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ANALYZING BILINGUAL EDUCATION COSTS

N

~Although ggd;iéngzl waslturned back by the U.S. Supréme:
Court in 1973, the earlier favorable ruling by the ﬁéé::;l
fhree-judge panel2 in San Antonio'friggefed a relook at
‘Texas school financing. Texasgpolitical and educational
leaders begao to seek new allocation standards designég;ggw

accommodate the varying educational needs among individual -
5 .

pupils” a reform similar to that which many other states _
» ' 7 . /—\
were undertaking. ‘This first Texas study in the area of__\:z_::>>

v ' o - — ‘<4——
establishing p?bgram cost differentials was;cogoucted_; L
/

1372 at the request of the State Board of Educatlon. _It was

-

followed by a 1974 study?. reguested by the Governor ‘office -

e

- Lt

p
1Rodnguez V. San Antonio Iﬁaegepdent S¢hool District,
93 S. Ct. 1278 (1973l . ’/

- 0 7

2U.S. Di ict Court, Texas (Western District), D emetriq ’
. P. Rodriguez, et al. v. San Antonio Indgpendent School District, "
et al., (San Antonlo, 1971) \

3Comnu.ttee on the Sta

ard of4Educat10n on School Flnance,.
Report of the Commzttaé/ A

ighted Pupil Approach to Public
: ve (Augtin, Texas: Texas Education
Agency, September,. 1972). :

4 or's \Office o ucatipnal Research and Plannlng and
Senate Educ on Cgmmittee, rf of the Governor's Offlce and
Senate Ed oh Committee, Ed
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and the Senate éducation Committee. - A resuiting 1974 rep&:t_*;,,

~

included a recommendation to the Governor from the Governor [} =

Office of Educational Research d Planning that "...a_qﬁa__gz
‘ comprehensive roundation progr;S? utilizing a weighted-pupil
approach, be established..."5 The Governor then proceeded to
‘aﬁdorse a weighted—pupil appro&th through a legisIative bill6

[

submitted to the 1975 legislature. . ' e

Most bilingual education programs on the other hand had
,begun in Texas throngh Title VIifgrants, immediately following
the enactment of the U.s. Bilingual Education Act in 1968
The two weighted-pupil studies mentioned previously had not
in¢luded weights for bilingua¥® education. "Although we knew
that -bilingual education was an emerging.orogram we.did not
touch i¢," states Richard Hookegmuho heads the Governor s

Office of Educational: Research and Planning. "Some schools

« a
»

5The‘Re§tructurigg of ‘Bublic Elementary and Secondary "
School Finance; Tentative Recommendations to Governor Dolph
Briscoe, The Governor's Office of Educationi} Research and
Planning, November, 1974, p. 7.

6House Bill 1083, Regular Session, 64th Texas 'Legislation,
filed February 26, 197 .

| 7Bilingual sduca;la Act, 20 U.S.C., 880b, 1968, P.L..
90‘247 Pty T . . N ’




-different students...

were teaching bilinguall§:15 m1 utes a day and'calling it

bilingual education, while other;\vere using bilingual .

education all day. We just took th;\ all and punted," Hooker_

humorqusly relates.® He did howeverxfzhpgﬁend weights

ranging froma;tls to 1.40 for bilinoual ;éhcation included

ap part of the‘"parity' compensatory programsﬁg' Further, he

was perceptive enough to note in the 1974 recommendatlons

that the term compensatory had been "...inappropriately >

applied to ﬁany programs for the cultorally ano/Or linguistically

e e w10 |
Biliﬁoual Education seems'to oo emerging "qurgtly" in-

the literature on”costing.for,it)is‘hardly mentjoned by

school finance exports—-aithoogh it fits into aBV*STFTEE?id

three areas of finance reform mentioned by Bensof\, Goldfinger,

1

-

8personal interview with Richard Hooker, March 9, 1976.

. 9The Restructuring of Public’Elementary and Secondary
School Finance, pp. 8-3 The 1.00 weight assigned to grades ‘

1 through 3 for 1975-76 was $650 - -.the bilingual weight was

'$748. Parity programs included compensatory, bilingual, and

migrant programs.

1°Ib1d., p. 10. Hooker further states that there is no
deficiency or "handicap” for which the child must compensate.
The need is for temporary assistance in developing the skills
necessary to have full access to and benefit from the program

" of regular instruction. Bilingual ‘advocates support the concept'

that bilingual educatlon is an enrichment program




e _ , 4
Poachlander,'and Pers.ll Those areas include (1) red

of fiscal inequity, (2) amelioration of racial and- sdbiai

class segregation, \and (3) expansion of educational alternatives.

