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BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL EDUCATION - MAKING EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
AVAILABLE TO NATIONAL ORIGIN
MINORITY STUDENTS

Until recently efforts to eliminate public school segregation 

'and to insure equal educational opportunity for all students have been 

primarily concerned with the plight of the nation's black students. 

Lately, however, the movement to attain educational equality in this 

country, generated by the historic Supreme Court decision, Brown v. 

1/
Board of Education, has sought to encompass the educational interests 

of another large minority group, the national origin minority students 

of America. 2/ These students have long been the victims of discrimina-

tion; discriminated against not so much for their particular race or 

color, but for their cultural and linguistic differences. After 

generations of callous neglect, their problems are just now beginning 

to receive national attention. Recognition of the existence of this 

discrimination has prompted some remedial actions on their behalf, but 



the measurt..ble results thus for have been quite minimal. The trouble-

some questions or how to effectively eliminate the vestiges of prej-

udice and segregation and hold to best provide access to equal educa-

tional opportunities for all non-English-speaking minorities yet 

remain. One proposed solution, the implementation of bilingual-

bicultural education program, is considered by many educational experts 

to be the most promising method of providing an adequate and produc-

tive education for these students. This article will examine the 

concept of bilingual-bicultural education, the immediate need for its 

implemCiltation, and the legal right of the national origin minorities to 

receive such an education. 

BACKGROUND-THE COMPELLINGNEED FORBILINGUAL-BICULTURAL EDUCATION 

Presently there are more than three and one-half million 

students who come from home environments where the language spoken is 



other than English.3/ Ualess there is a national counitment made to 

drastically change our current educational policies, these children, 

whether they be Mexican American, Puerto Rican, Chinese, Native Amer-

ican, or any other national origin minority, tall very likely be denied 

access to an equal educational opportunity.4/ Statistical evidence 

garnered by congressional committees and various commissionsglarincly 

show the overwhelmingly poor results caused by our present educationnl 

5/
policies toward these students. 

The utter failure of our public school system to properly 

educate non-English speaking students is not confined to one region of 

our country. A few examples will suffice to show that the problem is 

national in scope. In Texas, where there is an especially lame pro-

pori,ion of Mexican Americans, the problem is particularly acute. Eighty 

percent of the Mexican American students drop out before completing 

6/
high school. It is estimated that forty percent of the Mexican 



1American population in Texas is functionally illitcrate. The 

situation is scarcely bettor in California, where approximately seventy-

five percent of the State's Spanish•surname students do not finish high 

8/
school. 

According to a survey conducted in 1963, in New York City, 

where Puerto Ricans comprise almost one fourth of the student popula-

tion, of nearly twenty-one thousand "academic" diplomas granted, only 

9/
331 vent to Pnerto Ricans. nearly eighty-five percent of all Puerto 

10/
Rican students fail to finish high school. 

Statintics in other cities where large numbers of national 

origin minorities arc concentrated are nearly as bad. In Chicago's 

public schools, sixty percent of the city's Puerto Rican student popula-

11/
tion dropout before they complete high school; in Philadelphia the 

rate hovers around seventy percent. 12/ In San Francisco the Chinese. 

13/
speaking child fares just as badly. 



Even in the northeastern recion of the country the problem is 

severe. In Boston there is a Puerto Rican student population numbering 

over 7000. Yet between 1965 and 1969 only four Puerto Rican students 

14/
Graduated from Boston's public schools. It is estimated that twenty-

one percent of all elementary and secondary pupils in Maine arc of 

French Canadian descent; yet in areas surveyed, only two percent of 

15/

these students go on to college. 

Perhaps the most abysmal educational record is that of our 

native Indians. The Census of 1960 shows that ten percent of all Indians 

over fourteen years of age have had no formal education at all, nearly 

sixty percent have less then an eighth grade education, and fifty percent 

16/
of all Indian school children fail to finish high school. 

Cbviously the nation's public school system has not managed 

to provide the national origin minorities with an adequate education. 



A principal reason for this dismal educational record in the educational 

philosophy that has been in vogue in this country for the past seventy-

five years. This educational concept, primarily responsible for the 

dysfunctional education that so many of our nation's students have re-

17/
caved, has traditionally been celled the "melting pot theory." 

