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3 N ‘o | |
. : ’\ 8 Lo ; IN;I"RODUCTION' oo oo .
. * ! .
| — " o # T i e L.
1, Bédkground .‘ N ' ‘ . .
. . «On December 18, 1975, the Southwest Educatlonal evelopment Laborat?ry

(SEDL), under contractato the Natlonal Inst1tut° of Educatlon (NIE Contract
. . 40;0-76‘

¢

0051), commenced a pro;ect aimed at fac111tat1ng 1mp1ementatlon of

the "Lau Remedies." The Lau Remedles are the gu1de11nes 1ssued“by the u. s.

{

Y Offlce for C1v11 Rights to school districts fouwg_to be in noncompllance

with the U. S. Supreme Court dec1s1on:u1§hu v. Nichols (414 u.s. 563 .1974).

<

The Lau Remedle(s encompass a number o} procedures which s'chool distt‘i>c,ts

. v S
Those procedures con~

\' a1
cern the dlagnosls of\:nstructlonal needs and the selectlon of approprlate

must follow in order to’ comply with the Lau decision,

7

oy educat1onal programs for mi

~:r1ty-language school children of-limitéd'Englishr
4 speaking ability. "

N
= _ The capaclty‘of school districts sg implement the Lau Remedzes~was found

-to be 11m1ted by 1nsuff1c1ent kndwledge\:\\\~-

to such an effort. Accord;ngly, NIE contracted wht
, . P ] B - .>
" conference of researchers and practitioners involved in el

AW

o -
i the Lau Remedies.} .This document is both a Final Report of S'%xmk
Y . NV
R,

erence proceedings: . . S
\

. .
> Y
- id -
.\ .
- . .

. A\ ' T . N

?§ursuant to the management of thar conference and a publlcatlon of th

* \

1. The contractfactually spetified two scopes of work of whlch the
. management 6

\

the confereénce wag" the flrstas The., second, which will be’

f . reported Pn separately, involved the design of a research agenda to - ,.f ,»5‘~ ’
¢ -. ' @address certdin specific needs emérging from sections IT and V of the ~ N
! \ Lau Remedlep » o ° . :
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Dr. Dominh‘ Dominguez, Director of SEDL's Blltngual and Mlgrant Division, .
was the PrOJect Diregtora He was a381st.d by Ms. Rachel Ortiz as’ Project

Coordinator, by other staff at SEQE and| by a National Advisory Boa;d con- .
o .

3

- . —

sisting of tlie -followlng mem
4

PR \

Ms. Luc111e Echoh

‘ . Special Assistant fo Indlan Educatlon ’ :

. : . Utah“State-Board of Eddgation )
R T . Salt Lake City, Utah

-
~e
/

L ]
-

- ) Dr. Salomdn Flores
Director, Programs for Sp
Chicago' State University’

: I <Chicago, Illinois N : ’ - A
.. N - . ;‘ ‘
) . Dr. Norma Hernandez A ) t::><il '

‘ Dean, Céllege of Educatio N ,
", o Assisting: Dr. Frank Trujillo - o | .
- : - "Assistant Professor - -4
- - - University of Texas at’ El‘Paso : - L -
b . ElJPaso, Texas 3 o Cm, T FE
} v S~ Mrs, .Emma J1menez Rodrlgﬁez )
J . Prinecipal oo . I
. Ford Boulevard Elementary School W ‘ . \\‘ N
* C . Los Angeles, California . . ,
MR Ms. Marfa Ramirez : -
S “ Director, Bilingual Education Offfice ' -
oo ‘ State Education Department - . N
Albany, New York . R
’ “Mr. Billy Reagan )
Superintendert B .
- Assisting: . Ms. Victoria Bergin
- Director) Bilingual Programs L .
S Houston Independent Schoo}l District- ‘ t ’
o ~ Hoggton, Texas , . : oL . T
N ¢ o V! Dr: Albert Yee. : ‘ . ‘
a 8 Dean of Graduate -Studies & Research - Lo
R Univetsity of California -
\\\ . rfv/ " Long Bedch, Callfcrnla’
. . - e’" IR - LI e
The Advieory Board was closely involved, Ln the speclflcatlon of conference - )

Lepics, the selectlon of'konference partlcipants -and, as Panel Mbderatbrs,

- /int~ ] N




’f - 3. Subject of the Conference , N '.\

7 . .
l, N »

In their initial Request-for-Proposal (12 Sentember 1975) NIE specified
from-the Lau Remedies four sectloﬁs (I, I1I, III V) which were in° partlcular

need of clar1f1catlon and support. These-sect;ons respectlvely addressed

-

‘the following subjects: R ;- . ’

~ . Identificdtion of students primary language
. ’ for determining whether blllngual prq\rams R
’ are needed.

