increase Has bgen graduel and
fcumulative, The amount;of English used in the Compton pro-
'gram,'for example, increased frcm 20% to cnlj 25%.' Even; -
among the prcgrams which witnessed larger increases, the
_change was gradual and day-by-day. The bilingual progran
in Brentwood fcrms an exception to this general rule. In
this “ro.ect the change was relatively abrupt--in the first
‘semester most subjects were taught in Sranish, while in the
fsecohd sexesier subjects were taught in English, though 13 |
?hours of Sprarish lznguage and reading were nmaintained (Fedro

Yanez, personal interview).
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IV.1. " Xethods and Materlals ' _

The foregoing survey .of the curricula of bilingual
lprograms left meny questions concern ng the organization
Lof bllingual prograzs unanswered, For eiample, after exam-'
'ining a 1list of subjects taught in bilingual rregrams, one
.8t111 needsto zask: just hcw are these sutjects taught, and
}to what extent do bilingual schools vary in their apprlica-
vtion of metheds? Eilingual schools, 28 other schools, may
differ widely in over-all methodology, particularly with
respect to the type cf rethcdology to be followed in the
early stages of learning. This issue is summed up by -
Andersson and Boyer as follows: "Stated.in a greatly oVer-i.
simplified way, some authorities stress freedom -of play as |
the best avenue of learning, while others emrhasize the
-economy cf a highly structured approac“, withk teaching ma-
jterials and procedures planned out in much detail" (1970,
gp. 104). The conflict over Fasic methodology is also
reflected in a division cf opinicn over the extent to which
a structured methoa should be used to teach seccond lan-
=guages. Furthermore, one may find rather significant var- -
iaticns in the way bilingual subjects are taught in differ-

_zent schools, depending largely on the composition of the
Estudent group in the classroom. Teaching materisls for
;the most rart correspond to tkese differences in approach,
but there are special problems in finding sultable materials
.for the bilingual program because of the frequent dearth

_ofimaterials_1n“the~ncneEnglish_language.um__l".____;_nm;__JV
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Looking first at the tasic methodology of Title VII
pregrars, one sees that there are some.programs which appear
to favor a highly structured aprroack to the teaching of
most subject—matter. An example of this kind of program is
the btilingual primary project in Stockton, Whieh uses the
Ctt materials developed at Southwest Labroateries. Accord-
ing to the proposai for the prcject, the Stockton program
revolves around five content sreas whi¢h are structured so

"tbat punils meve rrcgressively through learning experienceo
sequences for gradual tut svstematic’ develoement of ccncepts
‘and language" (Stockton Unified School District, 19€9, p. 8).
However, mcst programs arparently prefer a methodology which
jccmbines structured activities with reriods of relatively
funstructured learning. For instance, at Fresno County, one
'of the three programs implementin g the CITE curriculum, the
*class schedule alternates between twentv minutes of inten-

B sive instrueticn, followed by twenty ainutes of a self-
;selected activity. The classrcom contzins an English-
‘'speaking corner and a Spanish-spezking corner, where chil-
dren may go cf thelr own accord during the self-selection’
periods (Harriette Jowett, personzl interview), Similarly,.
1n the bilingual precject in E1 Monte children ergaae for
sborc preriods in structured bilingual activiites, and then
are allowed to work on self-initiated activities witkhin one
iof a number of“specifically designed behavioral'settings
(E1 Mcnte Elementary Scheol District, 1670, p. 16).

There aprears to be a wider variation amecng bilingual
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;ﬁroéréms“ﬁﬁen»it'comes'to”tne‘ﬁuestion of methods for -
'second-language teaching. In the teaching_of ESL, in pér—
.ticnlar, one finds a fairly clear split tetween the advo-
cates of a structured, linguistic method, and the rroponents
of a locser "experience" approach. Typical of the former
are the prcgrams in Compton ana Stockton, which fellow the
audio 1ingua1 method in developing skills in both English
and Spanish. Cn tke other hand some programs ‘object to.
‘the linquistic aprrcack to 1anguage-1earnirg. In tre
'healdsburg Prcprosal one finds thre following statement:
'"While the lirguistic materials do offer. the advantage of
reflectinz tke natural structural ferms of tke children's
1anauage they do nct appear to ievelop language skills in

l

srelation to the total experiences of the chilg® (Healdsburg

'Union Elementarv School District 1962, p. 19). Therefore,

j'this prOgrem prefers to emphasize a methcd dubbed the "1an-

’guage experience apprcach" that would attemnt to develop
the child’'s language skills as he is . 1earning other subjectv
matter. Cther- rrograms, particularly those functicning at
the pre-first and first grade level, do not use a 1inguistic
approach because they feel that children at this age are |
able to pica up the languege Without any'special, structured
instruction. ' - | |

In discussing methodology it is also imnortant to look
at the different methods used in teaching bilingual sub-

.jects. In the use of languages, for examnle, one finds a

_variety of approaches depending on tke composition of" the

—
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:students in the claésroom. In prégrams where there are a
‘lérge number of monclingual X—speaking students, content_
subjects are usually presented in X, and later reinforced
-in English, Eoth the programs iﬁ.Marysville and Compton,
for example, begen tc teach reading and writing in Spanish,‘
end literacy skills in English were not introduced until
‘later in the progr’ém. In éome— pregrams with children of
mixed language backgrcunds, activities might be presented
first in either lahguage. An iﬁstance of this type of pro-
'grém'is thé presghocl project in Senta Ana, where the teach:
er teaches counting, music, and story-telling in eithér ‘
Spanish cr Fnglish at her own discretion (Benjamin Soria,
personal interview). Where there are few if any monolingual
;X-speaking children in the program, subjects are ﬁore usu- |
-ally intrcduced in English, the cther language teing used
to reinforce. these ccncerts for X-speaking students., In
jLa Puente, for examrle, Spanish 1s taught everycne as the
bicultural element of the curriculum, but 1s used as a !.nedi--T
-iﬁm of instruction in content areés rrimarily to exprlain |
‘and develor ccnceprts when Spanish-épeaking’children are ~
-having difficulty in grasping a subject in English (Frank
Keohane, perécnal interview).