This theory has been based on the promise that the nation's public school 

18/
system would serve on the "Great Equalizer" for its young. "Into it 

would go people of every nationality, creed end loyalty and out you'd 

19/
emerge Americans." Taught only the English language and the English 

culture the only possible product of this system would be a homogenized 

American, eater to participate in the American dream and quite capable 

of blending into the mainstream of American life. 

lint it hasn't worked out that way for a large nusMer of Ameri-

ca's people. As one commentator has recently stated 



"Far from accomplishing its professed aim of

integrating minorities into the 'mainstream,' the

monolingual, monocultural school system has succeeded

in denying whole generations of children an education 

20/
and condemning them to lives of poverty and denpair." 

Miillions of Americans have thus been alienated from our society, bitter 

victims of an attempted. cultural eradication. 

The primary explanation for the failure of the melting pot 

theory ht's been the inability of itn proponents to understand that 

America is a multi-lingual, mall-cultural society, and that this cul-

tural diversity, rather than being some curse, is a national asset that 

21 
should, be developed to the fulleat extent possible. 

Under the "melting pot" philosophy national origin minority 

students have entered the public schools and have discovered thnt their 



language and culture have been branded inferiorby those in charge of

22/
the school system. Understandably mnny oC these children experienCe 

severe "culture shock" and are unable to cope with the situation. 23/

not allowed to speak in thiAr mother tongue and unable to keep up with 

those students who come from English-speaking backgrounds, they quickly 

fall behind and are made to feel inferior to their Anglo contemporaries. 

Instead of taking into account the linguistic and cultural differences 

of these students, the schools label the non-English speaking students 

"slow learners," and either keep them back in school, place them in 

classes for the mentally handicapped, or isolate them so that they will 

24/
not interfere with the academic progress of their Anglo peers. It 

should be no mystery why the national origin minorities have failed to 

achieve satisfactory educations. It is time to do away with this 

inequitable system of education and replace it with an educational 



program that will at last give these children access to equal educational

opportunities. 

The proposed solution to this educational dilemma is the 

implementation of bilingual bicultural education programs. The advocates 

of bilingual education recognize that the lack of English speaking 

ability has been the primary cause for the extremely low scholastic 

achievement record of these national origin minority students. 25/They 

understand that there can be no real and meaningful equal educational 

opportunity unless these children are permitted to learn in a language 

they comprehend. In addition the schools must be made to realize that 

it is essential to encourage these students to take pride in their native 

26/
tongue and culture. 

Bilingual education, as defined by the National Advisory 

Committee on Mexican American Education in its report, "The Mexican 



American: Quest for Equality," is instruction in both English and the 

mother tongue "so that the mother tongue is strengthened concurrent with 

the pupil learningg-a second -language, end then using both languages. 

This bilingual instruction must occur in all curriculums and at all 

grade levels until the student is thoroughly at home in his second 

27/
language." Bilingual education is not the Teaching of English as a 

Second Language (TESL), generally utilized in adult education classes 

for non-English speakers which merely stresses the learning of language. 

The goal in bilingual education goes beyond the acquisition of English 

language proficiency and strives for the development of well-integrated 

bilingual-bicultural individuals. 

It must be kept in mind that accompanying this bilingual 

language education there must be a continuing emphasis on culture, for 

unless educators insure that language and the culture it embodies are 

seen together, bilingual education will fail. The national origin 



minority students must be able to relate their mother tongue    to who they are.

For unless we are able to realize that language, and the

culture it carries, is at the very core of a youngster's concept of 

28/
himself, all our well-intentioned efforts will be condemned to failure. 

As two bilingual education experts point out, language, especially for 

the young, "carries all the meanings and overtones of home, family, love, 

and frimdship. It is the instrument or their thinking and feeling, their 

29/
gateway to the world." 