Johns and Morphet, i) discussing different target populations

com‘ $/s close to dis ssinq bilingual education as their

."12 ‘The

Florida NEFP Cost Index\Scale for Weighting Pu ,ls by Program

reference to those who\are "culturally disadvantag

areald makes no mention o bilingual educa on, although the

initial bilingual educatioi programmi & in Florida pre-dated

the U.S. Bilingudl EducatjeniAct by five years.14

z
’ -
Ve - & '
.
e L -

11Charles Bensor, Paul: M. r-ldfinger,‘E /Gareth Hoachlander,
.and Jessica S. PepS, Planning f&r Education'Reform - = Financial
and Social Altersiatives, Dodd, Mead and/Company, New York, 1974.

1,2Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Mg -het, The Economics and

' Fihancing of Education - - A Systems Approach, (Englewood Cliffs, ~ -
New Jersey: Prentice-Hale, Inc., 1975), p. 233. ’

13cost Factors of Education Proyram in Florida,' prepared fori
the Florida Department of ucation,\ April 1974, p. 15. . — .
14Josue M. Gonzalez, "Coming of e in Bilingual/Bicultural
Education: A.Historical Perspective,\Inequality in Education,
- for Law and Education, (Harvard \University, No. 49, February
By 1963 Dade ‘Counity (Miami) had' initiated a bilingual
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The Intercultural Development Research Association's t -
(IDEA) effort then is to look at bilingualleducation‘thro&gh-
the widely used method of comparing the differences in cost
through the so-called weighted pupil technique. When this '
weighting procedure is used, the weightSbf 1. 00 js assigned
to the least expensive program which includes the nonexceﬁtional,
nOnvocational students. This weight of 1.00 is usually assigned’

to "regular" students in grades 1- 6.15

~ -

@ Rather than simply giving a review of the work, IDRA is
doxng on the bilingual education ;BSfQEEalysis project, I
‘wouldﬁ@ike to focus my remarks today on the particular problems

involvgg"in“costingugiiinguai'education:and how this particular

area requires an approach_;hich differs gnh&ahentall?frgk'that
followed in other recent school finance studies. .
The IDRA bilingual/bicultural cost study project is

attempting to fill the void which exists in previously published

studies on Public School Finance. In approaching this task,

-the most logical thing to do might be to follow the geqeral

i 43,
-{.’

/ ) o7 . /

15Cést Factors of Education Programs in Florida, p 15.
"Roe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, Alternative Programs; for
Fihancing Education (Gainesville, Florida: National Educational
Fihance PrOJect, 1971) , _p. 272. -

7’ - ——
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."we found that, for eur purposes,:such an approach had\serious
limitations. . |
'The major weakness in the NEFP model is the procedure‘
. used to. identify programs to be costed andithe assumptions
maae ceneerning this selection. Iﬁ summary form, the procedure

used is to censult a’ panel of experts to find the program

elements WhiEP need to be costed and to identify "best
%ractice éistrlcts* those districts where the panel feels
that the program appears in its best form. It is assumed that
this is the form torbe emulated and that the costs are relevant

. | indicators of what program ¢ ste should be.. As Busselre points

/

6
J
study:model outlines of the NEFP. series, a procedure followed . ‘
by both/Texae and Florida in their recent studies, however, '
|
out: ) . T ) N j

!

Quality programs, as identified and costed in both %
the NEFP prototype and Texas studies, were chosen i
on the basis of consideration of what exists rather 1
, than what ought to exist. To a large extent, what |
exists presently is more a function of the present \
system rather ghan a rational determination of what -
should exist.l S ‘
|
3
|

This criticism can be leveled even tor% strongly at thefmost

recent Texas study, which arrived at its determination of
’ A

' ’ P

T \
16pish Newman Busselle, The Texds _Weighted Pugil Study,

.« Report to the U.S. Office of Education, July 1973 (Waahington D. C..

Government Prinitng Office 1973).

o
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“hest practice"” districts by consﬁlting éreéiself these people
‘who had the most vested interest in the status guo in Texas .
educatlon. . | ' |

" For the purposes-of the IDRA billngual/blcultural cost
- study project, the NEFP model is clearly 1nadequate.' Billngua;/ ‘
bicultural educatlon is evolving, theréfore a costing of "hest
pfactige" programs whuld yield results which, while perhaps
indiéatihg‘costs at a certain eVolutionary stage, would be‘of

little use for several reasons: . Lo . N

1. Granting that "what is" is a reflection of
system constra;ntS»such as ‘present Texas ,
law T{or the laws in other 'statés) and levels '
of funding -from local, state, and federal- .
sources; programs now in existence probably
do  not represent’ developments which could .