Differences amcng progfams conéerning rethods in teach- -
fing bilingual:subjects area also found on the issue of
repetiticon: 1i,e., should the same 1essons'be presented in

both languzges? At least one program, the bilingual pro-

‘Ject in Stockton, makes extensive use cf repetition, In
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this program identical lessons afé taught in English and
Spanish, thcugh nct immediately follewing each other
(Rickard Valenzuela, personal interview). However, most
rregrams £ind this method wasteful. According tc the pro-
ject rropcseal for the Sanger program, "Tezching the same
subject matter twice, once in the natlive language and again
in Englisk, 1is genérally uhnecessary durlication viclating
tre mcst imporiant contribution c¢f redarcgy, namely effi-
ciency" (Sanzer Unified Schocl District, 1969,_p; ). In
tezching tilingual subjects such as socizl studles, usually
only the culturzlly approprizte language is used to teach

a particular lesson. Fcr less culturallf-related bilingual
subjects such azs science or rath, ccnceprts are presented in
either E or X, folleowed ty reinfcrcement in the ctker lan-
guage, but an attempt is usuzlly rade to avold direct dup-
lication.

In programs with children of mixedllanguage back-
grounds, differences in methecds of teaching bilingual sub-
Jects as well és different approachkes tc languaée teaching
require 2 greater cr lesser degree of grouring within the
classrccm., In a number cf prcgréms X-srezking children are
separated fream tre other students to undergo speclal
instruction in content areas in thelr native lanzuage.

In the La Puente prcgrem, fer example, Mexican-American
children receive special instructicn in math, science, and
cther subjects in'Spanish witkin sm21l grours suprervised

by the bilingual aide. The mcst commcn typre of grouping
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occurs for pur;éseé cf reinfcrcement in the weaker language,
In the prcgrams in Sacramento, Redwccd City, Eezldsburg,
Eawaiilan CGardens, and elsewhrere children are tekzen aside
rerularly fer skhert rericds feor intensive instruction in
tre seccnd language., Hcwever, nct all mixed pregrams grcup
children for lsngusge activities. At El ¥onte, Los Nietos,
exnd Stccétcn, fcer exzmrle, there is ro sepraration of stu-
édents fcr specizlized languaée learning,

Altrcugh bil;ngual_programs would, naturzlly, tend to
select materiels wkich correspond to their particular ap-
prcach, many prcgrazs have fournd it difficult to obtain
éuitable materials. The extent tc which this is 2 prcblem
varles widely axzong pregrats, depending on a given pregram's
approach and the uses to wkich lanzuvages are put in tezach-

ing subject-matter. In programs where ancet of the instruc-

tion in content-matter is done in Enslish, there is usually ,

little difficulty with material, since the state-adopted
texts are used fcr this purpose. ﬁor is the prqblem acute
for a few prcgrams.such asAthe CITE and Stcckton prclects,
which ﬁse materials that krave teen defeloped'to cover al—“
mest the entire range of the curriculum. Cn the other hand,
prograns which emphasizé teaching iﬁ the'mincrity language
have cften found it next to impcssible to ottein apprecpriate
materials in that language, |

In order to obviate the shortage c¢f materials, a num-

ber of programs have attemrted te use imported materials,

cr tec translste English_materials intc the aincrity lan-
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guage. Trke use of Imported waterlials seems particularly

"aprrrorrizte in teaching the ncn-English language and cul-

ture. 1In the Erentwocd, Fresnc County, Eesldsturg, and
other prcerzrs, Spanish reccrds and tooks are used to teach
music and story—telling in tret langsuage. Cn the other
hand, translated materizls are cftern emplored to teach such
culturally neutral subjects as sclience and math, At

Eawaiisn Garéens, for example, state-adcrted math tooks have

teen trarnslated intc FPortugusse to aild Fortuguese-spezking

students in cdevelcprling their math cconcertse. Scne programs
Lave made even mcre extensivevuse cf translation. In both
1the Earstow and lLa Euénte vprosraxs ncst Spanish materials
have bteen trznslated from existing Enzlish materizals, There
seemed to be no particular need tc develcr sreclizl Spanish
meterials for trhe students in phe La Puente prcject because
it was thcught tkeir culture dié not édiffer much from the
Anglo culture (Frank Xeohane, perscnal interview).

However, a2 fevw prcgrazs dc not ccnsider the use of
translated or improrted materials to te sufficieﬁt, and have

attempted tc devise their own materials in the ncn-English

- language. In many cases this tjpe cf materliszl has been

developed on a2 fairly ad-hce basis, At Hewsiiar Gardens,
for exaﬁple, the classrcom tezckher has been improvising hér
own téxt cn lznguzge developmént, and at Redwocd City the
teacher has made upr his cwn supplies for teaching scecizl
studies. In pregrams wkich pcssess a strong ccmreonent in

X, on tre cther hand, malerizls develcrment in the minority

&1

QO



lanéuage is cften an importent activity. The cutstanding
examrle of this type of program is-thg Compton prolect
where, according to the dlrectcr, there 1s a strcngly felt
need to develcp raterials in all areas of the curriculum
that reflect the culture and thke dialect of Spanish spoken
in the zrea. Already scme 109 of the tesching materials
have been.develcped ty the program, and it 1s hoped tkhat
eventually 2l1ll cf the:necessary rateriale wlll be prcduced

there (Frank lf. Gocdman, perscnal interview).
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IV.5. Teachers and Teachker Training

Trhe cuestlicn cf what kind of teacher is test fer a
tilirg 31 rrcgrzm has teen much discussed in recent liter-
ature on bilinguel educsticn. To many writers it seems
self-evident that tke tezcher c¢f bilinguzl children must
rossess certein unigue qualifications. The first reguire-
zent is lznguage: fcr Gaarder, "tre tezckers skould have
nstive-like ccrmmand <f the lénguage taught, with academic.
rreparaticn =nd experience through that mediua" (1967, p.
117), rarticularly for vcrk terond the first few grzdes cf
rrimary screcl., For cthers it is imrortznt that a tezcher
in a rilingusl precgrzm be bicultural as well as tilingual
"so tkhat he may properly assess the cultural differences
brought by the students from a variety of backesrcunds" (Uli-

tarri, 167C, r. 1¢). Cn the other hand, Andersson znrd Bcyer

admit tkat "unilingu2l speakers cf English are by nro means

unneeded in 2 tilinguel prcéram" (1970, r. 113). Much de-

rends on the uses tc which the teaéher will te rut. The
prcgram vhich tries an integrated aprrcach will be mcre in
need of bilingual éeachers than tre éull-out prcgram where
cne cr two teschers are respénsible for trhe tilingual com-
pcenent., In this secticn thcse aépscts c¢f tecchers and
teécher-fraihing will te 1ccked at which revezl the varied
arrroaclkes tzkXen by different Titie VII prcgrzus,

An important part cof the study cf teachers and teacher

'treining_ccncerned an exzminaticn cf teachker qualificatices.