FEDERAL LEGISLATION AND PROGRAMS

In 1967 Congress passed the Bilingual Education Act, the 

first major Congressional response to the growing educational demands 

of the nation. origin minorities.30 Introduced by Senator Yarborough 

and co-sponsored by this author the Act was of tremendous psychological 

importance in the efforts to provide equal educational opportunitica for 
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all students. It manifested thenation's commitment to remedy the effects of discimination

suffered bygenerations of non-English speaking chil-

dren. Congress has formally recognized that the strength of a nation 

lies in the richness of linguistic and cultural differences, and that

the schools must use these language assets as a means of educational achieve-

ment.

Congress stated that it recognized "the special educational

need ofthe large number of children of limited English-speaking ability"

in the United States. 31/ By authorizing federal monies to local educa-

tional agencies, Congress sought to encourage them to meet these special

needs through: (1) bilingual education programs; (2) programs designed 

to impart to students a knowledge of the history and culture associated 

with their language; and (3) efforts to establish closer cooperstion 

between the school and the home. 32/
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The Bilingual Education Act of 1963 did much to reduce it 

not destroy the impact of the "melting pot theory" amond educators, public • 

schools and writers. 

In the past year Congress has once again eNpressed its com-

mitment to providing bilingual education prorrams. In the Education 

33/
Amendments of 1972, Congress directed the Assistant Secretary of the 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to 

carry out a program to meet the needs of minority 

group children who are from an environment in which 

a dominant language is other than English and Who, 

because of language barriers and cultural differences, 

do not have equal educational opportunity. 34/

For the minority group children the Assistant Secretary is authorized 

to make grants "to develop curricula for the development of reading, writing 



ond speaking skills, in the English language and in the language of their 

parents or grandparents, and to acct the educational needs of such 

children and their classmates to understand the history and cultural 

35/
background of the minority groups of which such children are members." 

The Education Amendments of 1972 also provided for the establish-

ment of an Ethnic Heritage Studies Program as Title IX or the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965.36/ Under its provisions, the Com-

missioner of Education may make grants and contracts with public and non-

profit agencies for the planning, developAent and operation of ethnic 

heritage studies programs, 37/the dissemination of instructional materi-

38/
als, and the training of teachers "to provide assistance designed to 

afford to students opportunities to learn about the nature of their own 

cultural heritage, and to study the contributions of the cultural heritage 

39/
of other ethnic groups in the Nation." 



In addition to the federal legislation providing for the 

40/
implementation of bilingual-bicultural educational programs, the 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office for Civil, nights, 

has undertaken to insure that certain school districts establish such 

programs or risk losing federal monies given to them under Title VI 

assistance programs. In a memorandum published May 25, 1970, the Depart-

ment stated that compliance reviews under Title VI of the Civil Rights 

41/
Act of 1964, which requires "that there be no discrimination on the 

basis of race, color, or national origin in the operation of any federally 

assisted program" have revealed a "number of common practices which have 

the effect of denying equality of educational opportunity to Spanish-Bur-

named pupils."42/ The memorandum also pointed out that similar practices 

"which have the effect of discriminating on the basis of national origin 

exist in other locations with respect to disadvantaged pupils from other 



43/

national origin minority groups, for exampleChinese or Portugese."

The memomnaum went on to state that affirnative steps must

be undertaken where violations of Title VI exiat. 

(1) Where inability to speak and understand 

the language excluaes national origin minority chil-

dren from effective participatioa in the educational 

proram ofrerea by a rchool district, the district 

must take affirmative steps to rectify the language

deficiency in order to open its instructional 

44
program to these students. 

The HEW office for Civil ItiGhtst iNplicit commitment to 

bilingual education vas made explicit by Its Director, J. Stanley 

Pottinger, at a May 25, 1972,press conference commemorating the second 

anniversary of the May 25, 19700irective when he declared thA the 



previous "memorandumrequires school districts to initiate bilingual-

bicultural programs and to insure that remedials programs do not per-

manently isolate minority children."

STATE LEGISLATION

Prior to the enactment of the Bilingual Education Act in 1967, 

there was no state legislation authorizing bilingual-bicultural programs. 