' tﬁke place under different constraints. R

%// Granting that bllingual educatlon is evolv1ng,
// -present."best practice” ‘programs, while -
perhaps containing elements which should be
emulated over a wider area, probably should -
not be emulated  in their entirety '

.
~ -

3. Since bilingual programs have undergone a
— ' rapid’expansion in recent years, the costing e
of present programs would include “start-up .
costs-at both the district ‘and state levels -

which would not necessarily persist through S

t-Lme . LT . \ Y '

A’" N ~,
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. It becomes necessary, then, to construct a hypothetical e

{
: model-offwhat should be," and the model, ynlike the myriad L ./

L of modeis for bilingual education which exist ‘in literature,

would have to be one which\eould be reduced to specific

resources for the purpose of costing. This comprehensive

[}

model includes qualitative aspects, such as goals, but the

quantitauive, costable elements of the model are of special

interest ta -our project. These would generally include

. staffing, instructional ﬁaterials and assessnent. : Y

) .
1

In brief the project is looking a; a set of underlylng

general beliefs. and two sets of goals-~(1

Costing goals

Al

and (2)° Model goals.

RS
g_ Without going\into an e;tensive

ist of underlying

|
beliefs or assump ons, the followin are examples of what ! . ﬁ
i

\should be included.17l S \. '

%
. ;
1) Eyery person has’ inherent worth and dignity which P ,4

' must be. recognized and supported by all institutions. s (
(2) The survival, maintenance, and progress‘of a ////x,,

v Pluralistic society requires increased under- p
. o standing, acceptance, interaction among people ' 7

- of all cultures, and cooperation among these . ;
* \ people . \ -

»

. 17For a more complete discussion see the "School C riculum
"Design for the 1980's, ‘a report developed by the Tex

|

|

i

1

%

; . |

/ .
Association %
for Supervisors and Curriculum Development, Governor' Officee;ﬁ/Pn |
ustin, TexXas, v"i
1

|

|

- Educational-Research afd Planning; September,’ 1974, ;
P. 8. See also Edgar|L. Morphet, .Roe L. Johns, Theodore L. -

Reller, Educdational O apization and Administratloh, 3rd. Edition,
(Englewood Cliffs, N. «: Prentice-Hall, 1974).

*
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e (3) Throughout each state, provisigﬂ!"ghould be made -
’ : for- adequate programs ofmgducation designeé/

/insofar {as possible, to meet the needs of every /

person.

IDRA also ho to an emerging concept/ﬁﬁich may, or.
‘may not be\qeéerally accepted that in oragr to prov&de -for

PR
’ B qualxty educatioh; we must flnd bet;er ways,zorepsure that
. . A <
language minorit;e//(incla91ng Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans,

Native Ameri '/s, and Asian\Amerl ans) who have been sw?;ect
.- ko discr inatxon aﬁa limited op rtunity18 be provided an |

education wh ein they may be better able to fulfill thelr eeds

- IDRA fur“er holds that although lear 1 Engli h' 15 essential

giungﬁal/bi ltura \approach
used by langnage miroritifs as.a bas s-fer

' been

developed cﬁffrciently.;

”{Icﬁever,'w 'Ie a biling“ua‘/bicultural .

ve
, - ! &

o .
\\ L] :

!

l

1

1

. - 18y.s Commi‘sgnn—eﬂ‘cTVTTfizghte, Clearinghouse'Pﬁblication ':$
‘/ 51, A Befter ChanBSe to Learn: Bilingual-Bicultural Rducation 1
i

4

ton D.C.:.Government Printing Office, May,=§97§). O



* THE MODEL

9
\ )

R

The "exemplary modelﬁ is understFndably one that 'does *

’ not seek total approval = - for, in @eveIoping sucnla model,
gy
we realize we are ‘entering upon a highly debatable, area j;;//,

curriculum development. Curriculum development is an are

. T M . . - 7(( /
oompeting objectiyes and approaches. To many,- it is an
M ' . " r * N /. -’
. onto -itself, rather than a means tov an"end. Many. feel

curriculum should respond‘to.indiyidual-needs whilelothers.
feel equall& strong that it should'respond tozgocietal need;\7
Finally, curriculum is an hrea where tradition&l measurement

" of student learning is done by achievement tests --- tests
that tell little about the pupils‘ en;oyment of’ler\ning, his .
creativity, how thoughtful hé may he of others, or howwell

he thinks of himself. Our’exemplarQ model therefor', :efiects

| B
that written goals, compatible with ohr assumptio s

\important ro the ioces /Jf learning._ After. wr/it.uug»down

‘ specific goals
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Curriculum;gqgls -

A. To capltallze upon the advantage of thé gloginant .
- . language background the chlid brings to school, -
. 4 “ .t

.B. to promote sucoqgsful liying in two cultures,

C. to provide for leafning'cookent concepts from . .
;7 two academiC'disciplines in two .languages,

‘* D.. to_promote the attainment of.a healthy self-

‘ cdnbept by b111nugal children, and. ’

E.  to maintaln_thetzpyantage of dual language,‘
acquisition by providing materials and learning
/“situations in'both languages. - .