The firsti stepr wees tc deternmirne how ?ahy teachers pcssesgsed
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bilingﬁal aﬁility. Irn tke quéstionnairé,Urespondents were
"asked to indicste the nﬁmbers of bilihgual teachers in
tkelr rregrams. Lecking at tre fesults as.presentea in
Tarle 4, one finds that althcugh 14 of the 23 programs indi-'
cate btilirgual abilify fer all their teachers, still scme~
vwhat less tran helf of tke tcotal rumter of teachers are
ccnrsidered to possess tkile qualifiqaticn. In 211 pregrsms
.where ¢nly one teachér is engaged, that teachker is tilin-
rual, Morecver, in thcse pregrars vwhere there are lafge
nuzters cf mcrolinguel X-spezking ckildren (e.g£. Compton,
Santa Clara) teschers tend to be bilingusl rether than mcno-
lingual. CcnverSely; rrograms vhere the teaclers are mono-
lingual in Ernglish (e.g. La Fuente, Sacramento, Stcckton)
tend to ccntain somevhat lcwer prorecrtions .of X-srealing
children. |

Furtker informetion concerning the language ccmpe-
tenciles ¢f the tezchers wvas sclicited in ﬁcth the question-
naire end the interviews. First, dvring trhe intervievws an
attemrt was made to dlisccver how many cf the tilingual
teechers are native spezkers of the non-Enclish language.
Vislts were not mszde to several~of tke rrogrzxs with bilin-
gual teackers (Chule Vista, Czlexico, Rarstow), but from
informetion cbtained frvm the cther prcgrams 1t appezrs that
scmevhat cver half of the bilingual teackers (32 out of 56)
speak X nativeiy. The author zlsc zttempted to ascertaln
how many teacters have had training as seccnd-language

teachers. Referring agzin tc Tatle 4, one finds that

g4
32




TABLE 4: TEACHERS AND TEACHER TRAINING

PROGRAM Total | #/ | etigiized training |pih.
) t'chrs | t'chrs 153‘1;... ;2; ESL XSL aides
1. Barstow 8 8 8 8
2. Brentwood 1 1 1
3. Calexico 6 - 6 S
4. Chula Vista 16 12 16 16 11
5. .Compton 2 2 2 2 2
6. E1 Monte 1 1 1 1
7. Fresno City S S S S S
8. Fresno County S 3 5 S 1 S
9. Hawaiian Gardens 2 2 1 2 4
10. Healdsburg _ 1 1 1 1
11. La Puente 30 : 1 30 30 65
2. Los Nietos 2 1 2 4
13. Marysville 6 3 6 6 6
14. Pomona 1 1 1
15. Redwood City 2 2 2 2 1 1 2
16. Sacramento 11 4 10’ 7
17. St Helena 1 1 1 1 1
18. San Francisco 1 1 1 1
19. Sanger 2 2 2 2 1 2
20. Santa Ana 3 3 3 8
21. Santa Barbara -3 3 "3 7%
22, Santa Clara 11 11 11 11
23. Stockton 25 7 24 24 . ___ 9
Totals 145 72 106 [132 4 7 {1443
93
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rescendents indicated thatvéﬁly four of the teachers have
had trz2ining as ESL teschers, whlile seven others héve had
experience cor training in teacking X as a2 seccnd cr fereign
lznguage (XSL). Finally, interviewees were asked hcw many
cf the teczchkers have e2tnally teen trzired through X a2s a
mredium cf instruction. Althcugh the flgures here are also

inccmplete, it aprears that cnly a handfﬁl of teacrers have

hzd such trzining.

Many pvrcgrzms ackncwledged@ trhe need for surrlemental
trzining fcr thelr teaclters by instituting pre- and in-
service trzining sessiornse., The figures in Tatle 4 show
that out cf 145 teackers, 1C€ tezctrers particizated in pre-
service, and 1322 in some fcrm cf in-service training. Both
of thesecetegeories zre scmewhat locsely defined. For mest

rrograms,. pre-service trazining ccnsisted cf =2 one- or two-

week sumrsr werkshop during ﬁhich members c¢f the tilingual

staff met to wcrk cut problems cf rstionale, methods, and

materials. In other prcgrams, teachers attended surrer
rractice sessions of ur to six weeks in duration,.or boned
up on their languaée skills at summer institutes. Activi-
ties in in-seryice sessicns -rave teen jJust as varied. In
some progrzms Inservice training has bteen simrly a matter
of‘regulér c¢onsultation ahd rPlenning tetveen teachers and
aides, while teachers cf.other'prbgrams (e.c. Conmpton,
HMerysville) have attended ccllege-credit courses on meth-
odes in éeaching_ESL and bilircueal educaticn as part of

tkeir in-service trsining.
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Beyond the questicns c¢f teacher backgrcund and trzin-
ing, thkere was the question of hcw teachers are being uti-
lized in vearlious tilinguzl progrems.~ In this recard it
was lmportent tc consider how many programs are following
the one-classréom—cne~teacher apprcachlas 6pposed tc ueing
tezm tezcking. Geqerally speaxing, tke cne;feacher approach
ties in with tre éelf-ccntained'classrocm prevalgnﬁ at the
lcver graée levels. In prcgrams cf this tyre, the regular
classrcocm tezckher usuz2lly has the responsitility ¢f presenf-
iné tre subjécts in both languages. EHcwever, in scme of
the rrcgrz=xs whick use the self-ccntained classrccm, a

srecial tezcher is sent in tc give instruveticon in ESL, XSL,

(]

er tilinguezl sublects., The tilingual prcject in Seacramento,
for example, emprloys a bilingual “rescurce" tescker who goes
from class tc class giving bilingual instruction in social
studies and Sranish as a Seccnd Lznguage.