. Diagnosis of student learning behavlors and } . s
© préséription of respansive instructional - . s
procedures. ‘

‘ 3 + Specification of S'llngual program models
* e appropriate to the languagesneeds and
educational level o students. . : ~

. Development of personnel staffing and tralnlng
procedures appropriate to the prescr1bed programs.

.
. I v
.
< Al

[ * ¥ N -
5 (4 - .
. . ¢ :

ProJect staff at SEDL used these subJects as the bas1s for the generatloh .

. of spec1f1c questlons to be addressed by th?/Eonferenge. Aftet pas81ng |

. ' . ‘

. through several drafts, emght paper top1cs were éventually approved by they /
Advxsory_Board. Great care was given to,the way in whlch the ’oplcs were / e

R .
5 . % . © -

. defined, in order that they be neither too superficial to provi
? - : we - N

- guidance, so'datailed as to prejudice thefobjectivlty of the inv tigato/s.

" Curriculumand Instructlon sp:;}pllst oﬁ qhé"subjegt of alternatlve prog an

. models. The follow1ng represédnts the fanl draft of the. ‘topic definitions\!
S keyed to appropr1ate speclallsts. . .-
R :

l) ociolingglstgs Analysis of/ "performance™ variables aﬁfecting \
D .4 use of dominant language in bzlingual settings, review of alterna- ' |
. tive procedures_fox 1dent1fy1ng dominant language; assessment of
_,multillngual,proficlencies “(0OER- REPORT ,SECTION I).

[ L




H . ) P

N

(\ 2) Psychologlst(s)/Anthropolgglst(s) Review of ethnographic research

based variables in learning -- e.g., motivational styles, cognitive

// \\ - on culturally-based learning behaviors; identification of culturally-

4," Organization and Date of the Conference - Sy, ,

‘styles; if differences in cognitive style exist, how can:such
differences be explained in terms ‘of a learning theory -~ e.g.,,

. Associationist as opposed to Developmental? What .is a satisfactory
typology for clas31fy1ng ‘those differemces -- e.g., field dependence/
independence vs'. differentially ordered cognitive functions? {

(OCR REPORT SECTION 11). .. - . L‘\ )

<
\

-

3) Child Development Specialist(s): Analysis of the nature and impor-
, tance ofsculturally resbonsiGE ptograms -- e.g., 4in terms of
e development of students' self concept/self esteem, motivation to
succeed in educational programs, and other pertinent variables
(OCR REPORT SECTION II). .

K]

~

. 4) Psychollngplst(s) Analysls of the dynamics of first and second
v language acquisition in the context of general cognitive develop-
ment; comparative analysis of 'alternative program methodologies in

. terms of pertinent psycholinguistic variables -- e.g., the « .
appropriate language (first or other) for’ part1cular content areas
(OCR REPORT SECTION In)‘*‘* . . , P

5) Bilingual Currlculum & Instructional Specialist(s): Revietv of
current blllngual/multlcultural programs and models in terms of
' their validated success in achievihg specified objectives; aﬁalysis
of alternative diagnostic procedures‘for program prescription, (OCR
REPORT SECTION III). : !

°

6) Teacher Training Specialist(s): Analysis of culturally-based
.process variables; review of alternatlve preseryice and.dngervice
strategies far tra1n1ngcultural.responslveness, review of
appropriate Teacher selection models (OCR ORT SECTION V).

v

« . 7) Educational Administration Spec1a11s§§ : 1schssion‘of potential

administrative probléms/solutions in implementing b111ngual/ﬁulti—
cultural programs —- e.g., currlpulum 1ntegrat10n, stafflng patterna,
' comuunity. outreqph . . _
N 4 ) ¢ v .
8) Educational Law/Policy Speclallst(s)« Review of statutory and
judicial bases for kilingual program 1mplementation <= 0.8y 1mpli;
.y cations of the Federal. District.Court ruling in Otero v, Mesa Countz
Valley School: Pistrict (CoIorado, 1976); review of.present federal

A Y

requ1rements and fund1ng/1nformat1on resources for program 1mplemen—

tation. E -

S ° - . ! 3

’ i LN .