In fact, in some states, teachers risked incurring criminal penalties or

having their teaching certificate:, revoked if they taught in a language

45/
other than Enzlish. since 1968, though, a nw.iber of states have passed 

bilingual legislation. 46/ llovever, most or these states have passed rather 

tepid laws, laws which merely make it permissible for bilingual progrnms 

to be implemented in the local school districts. Two states, Massachusetts 

and Alaska, have cone further and have enacted laws which require certain 

school districts to institute bilingual-bicultural progrms. 47/



Massachusetts was the first state to pass a comprehensive bi-

lingual education law. The law states that classes conducted exclusively 

in English are "inadequate for the education or children whose native 

48/
tongue is another language." Bilingual education progrrna are neces-

49/
sary to "insure equal educational opportunity to every child." The 

Massachusetts statute calls far the use of both a child's native language 

and English as mediums of instruction and for the teaching of history and 

50/
culture associated with a child's native language. Four million 

dollars a year was authorized by the act to meet the extra costs of the 

51/
program. 

Alaska's Bilingual' Education Act become effective October 1, 

52/
1972. The Act declares that the "right to one's native language and 

culture is inherent in the concepts underlying our constitutional guaran-

tees," and that the "absence of a bilingual program of education has 



worked a great learning handicap for those students who use English as 

a second language."53/ In Sec. 1 (4) or the Act the legislature sums up the 

arguments used against the traditional educational policies of our land. 

It is a well-known fact that contrary tradi-

tional methods have resulted in below-standard 

achievements by Alaskan Native students which, in 

turn, spawn difficulties in secondary and higher 

educational pursuits, exacerbate acculturation 

problems, present significant barriers in securing 

adequate employment and constitute a serious 

hindrance to the full enjoyment of life and its 

benefits.54/ 



CASE LAW ON BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL EDUCATION

The right of a national origin minority student to receive u 

bilingual-bicultural education has been recently taken up by the courts. 

The basic legal authority relied on by those advocating bilingual-

bicultural education is the same case from which the policy requiring the 

elimination of the dual black-white school system emerged, Brown v. 

Board or Education.55/ In Brown the Supreme Court stated the basic prin-

ciple of equal educational opportunity embodied in the Equal Protection 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendmcadment--where the state has undertaken to 

provide an educational opportunity, it "is a right which must be made 

available to all on equal terms."56/ The Court premised this statement on 

the fact that education is of utmost importance in our society today and 

a child cannot be expected to succeed if he is denied the opportunity of 

an education..57/ 

The threshold case on equal educational opportunity for national 



origin minority children is a 1971 Texas federal district court decision, 

58/Cisneros v. Corpus Christi Ind. School District. Though the Court in 

Cisneros did not order the i4lenentation of bilingual-bicultural programs, 

the case has served as the foundation upon which subsequent decisions have 

relied. Cisnnrns held that the segregation of Mexican-Americans or any 

Croup of children on the basis of their belonging to a readily identifiable 

ethnic-minority croup or class is prohibited by Brown v. Board of Education. 

The Court stated that 

segregation of any group of children in such public 

schools on the basis of their being a particular 

race, color, national origin, or of some readily 

identifiable, ethnic-minority group or class deprives 

these children of the guarantees of the Fourteenth 

Amendment as set out in Brown and subsequent decisions, 

Although these cases speak in terms of race and 



color, we must remember that these cases were

only concerned with blacks and whites. But it 

is clear to this court that these cases are not 

59/
limited to race and color alone. 

Cisneros is the first court decision to extend the holding of Broun to a 

60/group other than one composed of Negro dhildren. Thus this decision 

provided a new tool for those committed to the struggle to improve the 

educational status of other disadvantaged minorities. 

Since the Drown decision and in the wake of Cisneros, a debate 

has raged over what constitutes providing an equal educational opportunity 

for a child that has been victimized by discrimination. The issue, simply 

stated, is whether the dismantling of dual systems or education and the 

fostering of integrated education satisfy the requirements of Drown. 