Team-teachirg, on the cther hand, is closely asscciated
wiih the pull-out prcgram where separate teacheps are’uéed
to tezch English and non-English (cr tilingual) subjects,
S5t111, in mqst rull-cut prcgrams the actual amount of team-
werk invelved is minimsel, sirnce there is usually little
cverlapr in the subject matter tausht bty koth tezchers., At
only cne rrecgrzm hes a situaticn Been cbserved whers a team
of tecchers actually rave respcnsibility for de%elcping and
cceoréinating an entire curriculﬁm, Tris is.the firstagrade
rroject in Redwced City, where two tezchers are invcived in

the program, cne to tezch the English ccmrconent and the
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cther tc teach the Spanish segment. The teachker of the
English compecrent has charge of teacking content subjects
in English tc E-spezkers zs well as to Spaﬁish-speakers
who are mcfe ad&anced in thelr kncwledge of Enclish. The
tezcrer cf the Spanish ccmpchent teaches Spanishk as both
a first and a sezond language, and gives instruction in the
mzlcr tiiinguzal ccmpenent cf tke curriculum--scecial studies
(sarrina Cchren, personal interview). o o i
Angther impertznt cusstion to ccnéidarin this context
was tre extent tc which.bilinguél pregrazes utlilize bilingusl
teacter zldes, It appeszrs that the services cf tilirgual
aldes zre very widely used: Table 4 skows that the total
numter of bilingual tescher aides (1443) almost exactly
ecuals the number of teackers (145).  Cnly twc programs
"(Santa Clara, Ccmpton) dc nct utilize teacher aides. In

most programs there is aprrcximately one bilingual zide rer

clessrccm, whether of nct the teachers themselves are bilin- ~

gual, SOmetimes.aides are resiricted to certsin particular
tasks: the bilingual aide . in the Poxcna prcjecf,Afor exam-
rle, 1s used primerily to handle sudio-visual ecuipment,
and the furction cf the zide in St. Helenz has been primar-
ily tc locate materials for the ?rcgram end to tutcr indi-
vidual students. MOre'usﬁally, hovever, they are used as

: \

assistant teackers, and cooperateﬂwith the tezchker to teach
! .

i

all phases of the curriculum,
Iﬁ certain progrars tescher aides play an ssreclially

vital rcle'as the chilef reprecentstlves of the non-Inelish
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language and culture. In the RBarstow, La.Puente, Sanger,

- and Fresﬁc Ccunty prbgréms-an attempt'has_been made to
asscclate one languzge (English)'with the fegular ciass-
rocm tezcher, and the cther (Spanisk) with the tilingual
aide, even thcugh the létter two prcgrams ccontain bilingual
tezckers, Naturally, thcse proegrzms where all the teachers
are monclingual have had to place special reliance in the
kilinguzsl aides; An éxample of such a prcgram is the bilin-
suzl proclect in lL,a Fuente, where there are two azides for
every teacher. The aides at Lz FPuente are recruited from
tkhe lccal Mexican-Amer%can reprulation and conesist of two
groups: adult aides snd high school aides. The adult aides.
teack the Spanish ccmponent of the pregram under the direc-
_ tion of the teacher, while the high school aides, who are
chosen as potentizal cdrop-outs, serve as tutors to the chil-
dren and as zssistants on field trips (Frank Xeohane, per-

. sonz2l interview).
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imize the prcgram to the whole community,

IV.€. Community Invclvement

¥uch has been written and discussed 2bout the need to

"inveclve the community in tke tilincual “rozram. For exam-

ple, T“eodcre Andersson, in speziing of the Spanish-English_

tllingual rrograz, cstresses that in order to cerrect popru-
lar misconce“ticns a2bout the nature of. language and culture
"the parents and indeced the wkole community need to be

brought into the pregraa"™ (1%€S, p. 152)., Certainly, the

ma’cr focus cof such acticn wculd involve the rarents them-

selves, since they have the primary respcnsiblility for the
advzrncement of thelr children's knowledge. Ecwever, be-

cause putlic schocls are respcrisible to a wider system

~1ncluding community taxparers, it seems necessary to legit-

In trhis secticn

an attemrt will be made to examine the extent a2nd type of

community invclvement at different Title VII bilingual pro-

- grams,

The first step was to determine the means by which

: various programs are maintaining ccntact with parénts. All
- of the precgrams in tre survey indicated that they have made
:vigorous efforts to corntact-zand to maintain communicztion .
"with the parentz., At four projeéts'(Marysville, E1l Monte,
'Heéldsbufg,'Pomcna) parenfs first learned atout the rprogram
:uy means cf hcme visitations--thet 1s, the tescher =nd
Esomotines the 23de went tc the ches of rarents tc explain |
 the rrogran, sclicit the rarents® rescticns, etc. The

. Meryeville prolect has continued the home. visitaticns on .

.20

98



a regular basis because, accoriing to Adan Redriguez,

. "howe visitations are the mcst efficient” means of invelv-

ing parents (versonal interview), -Other brograms hafe pre—;
ferred to mzintain contact with the rarents by means of -5
bilingual PTA meetings cr by holding regularly scheduled '
meetings thrcughout the vear. Because of a2 reguirement
ﬁnder the BEA, all prograus have taken steps to invclve
rarental advisory grours in the prégram. These gzroups havef

assisted tre project staff ty drawing up ot jectives, dissem;

‘Inating information abcut the progra=n to the neighberhoced,

end bty making recommendations about how the program coulg

be changed and imprcved.

Many progr-ms have taken sters tc involve parents more

actively. Ten of the programs 1in the survey ncted that
‘they had made efforts to bring parents in tc cbserve class-:
es-and even to_take pért in insfructing the children. Im

E1l Monte, parents come In on a regular basis, and meet with

the teacher twicea month in order to discuss whkat has hap-
rened in the classroom'and to plan future activities.(Roberﬁ
Rodriguez, perscnal interview). At the Stceckton Trogram a .
parental task force has been established to telp teachers
prepare.materials, to distribute information to other par-
ents, ana tc assist the schocl staff on field trips (Stock-?
ton Unified S hool District, 1969, p. 13).. The Santa Clara
project has perhaps-gone furthest in invclving parents
directly in the academnic program, In this presckocl pro-

gram, small groups of children are tgughfwinhinq;viduglm__ﬁd
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yﬁbmééA}éthér”tﬁah'in'ahéléss;bom, and the mother listens

|
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!in continuing their own educaticn. This has been accomp-

gram that tock parents on trirs to see plays, musical pfo-

while a lesson is teing taught or takes part 1in the instruei
tion. OCOnce a week the home teacher spezks ﬁith tke mother
and advises her'cn tke kinds of tkings she might do to help;
the child in areas he has difficulty with (Antonia Micotti,
perscnal interview).