T

Curriculum outputs . C S A

@ - . P

a H
“» A. Increase personal satisfaotion in the growing -
. ;7 associafion witlf person¥ of dlfferent dulture - -
and .language background, - . <~
a" S
‘B. create an awareness Qf numbe; of jobs availabIe - ~
-, where two languaqes are important, - . )

C. increase. awareéness of .the dbmmunlcation needed.‘
. between countries in order tb survive on thls .
. globé and to sustaln a qual:ity llfe, ‘ang@ .» - «

N > ] -

' D. increase awareness .and undezstandlng of the ) . N
. historical-development, the ¥ine arts, and .
the i ustrlal arts of the Spanlsh-speaklng. .

Beyond the stating of goals other Model variables may
include: o . <o

¢

‘A. Variated programs . - . s

Ao

* 1. Trangitional .. T
- 2
| - 2. BLlingualgbiculourel Lo o ] .

«h

3.~ Multilingual/multicultural -~ ‘ N

. . . . ‘ . f\‘ .
‘_.“‘ . .

A



Target "Population .
'* ’ 'io ‘What"lls ’

a. Total enrollment ; '

. . . *

3 * - : - . .

b. Native language {other than English)
s . enrollment

L, . ' Cc. Identlfylng limited English speaklng ‘
) ‘ ‘ - ability (LESAs) children

| d. LESAs enrolled - . )

2. What- needs to be T, S
R ‘ .-t —— r .
‘ a. Comprehensive,programs for all chlldren-'
"' N " in need of bllingual education

T ' ' b; Include Engllsh-epeakers
C.. Staffing . S

. D. Ipstruotionah 7 S T

= 'S

Assessment L ' S .-

HFrom the above variables, C, D, and E can be broken out
into eléments tha% should be costed out. They are a’s follows.
s -C.“ Staffing t. T s ) ) . . ‘

e % ; ’ . '
1. Teacher/pupil ratio _ o,

_‘2.'.Ihstructional o _. ‘f . - '
Ca.. Teacher’ *
~' b. Curriculum specialist

N c. Paraprofesslonal T
rb oo '

v . : o ) e



' ) e ’ P . [ ] \

- / 3. Support ) v, . ..
a. Administration . ' X
b.® sec taria'l/cler}icalf

T ‘ c .Home/schoo'l liaison 4 A, »«3' ¢
. Pre-service training ; '
5.  -In-service training :
) _D. I_nstruétiqnal . h S - ]
. o '1: Textbooks : e B / ,
2. Supplemental ) - // / a
,LL ’ : \\",
- . »" -~ . 'U‘ - )
. . - -] 3.
. . ' b ~> E e —~
| AN o | e |- 21 a S
. ~ b 0 '4\"' Band -
. : I §'§§ = [ 8 31 a =
. NS — Q & -~ Q ~ ]
h D G} 0 Q- 1S 3.
= = 0 K2 <5 =
_ a._ Workbooks a(1) T
) < 1. : ]
“ b: Audio-wvisual b(2)
2 i . ]
.. Expendable c(3)
4. Library g ' . d(4)
-’ ~
—_—
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-Asséssment
1. ﬁﬁnguage ﬁeterﬁinatiog
a. ,Iﬁstrumenta%ion
b. Survey
c.' Vvalidation :
. 4. Analysis
e. Application_‘
Langﬂ;ge'domfnance
a. tgét%umentation
b. \Administratisnz
C. Scoring '
d. /Interpretation
;;' u*i;ization
3. Proc gg evaluation
. /f\a,/.__ugh;tor ing

————— ey - —

- Feedback *

v —

) c. Restructuring .