supporters of bilingual-bicultural education maintain that mere integration 

is inadequate without concomitant compensatory programs that help remedy 
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the eforts of past discrimination.61/ They argue that national origin 

minority students have special educational needs which impair their ability 

to sussed in the English language environment of public schools. If a 

non-English-specking child is to be given an equal educational opportunity, 

bilingual education must be provided so that he may acquire the necessary 

tools that will enable him to learn.62/ 

Legal support for the contention that the special needs of 

national origin minorities demand more than just integration orders can be 

found in two important Circuit Court decisions, United States v. Jefferson 

Board or Education63/ and Hobson v. Hansen.64/ In Jefferson the Fifth 

Circuit acknowledged the necessity of compensatory education for those 

Negro school children who had been disadvantaged by the inherently inferior 

facilities of segregated schools. Judge Minor Wisdom stated that such pro-

grams are necessary "to prevent discrimination being perpetuated and to 

undo the effects of past discrimination."65/ 



In Hobson v. Hansen, Judge Skelley Wright of the District of 

Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals, extended the principle enunciated in 

Jefferson. Not only must compensatory education be provided to those 

racial minorities who have been unfairly disadvantaged because of discrim-

ination, but Judge Wright implied, the education provided must be an 

education adapted to the special needs of the students.66/ Judge Wrieht 

suggested that racial and cultural differences could no longer be ignored 

and stated that "it is imperative that special programs outside the regular 

school curriculum be adopted so that the disadvantaged child has a real 

67/
opportunity to achieve at his maximum level of ability.' 

This theory of compensatory education, though applied to black 

minority students in Hobson and Jefferson can, by analogy, be easily 

applied to national origin minority students. They too, have been subjected 

to the discrimination inherent in segregated school systems and, an pointed 

our in Cisneros, are an identifiable minority group subject to the pro-



tections afforded by the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-

dent. 

To date there have been two district court decisions in which 

68/
bilincual education proz;ramn have been a major issuc. In United States 

v. Texas,69/ the district court, relyino primarily on Cisneros held. first, 

that !lexicon American students in the State of TONR3 "arc a cocni.Aable 

ethnic croup and, hence, ninny avail themselves of the protections afforded 

under the Fourteenth Amembnent" and under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights

Act and second, that the Mexican American students have been "subjected, 

over the years to unequal treatment with respect to the educational oppor-

tunities afforded them and are, thus, part of a so-celled de jure school 

system based upon separation of different ethnic origins."70/In its 

order the court required the implementation or specific educational pro-

grams and curricula desioned to meet the special educational needs or the 

Mexican American students. Included in this order were bilinGual and 



bicultural programs.72/ In a memorandum opinion handed down subsequent to

the order requiring the implementation ofbilingual-bicultural programs 

the court explained the reasoning behind its earlier decision. The Court 

stated that it sought to avoid the "cultural and linguistic shock" and the 

"stigma of inferiority" that Mexican American studentsencounter when at-

tempting to adjust to their school environment. Both' !Mexican Arsc..rican 

students end their AnGlo American classmates must learn "to understand and 

72/
epprcciate their different linguistic and cultural attributes." They 

concluded by stating that the 

process by which all students participate in a joint 

learning end adjustment process will not only consti-

tute en educational enrichment but, also, will bring 

the school system as a whole closer to that goal or 

state-of-being referred to by the Supreme Court as a 

73/
'unitary system.' 



74/
The second district court decision, Lau v. Nichols, ruled 

contra to the Texas case and held a state is not required to provide 

bilingual education for its non-English-speaking students. In Lau 

Chinese-speaking children brought a class action suit against the 

San Francisco Unified School District alleging that the failure to 

provide a bilingual education denied them the opportunity of an edu-

cation guaranteed to them by the equal protection clause of the 

Fourteenth Amendment. The district court, however, while recognizing 

that the students could not learn in a language they could not under-

stand, and that special instruction would be desirable and commendable, 

ruled that a bilingual program was not required. The Court said that 

These Chinese-speaking students - receiving 

the same education made available on the same 

terms and conditions to the other tens of thousands 



of students in the San Francisco United School 

District - are legally receiving all their rights 

to an education end to equal educational opportu-

nities. Their special needs, however acute, do 

not accord them their special rights above those 

granted other students.75/ 

Thus the court in Lau reasoned that the state was not legally required 

to accomodate the special needs of the Chinese-speaking students, for 

to do so, would be granting them special privileges, not equal educa-

tional opportunity. 