As part of their efforts tc promcte parental involve-

ment, certaln prcgrams have attempted to assiét-parents

! 1ished 1in varicus ways. In Marysville and Hawallan GardensL

-~

parents have been urged to attend nightschcol classes in §
. : : : }
such subjects as ESL, vocatioral tralning, and American '

citizenship. Cther prcgrams have set up classes exclusive-:
1y for parents of children in the program; In Sacramento,
{-

for example, a special class in conversaticnal English was |
. i

begun for non-English speakiﬁg parents, while in E1 Monte,

' the bilingual project carried out a cultural enrichment pro-

ducticns, and prcgramxs at a.local conventlon center (x1

Monte Elementary SChool District, 1970, rp. €-9). Perhaps

the.Santa Ana prcject has offered the ﬁost outstanding pro-;
gram in parental educaﬁion. In this program, parents come
twice weéklj to the city fecreation center to hear bilin- ;
gual lectures on sueh torics as héalth; nutrition, and |
ccnsumer educatiop (btanking and credi;); and to particlpate

in English and sewing classes (Benjamin Scria; personal

‘tnterview).
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L important to ccnsider the extent to which other members of

| ,
0s suchk organizaticns are informed about the program but do

Besides the aspect of parental invclvement, it was

the community have participated in bilinguél programs,
Loczl citizens have been involved at various'stages in the
development of bilinguai rrejects. In Chula Vista, Stock-
ton, Sacramento, and San Francisco, conmmunity advisory
groups were invited to assist in the writing of the origi-
nal propcsal. In some programs ioéal organizations have
been represented on Title VII bilingual advisory committees.
In Ccmpton, for examrle, the Bilingual Council contains
fepresentatives from fqur Mexican-American acssociztions
(MAPA, LULAC, Largo Ceéter, Welfare Righis Organization),
who participate in mcnthly meetings along with parents of

ichiléren in the program. More frequently, however, mexbers

not actually sit on the Advisory Group.
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fticipants, and curriculum seem most useful in this regard., |

~ 1V.7. Sumrary ' _ .
Trke study of twenty-three of the.twehty-six tilingual
programs in California under the categories of objectives,
participants, curriculum, methods and materials, teachers
énd teacher training, and community involvementlshows the
tremendous diversity among current bilingual programs. At
the same time, these prcgréms can te discussed or compared
in terams of certzin varisbles in each ¢f these categories.

Tre varlatles may te sumrarized as follows:

1. Oblectives - .2, Particirents
a) goals for X-speaking a) lanzuage background
students . b) range cf tilinguzlisn
b) gozls fcr E-speaking ¢ ) background in the community
students ' . d) family backgrcund
- 3. Curriculum : - 3. Metkeds and Materisls
- : !
a) grade level &) structured vs. unstructured
b) pull-cut vs. self- ~b) methcds in teaching bilin-;
, contained _ gual sublects
¢) use of languages to ¢) repetiticn
teach sutject-matter d) grcuring . ,
d) time ratterns e) selection cf materials
e) extent of shift - :
f) rate of shift : o .
S. Teachers and Teacher €. Community Involvement
. Training -
a) teacher gqualifications a) involvement of parents

b) cne teacker vs. team- ) invclvement ¢f cumrunity
teaching )
c) use of bilinguzl sides
~ Spme of these varilables are more significant than
others in distinguishing broad "tyres" of tilingual pro-

grams., Variatles under the categories cf objectives, rar-
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rﬁﬁg"éiﬁéywéf"bbjéétlﬁéé shows .that programs can be divided |

jiinto two grcups on the tasis of goals. for X-speaking
o

children: either assimilaticn into the dominant language
and culture, or maintenance cf the first language and cul-
ture. Also, bilingual pregrams can te distinguished into
three tyres on the tasis of the language background of

their students: predominantly X-speaking, mixed, or pre-

ula shows a third basis for distinguishing broad categories
bf'bilingual prcgrazs: the time devoted to each language
in tke curriculum. In this sense there are three typres of
progrars wvhich could bé described as Engiish-dominant,
"pelanced" (where btcth languaces are used widelj in the
cprriculum), and X-dcamirsnt.

In comparison, variatles in the categories of mehods
and materizals, teachers and teacher trainiﬁg, or community
;nvolvement appezr less significant in terms of making
classifiable distinctions amoné ﬁilingual programs. Al-
though there appear to te some differences among bilinguai
programns over methodological points--such as the use of
a_structured or unstructureed method, er of repetiticn--

and with regard to factors éuqh as teacher qualificaticns,

”pqesible to classify prograxzs into broad grours on this
tasis. Furthernmcre, éertain variables in the last three

categceries seem to be related to more fundarental distinc-

tions among varizbles in the first three categcries. I

dominantly E-speaXins;. The compariscon of bilingual curric-:

and tke extent of rarental 1involvement, it dces not appear:

|
!
|

i

i
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{particular, variaticns in tke methods of teaching b'ilingual=

T

]subjects, grouping, the selecticn of materials, and eVen
teacher gualificaticns depend to a large extent on differ-

ences in the language background of the students.
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{United ates.“ The pelicy is reflected 1R the fact that

ze
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e _
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snecif; lly foCussed cn thre need to relP the Marze num-

’bers f 1ldren cf limited En5115H~speakin8 atility in the

i in mos”? Urrent pregrams X-epe9ki 1z gtudents are in the

majcri&"’ Ccnsituting . some €2% cf the total enrollment.

se : '
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ez . T
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ca ’
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er
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-However, in spite of the importarce ih principie cf
the teaching of X, it seems that bilingual education in
Californias, as a whole, can bde charac{erized as showing
signs of & shift toward English. Suchk a trend is not sur-
prising 1n2view.cf the f2et that Engliéh reﬁains the dcm-'
inant language cf the wider scciety. Evidenés for this
trerd ccmes from an examinaticr of bcth earlier programs
and the pfesent eituaticn. Both the early Marysville and
Calexico programs, fcr examrle, made plans to transfer

their students tc the resgular program after they had ac- |
quired sufficient prcficliency in English. Since Title VII1§
Procgrams have teen prcvisionally'scheduled.to be funded for:
only five years, current prograﬁs receogznize the ne=d to
Prepare their chkildren for an eveﬁtuai transfer tc an s8ll-
English rrogram. The trend tcward English among curreﬁt
prcgrams seems confirmed by tkre fact.that all ﬁrogfams of
|mcve than one year's duration, and many cf the one-year
Programs havé shcwn an increase in the amcunt qf English

usede.




included tke study of varistles that went consideratrly

"WVQéI”“Ciéséif&iﬁé"éufréhi Programs

; Although the study cf Title VII prcgrams shcwed the
great diversity amcng current progrems in the stete, these
| programs could apparently te cetegcrized into several trcad
; :

inyyres" on the basis of certain of the varlables cbserved.