The princlpal purpose of the confetence was to bring practltldners

.

together wlth‘researchers and speciallsts for, it“was hoped,;; fruatful

exchange of 1nformat10n. Emerging from such an exchange wou}d be not only

x
-t e
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Tr

~

)thezﬁzge§>diésem$nation of knowledge and techniques\to fa?dlitate the

1mp;ementatlon*ef the Lau Remedies, but also the identification‘of R&D needs

T~ . . . .k '
pbrtlnent to that 1mplementatlon,f Acco;dingly, the participant roles for

e

rhe‘conference were def1ned a8 follows. ! B ' ’ ) !
« 1) Principal Investlgators ~— These-1nd1v1duals were to conduct . ! ~
the research and present their findings on the top1cs Speclfled . / .

above. Within ‘the profe591onal congtraints required by tke -
-" topics, an attempt waégmade to have strong m1nor1ty representa- /
tion among thls group.- : . "

™ » . . - '
.

2) Paper Dlscussants - These 1nd1v1duals were to-evaluata the

- Investigators' .papers and to ‘present their cr1t1ques at the -

- conference. Two' Dlscussqnts were assigned to each-.topic.. )
An ‘attempt was made to have at least eight of the Dlscussants \ ‘
be Lau GAC-B D1rectdrs. .
" > }
3) Conference Guests ~- This was to be the most numerous group Lo

. ta include among this group representatives of OE and NIE,
SEA's ,LE§'s, Teacher Tra1n1ng,Inst1tutions R&p Inst1tutxons,
.- -and- Spec1a1 Interest/Advocacy Groups . Afcomplete ligt of o
Conferepce Guests is available from SEDL *upon request. ' ©
~ 4 - ‘ \

In prder to ensure that the 1nvestlgators papers would respond to tbe
1

of individuals atteming the conference. An attempt was nade .////

-

d;verseﬁlnterests of all the conference partlclpénts, the follow1ng Gu1dev

{ A \ > 1

' -

lines for Papers were distributed to\Investlgators end Dlscussants. :

- '

a \

- L A ~ s ’ ’."
GUIDELINES FOR PAPERS . N ”~

P

EACH PAPER SHOULD FOLLOW, AS CLOSELY AS POSSIBLE THE FORMHE DESCRIBED. BELQW.

. & Pert1nent reyiew of .current. and !zof Slgnlflcant: past 11terature bearmg
., on the topic. Where approbri thé review. sﬁould include analysis
of alternatlve 1nstruments, procedurea“ programs or materlals rele-

vant to the topic 1n question’ . . > .. )

— . , . RS . ka' - lm
NN | Synthe31s of researéh findings with respéct to_the topic. The o
— ynthésis should include an 1dent}f1catlon of strengths and weak- :

nesges in our cugrent knowledge 9a3e, and an analy81s of the
emplrical and theoretlcal.bases pon which current perceptlons ofl
the topic rest. -

- -
- - - L

% ; 2t - ~

- B r

-~ ~

® 'Utilization of the research synthesis for 111um1nat1ng that section
. of the OCR Report to which the %ager isg keyed. Reésearch findlngs
of practical applicatlon (e.g., alternagive 1nstruments, procedures,
~programs or materials)*should be- discussed in terms of variables ‘, Lo
,relevant to.the practitiorer -- e. g.; cost effect1veness, feasiblﬁ-
teL iy, d1agnost1c validlty. Lo

< B * ~ *

: 3 |
i . , v .
N - VA 0 i -

. v ’ . * .
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. \
-
s

('7 ./ . .\\‘“ .
) e Identification of research.and/or development needs,“should any : ’
e exist, w%;h respect to the 1mnlementat1on of that’ seétion of the .
: . ! OfR Report to-which the paper is keyed: ,Dlscu891on should extend .t

T to any educational issues raised by the‘Report whlch may be

problématic because of 1nsuffrc1ent knowledge.