The Lau decision is presently on appeal to the United States 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. An interesting development has been 

the filing of an amicus curiae brief by the United States which sup-

ports the plaintiffs' position.76/ The thrust of the brief is that 

because of the plaintiffs' inability to understand English they are 
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77/ being denied the benefits of the state's educational system. As a 

result of this effective exclusion from the educational process the 

plaintiffs suffer severe disadvantages, and thus a case of funda-

mental discrimination arises even though the state's action appears 

78/
neutral on its face. The brief further asserts that since the 

discrimination involved rests on distinctions based upon national 

origins, it is inherently suspect. 79/ As a final argument the United 

States contends that the statol remedial obligations arose from NEW 

regulations promulgated pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

80/
of 1964. 

Also, or so it seems, the recent property tax cases, Serrano 

81/
v. Priest and Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School District, 82/

may have some interesting implications on the right of a national origin 

minority student to receive a bilingual-bicultural education. In 

Serrano and Rodriquez the respective courts held that the property tax, 



as a means of financing the state public school system, was unconsti-

tutional because it violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Four-

teenth Amendment. The Serrano Court determined that "the funding 

scheme invidiously discriminates against the poor because it makes the 

quality of a child's education a function of the wealth of his parents 

and neighbors.83/

Applying this argument to the right of a child to a bilin-

gual-bicultural education one could contend that a school's educational 

system which has the demonstrated effect of penalizing the national 

origin minority child because of his linguistic and cultural heritage 

is an invidious discrimination and a suspect classification,making 

the quality of the child's education a function of the race, culture, 

and/or language of parents and neighbors. 

Serrano also rejects the argument, implied in Lau, that 

since the state was neutral in its educational policies, there exists 



no legal requirement for the implementation of a bilingual-bicultural 

educational program. As the court states in Serrano, "Numerous cases 

involving racial classification have rejected the contention that 

purposeful discrimination is a prerequisite to establishing a vio-

84/
ation of the equal protection clause." Quoting from Hobson v. 

Hansen, the court also stated that 

Whatever the law was once, it is a testament to 

our maturing concept of equality that, with the 

help of the Supreme Court decisions in the last 

decade, we now firmly recognize that the arbitrary 

quality of thoughtlessness can be disastrous and 

unfair to private rights and the public interest 

as the perversity of a wilful scheme.85/

From this discussion of the case law it appears that, though 

the right of the national origin minority student to a bilingual-



bicultural educational program has not yet been firmly established in 

the law, it certainly seems that the trend of the law is in that direction. 

In fact a very persuasive argument can be made that the right of a 

non-English-speaking child to a bilingual-bicultural program is not 

only constitutionally permissible but constitutionally required by 

86/
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

The Implementation of Bilingual - Bicultural Programs 

Though there now exists a commitment to implement bilin-

gual-bicultural education programs in our nation's schools, as mani-

fested by federal and state legislation, and there exists legal 

authority upholding the right of national origin minorities to such 

an education. there has been embarrassingly little accomplished thus 

far. The principal obstacle has been the lack of adequate funding. 

Congress, in 1969, appropriated a total of $7.5 million for bilingual 

education.87/ This enabled less than one percent of those eligible 



to benefit from the Bilingual Education Act. In 1971 $85 million

was appropriated, a significant improvement, but certainly not remotely 

approaching the amount needed.88/ Although Title VII will reach a total

of 106,000 childrenparticipating in 213 programs in 29 states, Guam,

Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands and the Pacific Islands Trust Terri-

89/
tories during the 1972-1973 academic year, only one-half of one per-

cent of the qualified public school children are receiving bilingual-

bicultural instruction. To paraphrase Senator Walter Mondale's sum-

mation of the congressional funding of bilingual programs: "Congress 

continues to appropriate 'drops,' when 'showers' or even 'downpours' are 

90/
needed." 