As noted, earliler typolcgies were tased elther on a compre-

|
hensive evaluation of linnuistic variabtles (Msckey), or on

| yariztions in societal cbjectives (Fishamn), student tack-

ground (Michel), or on organizational charscteristics in

the curriculum.{Gearder, Ulitarri). Mackey's typclegy

'beyond the 1limits of this study, so0 no aftempt_will be
made here to classify bilingual progrems in terms of his

j wider tyrology. Hcwever, sirce the latter three ccnsider-
lations appear tc parallel the categcries in this studu
which stowed significant distincticns among tilingual pro-
gramns (cbjectives, partici“ants, curriculum), it seems |
approrriate to discuss the pessibility of a systematic
typology based on one cf these three variables.u '

A typolcgy based primarily cn oblectives (sccietel or

otherwise) weculd entail certain great d@ifficulties with
reference to Title VII prcgraxs in California, First, the-:

study of cbjectives showed the general confusion over the

issue among current Title VII prcgrams. Althcugh prrograms
could be distinguished into two main groups on the tasis

of two cbjectives for X-speaking ckildren, this distinctibn

‘is clearly too brcad to foerm the basis of. a meaningful
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' curriculum allows for a more sophisticated trestment of

organizaticnal factors in the curriculum would seem to hold:

. certain distinct advantages in the descripticn of Title VII,

| subject but not used as a medium of instruetiocn; 2) Dual-

|

i

prcgrzms, Cne finds, first cf ali, that current prcgrams
can rezdily be distinguiskhed according to curricular var-
jables igdentified in fcrmer typrologies such as the time

allowed each language, and the treztment and use of es:h
language, Equaily 1mportant,.however, is the fact that a

typolegy which deels with a variety of factors in thke

Title VII prcgrazs than a breakdcwn accordéding to only two
oblectives or thrree types of student background. Using

the criteria given in Mackey's description of btilingual

curriculue, it seems that Titie.VII pregrams might be cate-;
1

gorized with reference tc cne of the four types: 1) Single;

Medium Accultural Transfer (SAT), where X is taught 2s a

Medium Differential Maintenance (DD¥), in which two lan-
guages are used to teach @ifferent.subject-matter areas; .
3) Dual-Medium Accultursl Transfer (LAT), which'is similar
to DDM, except that these programs witness & shift toward
the dominant languege; and 4) Dual-¥edium Equal Maintenance:
(DEM), where an attemrt is being made to maintain the use |
of tcth languages in all areas.of the curriculum,

There rexain, however, several difficulties'with a

direct aprlication cf a typology such as Mackey's tc a.

description cf Title VII rrograms, The first one lies with

the problem of dealing with the factor of lenguege shift, |

. - 110
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In Mackey's tyrolegy this factor plays an important role

]

in distirguishing bilingual programs. Eovever, given the
short duraticn cf current precgrats, 1t would be misleading
to zseribe too much impcrtance to tris factor in differen-
tiating curfent programs. Coneidering the over-all tenden-
cy *tcvward language shift, prcgrams which have shecwn nc
epparent shift in the use of languages over a one-year

pericd may well demonstrate this tendency in the near fu-

|
curricular varlables with other espects ¢f the program.

| bounéd to be ircomnlete.

viablec in student background end objectives where these

‘ture. In additicnm, toth the study cf previcus tyrologies

]
‘and cf current proegrams chowed the interccrnecticn of

Thus a typolosy tasesd entirely on curricular variesbles is |

Dasea cn threse consideratiops, a tytologv is prcrosed

mhich is tased mainlv on relativelv statlce fcctcrs in the

curriculum, such as the extent of languace use and the

teaching of subject matter, but which also includes var-

appear to be relevant. Like Fishman's, this typclogy con-
sists of fcur broad.types of bilingual prcgraums. Rather .
than-representing different kinds of objectives, however,,
each tyre reprecsents a different level of .language use,
ranéing frem maximum use of Fnglieh (E) to maximum use of
the non-English leanguage (X). Fach type will te illustra-
ted with the approprizte examples frca California Title

VII prcgrams.
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Tf&pe i:' Engligﬁﬁécﬁinant

; In this type cf prcgram,whibh usually ceontains few
if any monclingual X-speaking children, the underlying
characteristic is the overwhelming preééminance of English
in the curriculum. Althcughsuch pregrems may make use of
X for certzin limited purpcses, in no case is systematic

use made of X to teach content subjects. Examrles of this

ltype of rrogram include the Fresno City, Pomona, and La

Puente projects. In the Fresnc City ard Pomcna programs,
Spanish is taught as a subject but is not used as é medium
' cf instruction., In the La Puente progream, Spanish is ccca-
‘8icnally uged to help X-speaking students with content
materizl, but no subjlects are taught ccnsistently through

that lznguage,

b
Tvre II: Partial Eilinecual

In the partizl bilingual precgram English remains the

ma-jcr 1anguage cf instruction, tut X is uéed to teach cer- :

tain curricular. ereas cther than the 1anguagé itself, -
most often those having to do with the history and culture
of the non-English'language. Such prégrams generelly con-
tain children of bilingual X-spezking cr mixed language
backgrcunds znd operate on a pull-out basis. Prclects
which fit this description include the programs in Chula
Viste, Calexico, St. Heléna, and Hawaiian Gardens. Al-
though the sénger and Fresno County prcgfams do not work

.on a pull-out system, these programs can be considered

PRV U - —————

"partial tilingual® to the.extent'that'Enaiish remaiﬁs the

o112
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rEEEiﬁQI%éwﬁédiuﬁ_6faiﬂ§£fﬁéfiéh_in méjor cprficular éféés
‘.(lanzuage development, math).