A synthesis.of

Y e

research and pollcy recommendations for direct 1dplementatron in'

‘schools and classrooms Should conclude the paper. o " ’

-

[N

)
¢

For various reasons 1t became de31rable to a881gn a team of two ' -

K ot
1nvest1gators to each of the topics numbered 3 5, 6,° 7, and.B (see PP. 3=

and 4)

This means that twelve papers 1n‘all were presented even though

. . The’?;}

. concurrently, over a two~day period.

AJ

3

.

rl

Ks

\

ht top1cs wereladdressed by elght panels meet;ng, sometlmes

The confereqpe was held aiﬁ?EDL on °

- June 17-18, 1976.. =~ - . . g ‘ . .
A : L) v 4 L - o
* ; - Since 'the numbering of the'panels (i.e., 'the order in which they were
- \ ) I'4 N : ' ' e 0 ) ’
<\ : . ’ R co ! . . o
convene ) does not cprrespond tQ the numbering of the topics presen%ed, the . » Y.
[ - 'Y . ¢
N - ) follow1$g concordance of panels to top;ca 1s supplled. . . ’
. = N i‘ - o
B - » ) . o
. g ? PANEL TOPIC , ‘
. - L\J . < N ‘ : . l)' ‘-
o G ' T - »- \\ I To. ? MR N N
v, ," . LNy .
. ) & » - II '. . 3 ~ . o
- : L .
:, "'I' ) © ! ) . AIII ‘ . .5 e
i,‘,' 4’ ¢ ' . 4 ) !
. ' - o ~ ¢ .
\ " ’ Iv . hd A d ~ ’.
- . ' / , . . ﬂ« . v J/é. ~ —
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T Format for the Report of the Conference Proceedipgs : =

Section IT of thxs document ' contains a report of the Lau Conference

- % . L4

* s

'proreedlngs. Each panel report is 1ntroduced

It is subd1v1ded by panel.

N

with a brléf note 1dent1fy1ng the panel partlclpants. There then follows

[y

in three qeparate sectlons the text(s) of the investlgator(s)' paper(é), -

- - G
o excerpts from the Discussants' yremarks and. a brief qynopsrs of the floor
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discussion. . oL 8 ‘ , v, |
g ~\ . et : w4 K {
-~ - > . . §.
., - " b r

&




' L < ) ' < ’ .
L '. A TN . 't : . X - \ P - ) :
' o < - ) . . ’ . Al - . -
» . - ’ ! X ' . ; v - " ‘4. : - ' ' : -
. ' L ! . - - . - .
. . . i N [l o B N i - A . .
w . - . ‘ \ . , W
- * .y ¢ hd . . - - . -
LI » ¢ .‘c'.‘_‘ N 4 ! R .
: . 3 N b 1..' “ .\_‘ . .
. R . .
. ‘ . AN : )
. ) R .
~ . . - . v
t L ot .
R . [ - .
« " v L4 e . ' s °
i L B - ’ ¢ ‘-
. : ! N . * , “
. . = P ¢
\ ) : ’ o ‘ - R
. 4 , ‘ . A
? R 1Y Y . o= ® ’
.~. . . A PR , Lt \ . o, . .-
’ ~ - s f‘ o s YLk
. < * ‘ . v
' - * . N . . ~ -
’ . * . R e . * - M - - -
- .
. N s ' - K
: . s : . - -
X . & i . N,
: o w ( + -
- . . . PROCEEDINGS OF THE LAU CO ' . o
. ’ “ 3 * ‘ " . . :
. © . (Held at Augtin, Texas; June 17-18, 1976) ‘ . .
- . P . .
N . - r -

AR




. PANFL I: Introductory Statement

¢

The Principal -

Panel I addressed ;opic;"Zh (see page 4). )

s R t .
Investigator was-Dr. Courtney Cazden.

»

Her papgq‘wés-encitled "Culturally

+ 1 ‘.

Responsive Education: a Response to the Lali’ Guidelines, Section 1I."

e
- & v .

Y Serving as -Discussants were Dr. Manuel Ramirez, Professor of Education at
. R . . ‘ . R o - "~
‘the University:of California, Santa Cruz, and Dr. Robert Chin, Professor
. . A |

of Psychology at Bostﬁh.hniversity. The. panel was pfﬁhi@ed‘ove; by Dr.
Albert Yee, member of the Lau Project Advisory Board. ‘D;: Cazden's paper
Y ‘ « ‘-

s : £ s : .
1g ,reproduced on the following pages. o ’
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* CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE UCATION¢ A DISCUSSION- OF LAU GUIDELINES

SECTION n

¥ ' Courtne B. _Cazden.and EllenfL, ‘Leggett B “

. .
. = ‘

) - Harv?rd Un1versity . s .