To enrich the lives of 7.7 million students (704 .non-Lnalish and 

30% English-speaking), the'aye-Year rlan: 1972-1977" estimates that 

if Title VII were converted to a service-oriented approach it would re-

91/
quire a Federal expenditure of 4.2. billion dollars. Salaries, staff development, 



materials, community involvement, management and evaluation would call 

for an estimated $600 per pupil Federal expenditure over the three-year 

period during which the program is installed in a school.92/

One author has suggested that the on]r feasible way to finance 

these programs would be for all branches of the government to share in the 

costs of the programs. At this time there seems to be very little, if any, 

cooperation among the federal, state, and local levels of government.93/ 

The Massachusetts bilingual education statute has been advanced 

as a model for this sharing concept.94/ In Massachusetts each participating 

school district spends as much money on each bilingual child as it does 

on any other child in the school system. Then the state itself makes up 

the difference between the cost of educating a student in the bilingual 

program and the cost of educating a child in a regular curriculum. For 

example if the school district spends an average of $600 a year per school 

child and it costs the district 4800 per year to educate a child parti-
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cipating in the bilingual program thestate would give the district 400 

to make up the difference. The Hassachunetts plan is an admirable one 

and should be emulated by other states. Combined with federal assistance, 

the funding of adequate bilingual-bicultural programs should be a coal 

within the attainment of any school district. 

It should be understood that the bilingual-bicultural programa 

now being advocated are not just hazy, hypothetical schemes that have been 

dreamt up by some ivory tower academician. These programs have been 

instituted in various sections of the country and have been highly sue-

censful.95/ Not only have the national origin minority students benefited 

from the programs but so have the English-speaking students who make up 

304 of the programs' participants.96/ Successful bilingual-bicultural 

programs are a reality, not just someone's utopian promise.97/ 

It is time for the country to realize that these programs should 

be granted a special priority. No longer can we continue to neglect the 
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special educational needs of the ethnic minorities. We have already 

condemned too many students to a life sentence of ignorance, poverty, 

and despair. We must understand, as stated by Congressman Henry Gonzales, 

that the "start made possible by a few pioneers and the Bilingual Education 

Act must now be extended to its farthest limits, lest yet another genera-

tion be lost."98/ There must be no outcry that funds are just not available. 

The needed money is there! Bruce Gardner, an educational expert, testified 

at a Senate hearing that 

We spend, and I believe that I could document it rather 

easily, at least a billion dollars a year on foreign 

language instruction at all levels. Yet virtually no part 

of it, no cent, ever goes to maintain and further develop 

the native language competence which already exists in 

American children. It is as if one said it is all right 

to learn a foreign language if you start so late that you 

cannot master it. It is all right for headwaiters, pro-

fessional performers, and the rich to know foreign 



languages. But any child in school who knows one is sus-

pect. It is more than an anomaly. It is an absurdity 

that, as they say, passeth understanding. 99/

CONCLUSION 

If equal educational opportunity is to become a reality for 

national origin minority students, implementation of bilingual-bicultural 

curricula must commence immediately. The legislation committing the 

nation to bilingual education is now on the books. It is up to all of us 

. to insure that we put into practice what now primarily exists in writing. 

Continuous pressure must be exerted upon our national and state legisla-

tures in order that the requisite amount of funds be provided for the pro-

grams. We must involve ourselves in the decisions of our local school 

boards and push for the establishment of bilingual education programs there, 

and among our legislators. If these programs are not set up, funded, or 

properly administered, we must prepare for legal battle by lodging cam-

munity-initisted administrative complaints with the HEW Office for Civil 

Rights or by instituting suits against local school districts. There is 



a strong argument that it is not only constitutionally permissible. but 

constitutionally required, that bilingual programs be provided for non-

English-speaking students. This, plus the fact that the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare has construed Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 to mean that bilingual programs can be legally required, 

indicate that a series of court confrontations would most likely result in 

a victory for the nation's school children. 

Though the short term cost of implementing these programs may 

be expensive, we must keep in mind the enormous returns our investment in 

equal educational opportunity will bring us. For the first time in our 

nation's history we shall be tapping a vast reservoir of human resources 

that'have long remained dormant because of gross neglect. Thus not only 

will the nation be serving the interests of the national origin minorities, 

but it will be advancing the interests of every American citizen. Through 

equal educational opportunity for all, America will be truly fulfilling 

the promises made by our founding fathers. 
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