| Type III:‘ Full BPilinsual

This type of precgram contains children of mixed lan-
guage backgrcund who are usually grcuped together 1n a

self-contained classrcem. 1In these progr?ms_thére is a

fairly even talance in the use cf languages {though English|

may pe used scmewhat mcre extensively) and children cf both!

bazkgrcunds learn mcst subjecte bilinguzally. These pro-

grams tend to orerate at the early primary level from pre- !
schocl through grade one. 4 list of prcgrams in this cate-!
.| gory would include the.projects in_Barstéw, El Monte,
Healdsburg, Sacramento, Stockton, Lo§ Nietos, and Santa Ana,

Type IV: XNon-Enslish (X)-cdominant

This type of prcgraz is ccarcesed largely of mcenclin-

-
gual X-speakers and very extensive use is made of the non-

English languege. In fact, predcminant use is made of X
to teach majocr subject areas such as math, reading, and
science. Although these trograms may shcw signs of a

shift over to English, tkheir most likely bbjective is to . 1

"improve the academic ackievement cof the students tkrough
. |use of the mother tongue." The Compton, Santa Clara, and
early primary-level rrograr in Marysville are_ali examples

of this tyrpe.

Sﬁqh a_typclogy,,While it appears to offer the btest

‘means of classifying dur:ent precgrzms, must remaln sugges-




R T .

| tive, Certainly there are prcgramé which remain difficult i
|

:
1]
;
i
!
|
!
i
!
i
i
;
i

.ito classify acccrding to ocne of the four types described.

Since programs are clascified mainly in terms of static

variables in the curriculum, it is particularly difficult
| ' .
ttc categerize pregrams such as San Francisco and Brentwood

'which have shown a great increase in thre amodgt ¢t English
tused. Althcugh in'fhe end'reéult such prograis can be
'treated as English-dominant, one must remember that at the
teginaing these prbgrams used a great deal of X to teach

content subjects. Cther programs which are difficult to

classify iIn terms of the model tyrology are the Redwood i
:City and Santa Barbara progrems, The Redwcod City project
might be described as "full bilingual" to the extent that

,;both langtages are used thrcughout the curriculum on an
equal tasis, However, it seemé t;at much gre=ter use of Y
Spanish is teing made to teéch content sutjects to Mexican;
Americans than to Anglos. Cne finds a different situétion
in Santa Barabra, where the use 6f Spanish is much mcre
limited with respect tb time, but all content sﬁbjects are
being taught to Spaniéh-speakers in that language. Thus .
it 1is diffidult to determine whether this‘program should

be classified as "partial" or "full" bilingual.
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| V.3. Implicatiocns of the Study . A %
4 1~ The present study of bilingual education in California;
in spite of (or rerhaps in large part because of) its high-|

i 1y tent2tive and provisicnal nature, suggests a numbter of

implicaticns for the future study of the rthencmenon of

bilingual educaticn and even for the evaluation of future

progra_u. The first, and most obwvious imrlicaticn is that
Ibiliutual educzticn (éven biiingual education in such a f
!1imited srace and time) is such a multi-facested sublect
that 1t needs tc be studied in greater depth in its indi- %
.1 vidual asrects befcre any furtker attemrt can te made to
evaluate the mezning of bilinguzal education of a broad
scale, The conclusions in the present study concerning
earlier and present programs did pcint to certain indica-
tions of how bilingual.educaticn in California could be
generally characterized (i.e. emrhasis on teaching X-
speaking children,‘importancé of.x shift toward English).
Héwever, it seems that perhpas more incisive and definitive: _
statements could be made from an in-depth comparison of
bilinéual programs in the area c¢f curriculum alone, or

perhars from a ccmrariscn of curricular factors and objec-

_tives in 2 given group of programs.

QCther more specific implicaticrs stem from an examin—

i

i

tion of the present tyvology. Cne of these concerns the

1nterccnnection cf factors in rupil background and curric- -

i

‘ulum. It seems natural that a pregrzm which contains

a large number of monclingual English_ sneakers _wWould _ tend

Q o Lo - . lla
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Ito be EFnglish-dcminant in its curriculum, and by the same

gtoken, a program containing manv monolingual X-speakers

would tend %o be X-dcminant. Nevertheless, this is not al-

ways the case, as witnessed by the classification of the _
" San Frencisco program (which_contained exclusively monolin-3
ggual X-speakers at the teglinning of the year) as E-dominant

Such a conflict wculd indicate the eventual imrertance of

the factor of language shift in the classification of bilin-

guzl progrzazms. In a larger sense, however it seens to
ﬁ\.

' call for a cioser qtudy of the ccrrespcndence between th

factor cf language backgrcund and curriculum patterns in
order to determine the extent to which tnis correspcndence
is significant

Perhaps the moet impcrtant im;licaticn of the study,

and cne that has significance for the evaluation of bilin-

1
t

gual programs, arises frcm tne fact that tnere seemed t
.be so little cverlap amcng current programe between factors
in the curriculum and stated objlectives. Gnly‘in the last
cateécry (X-dominant) d4id there sezm to be eome.egreement,
since two out of tnree prcgrars in this categery ranked - |

Objective II (academic achlevement by use of the mcther

tongue) as their first cbjective'for X-gspezkers., Even here;

the'significance cf this correspondence is diminisked by

the fact_that this remalned the ncst popular otjective

i cverall. OCn the other hand, one might expect that programs;

‘which were E-dcthinsnt in their curricula would ternd to

| favor Cbjective I (mestery of BEnglish). FHowever, the La_

- i e )



| Puente program (the only prcject in this grcup from which
;{data on ctjectives was obtained) ranked this objective :
fourth among the five objectivés'for X—Spéakers. Nbr.was
there any correspondence between stated objeciives and -
cufricular factcrs for tkhe seccnd and third typres of pro-

gram, althcugh "full" bilingual'programs_tended to rank

' Cbjective IV for X-speakers (bilingualism-biculturalism)
?higher tran did the other types éf'programs. |
| The discrerzncy tetween objectives and curriculum does?
not necessarily imply 2 direct Jjudgzent of progrsms in i

terms of their performance. Indeed, gliven the extensive

rescurces made available under Title VII and the enthusiasm’

lof bcth teachers and edministratcrs (wkich was generally

obteserved at these programs), 1t seems that mcost programs

are ottzinirg very favorable results as regards bcth purill
rerformance and community acceptance. Still, the discrep-

ancy does indicate that programs may nct e as successful

as they wish in terms of coordinating their aims and the
means which they use to achieve those alms, Alﬁhough it iéf
i
beyond the sccpz of this paper tc discuss problems that - |
' i

deal dlrectly with evaluation, it does seem appropriate to

!