4. Product evaluation

’

a. Baseline data ‘

W i
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o - ' \ 15
< . . $ . )
~ .
b. Retesting n
. ' . . (1) Instrumentation
‘. C (2) 'Adm}nistratipn'- ! .
(3) Scoring
(4) Interpretation
* (5) ‘Ugilization (; .
c. C;mmhnity involvement
; ' L o ’

‘ COSTING GOALS;
. 7/

-~

Finally, the costing of a bilingual program may ingiude

L4

* the following objeétivéé::

1. To determine the cost of implementind a model
bilingual education program. S

- : 1

) 2. To determine the influence of variables such as |
size of program, size of district, year of \ '
implementation, etc., on the cost of implementing }

a bilingual education program. - - {

» ¢ * : 4

3. To develop a formula which will reflect the cost |
' of implementing a bilingual education program. ;

- ) _
4. To develdp a pupil weight-or range of welghts 2 2 |
. . . reflecting the relationship between model bilingual o j
.7 - program costs and regular program costs : i
. s /',




5. To develop estimates of the total costs for
- implementing the model statewide.

6. To validate the formula developed in this;project
"in each of six additional states with large non-
English-speaking' populations. .

7. To jf{zzgte the formula nationwide. . : ’

!

As it has become obvious to IDRA staff, that scﬁool\ _
financg people hafe not taken a good, solid look at bilingual
éduc§ﬁ%on, it is‘eéui}ly ;amentable that ag we héve Searched
for "efgmplary” hilingual education programs, there has also

been an obvious vacuum. - Cagdenas. points out that no school

. to his knowledge has yet developed a biiinguqifﬁﬁucation
'1 progra@ that meets ﬁhe needs of a child who comes - £0 school

' knowing little or no English. '?hat we must_do” he continues,

- - O o I

is to spéak to the'question of what needs to bé:ahd not what

1s."1% Linited research in theuaregfgf'bi;inguai §cﬁbolipg ~

seems to agree with Cardenas' views. - - s =

Cardenas is Executive Director of IDRA. He is noted for

<
19Persénal'interview with Jose C. Cafdenas{ Dr. * '
his gontributions to improving the education of Spanish

‘Speaking’ Students. through his involvement in teaching, ' - = ... - .

research, administration, and for providing expert testimény
before legislators and before the Courts.-

- N » - - ‘.

> .

~. -
*.
“\

:
|
|
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A most recent researéﬁ‘sfﬁdy, the AIR Project,?? w@icﬁ;
;et out to find exemplary bilingyal educationrl proérams,‘
looked at 175 programs and finally had its Panel approve a -
mere four for dissemingtion‘, Although the study based its-
definitiqn of "exemp{ary" as‘tﬁose programs'thai méésured
'learning gains in native’T!ﬁéuage, English lénéuaée, and
content learning _in both languaq‘,es, it did not speak to
gains relative to the child's positive selchoncept
nor to his cultural heritage.21 The study further st;£eé
" that it-yas not possible to do "extensive réanalysis of r;w

data" meaning that much of the program evaluation was done

internally/ ‘ . . B oo
, ’ , ' .
s Berrial, and Edmonston,/in their efforts to develop

.
—

é}yariated bilingual,schoolin§ models, s%p;ed that after "ah . -

J
;
exhaustive review of Title VII proira"ms for Mexican Americans i
’ﬁakes itpapparent that truly comprehensive programjmodelé—for 1

.Bilingual Education Programs,” American Institute
Palo Alto California, August, 1975.

¢

o

are identified: (1) Content learning, {2) Profi
and English language, and (3) Develop positive s

For further elaboration’ see p. 123, A Better Chagce to Learn..’

'enqg in native :
1

I B .f N i
. ° ;

1

|

1

|

f-concepts. &

i

' . . T
a L ’f ) . ®
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integrated schools existlnemﬁner in theory nor in the real .

- worldi®?? . ‘ S

The U.S. CivtI*ﬁiGHts 1975 report on bilingual education

underscores the "lack of even the most basic data on students

23

served" by many programs.®~, It should also be assumed in

any bilingual education programing that language dominance

should be assessed, yet that basic effort also seems to be

neg;ected by most programs 24 —

To search for 'lighthouse r "exemplary" programs then

1 < .

seems to oe a futile endeavor. . o
J ' ' : )

Our IDRA efforts to cost out hypothetical exemplary
model may we11 serve as a challenge\to school finance experﬁs

examing other program areas to go beyond what is and begin

looking at what ought to be. If we are truly,interésted in
educational reform, isn't such a - perspettive esseng;ai?

¢Que me dice, si o no?

A
~

22ﬁrnest M. Bernal, Jr. and Leon P. Edmonston, "Design
-for a Planned ¥ariation Study of Bilingual-Multicultural .,
EdQucation," Southwest Education Development Laboratory, “AQ
Austin,\Texas, 1974, p. 50. . .

23&78etter Chance to Learn, pPp. 2;3 244. .
f‘n:id., B. 104..