suggest that a program can cnly be succéssfql in the light

of trhe oblectives that it sets for itself, It appears, E
then, that in view of the lack of eénsensus cver what.bilin%
'gual educaticn really means, that future sponsors of bilin-é
.guélAprcgr%ms'will need té do scme sericus thinking about !

what bilingual educzticn means toc them, and how this con- |

Q S ) _ 117 |
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cept can best be realized in the framework of a total

prcgram,
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Appenéix A: Cover Letter

March 1, 1970

Dear Mr., {Administrator):

_ With the establishment of many new bllirgual programs
under Title VII, it becomes & matter cf considerable inter-
est and importance to gather informastion concerning the
varicus tyres of programs currently in operation., This i1s
what I prcpose to do as part of the research for my M.A.
thesis in Teaching English as -a Seccnd Language at UCLA.

I would very much aprreciate yocur taking the time to f£i11 -
out the enclosed questionnaire which will give the data
required. If any materials are available which discuss ycur
bilingual program, please mail them when you return the
questionnaire. :

Upon completion of the study, a summary cf the findings
will be sent at your recuest. Thanking you in advance for
your cooperation, I remailn,

Respectfully yours,

2 I - N ' - (Tay Lesley)!
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Agﬁéndix B: Questionnaire

PARTICIPANTS

1.

A.

Total number of pupils in your btilingual program

of whomn are native Spenish speakers and

are native English speakers, Cther language group
represented (if any) ~ and numkter of purils
in thet group. .

How many pupils are involved in the bilingual program
at each level? (Indicate number of pupils)

P K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g S 1C 11 12

- &re native and non-native English speskers mixed at

different levels of the program? (yes or no) If so,
at what levels are they mixed? (Circle level)

P E 1 2 3 4 5.6 7 8 9 10 11 12

II. CBJECTIVES

What are the most important c¢bjectives of your bilin-
gual program for ncn-English spezking pupils? (Indi-
cate crder of importance by placing the numbers i-6
in the blanks to the left)

1. To enable the students to gain a functional mastery
of English.

2. To imprcve the academic achievement of the students
by using the mother tongue to further concept devel-
opment,

3. Tc promote the students' feelings of dignity and
self-werth by emphasizing the value of the native
" culture.

4, To enable the students to develor a bilingual,
Pbicultural world view,

5. To help the students achleve maximum success in
adapting to the dominant soclety.

6. Other (Please specify)

125
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B What are the mecst important objectives for your
English-speaking children? (If aprlicable, rank the
cbjectives as above)

"1, To enable the students to gain a mastery of the
' second language without detriment to thelr learn-
ing in English,

2. ToAcultivate in tke students an undéfstanding and
appreclation cf the second culture,

3. To develcp in the students an limpartisl attitude
toward their own ard the seccond culture and lan-
guage, . :

4, Other (Please specify)

III. CURRICULUM AND MATERIALS

1. What subjects in the program are taught in both Eng-
l1ish and the other 1anguage(s)° (Indicate subject and
grade level)

2. What subjects are taught entirely in Eriglish? (Subject'
and grade level)

o o o 126
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3. What subjects are taught exclusively in the other

4.

6.

3o . A !

language? (Subject and grade level)

Approximately what percentage of classroom time is
English used as the language of instruction at eac
level? . _

P K 1 2 3 4 5 € 7 8 o 10 11 12

%4 % % % % % % % %% % _F_#F_ZF

Are specilally prepared cr translated materiazls being
used in your bilinguvai classes? (yes or no) If so,
for what subjects and at what levels?

Are you using materials prepared in & foreign country.
for classes taught in the non-English language? (yes
or no) 1If so, list examples of such materials and
indicate levels a2t which they are used.




IV. TEACHER TRAINING

1. Total number of teachers in bilingual program ,
of whom have competency in both languages.

2. Are bilingual teacher aides being used in ycur pro-
gram? If so, how many and fcr what purpcses?

3. Bow manyv of the teachers have had specialized train-
< ing in the educztion of bilingual children? (Indicate
the numter cf teachers invelved in each type of train-
ing, e.g&. pre- or in-service vorkshops, Teaching Eng-
lish as a Second Language, etc.

V. COMMUNITY INVCLVEMENT

1. Are parents of non-English speaking children involved
in the academic program at any level? If so, how
many are lnvolved and in what capacity?

2. Have any special orgamizations been fcrmed to ensure
co?munication between school and community? (yes or.
no :

3. Do teachers meet with rarents of non-English speaking
pupilis on & regular basis? (yes or no) If so, how
often do such meetings take place and aprproximately
how many prarents attend?

4, Have you witnessed any increase in parental interest
for furthering their own education as a result of the
program? (yes or no)
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Please use this page to make ‘any additicnal remarks you
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i1.

12.

Appendix C: Interview Questions

What is the backgrcund of your students, and on what
basis were they selected for the program?

What are the most important objectives of the program
for: 1) non-Enzlish speaking students; 2) English-
speakling students: ,

What language do the children first learn to read? Do
they become literate in toth languages? ,

What languages are used to teach "najor" content areas

(e.g. math, science, and soclal studles) and which are

used to teach "minor" content areas (e.g. art, music,

PLE.)?

What is the distritution of the laguages over the weekly
schedule, and over the duration of the curriculum?

If your program is a mixed cne, are English-speaking and
non-English speaking pupils sewparated for different
activities? If so, what activities'>

What kinds of materials (standard or ncn-standard) are
used in your program?

To what extent are bilingual teachers and teacher aildes
utilized in your program?

What kind of speclalized tralning have your teachers had?
To what extent have parents become involved 1in the
prcgram? (What organizations have been formed to ensure
communication between school and community; what speciall
classes have been set up for parents of non-English
speaking children? )

¥hat particular successes or problems have you had with
the program?

Do yeu envision any changes for the future?

v
1
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