N
N ¥ . 1 kS IR N

¢ .
Kl e s 4 < . N °

. . R . . s b3
v P ;:.‘ A L ,/ // ) g N .
w Sect1on II of the LAU-Guldellnes says in part:
a% The second part of a plan ust describe the d1agnost1c/ - - Ty
) ) " e * prescriptive measures to bé used to identify the nature g .
.*1 and, extent: of each stud t«s .educational needs and then ) e ST
) , Cy prescr1be an educatio ‘Program utilizing the most - i
. effective’ teaching style to satisfy the diagnosed educa- Lo
) : tional needs. The det'ermination of which teaching P
style(s)“are to be 'uged ¥hould be based on a careful v
. review of both the cognitiwe and affectlbz\degaiss
o . and should include #n assessment of the responsiveness
ot . of students to different types of cognitive learn1ng
) - ' styles and incentive mot1vatlonal styles - E.g., com- o

what, in add1t1on to la guage, must be changed in eating Bilinguai/Blcul- ’
/ .

tural Educatlon (BBE) The goal is education 652§~ﬂi11 be more responsive

/

to culﬁural\d1fferences gﬁ/ng children. Spec1f1cally, school systems\are L

°
.

" asked to consider cogn1t1ve and affectlve aspects of how d1fferent children . .

o
. .
o . ¥

-
. learn so that approprlate teachxng styles and learnlng env1ronments ‘can be» .
(g-, T . p&} o ) "\- v
“r S, e . P
prov ded that w7ll maximize their educational ach1evement. : . . ‘” g

, | e

K_',.\\\\_—’;// ’ The assertlon in the Guidelines that how we teach should be adapted to S0 f

how ch1ldren earn is auppozted by fundamental concepts in anthropology and coe e

———
-_—

- . °

: psychology./'In anthropoi\gy, the concept of culture 1ncludes not only lan-

~
o s -+ i - ‘\
. * e
‘ A3

. guage and a catalogue of vzs1bleg§b3ects and eventg but: also the tacit P
. ¥ / P . L 5 . . JU ;;%1
- . knowledge that the members of aﬁﬁlcommunzty shdre: - ) : (R Y
- - L ) . o~ . . " . ' b /e./
k4 - - ' vy .
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P . 5o . R . ) x s - o o H ¢
* # . Schools have long been aware of cultural dlfferences, and in. v \
recent years have attempted- to address them, ra

than _ - .
nis them. Too often the~differences of which t :

school ) .

UseiPhilips' 1974 title), the ‘culture of eVeryday etiquette )
in¥eraction, and itk expression of rights and dutleség L
Classrbomg may he respectful of religious belief and natipnal -

. custom;\yei profane an implicit ceremonial order having to,

with relations among persons.

do. "

One can honor cultural. pr1de D SN

Tl

. - on the walls of a room yet inhibit learnlng within theﬁ\

(Hymes, 1976, Pe- 8).

-

Q“u

° 2
i

In psychology, the concept oﬁ_intelli'ence "postulates diverse‘menta1l~-
: € 0 4 P -

I3 [ °

-abilities and proposes that intelligent behavior can be manifested in a wi&éh

variety of forms, with each individual displaying certain areas of-intellec- :

tual strength and other,forms'ofciqtellectoal.weakness" (Stodolsky & Lesser,

~

1967, p. 562). In their widely cited article, Stodolsky and Lesser (1967)

report research on ethn1c dlfferences Jin patterns of mental ab111t1es among"

first grade children and hold out a vision of eventually being able to . .,

I "\4.

maximize educational ach1evement by matchlqg instructional practice to such

L] .
L]
&

¥

o>fferences a?ong chllqrenc

“~

* How far have we come toward a realization of that vision? Expansion of

‘Guidelines II into more detailed prescriptions should ideally rest on the
: ) , . o

-

following knowledge:

N

I - /

., we know how to vary how we teach in relevant ways. Th%t is,

2 - ) - - - - » . l
* s
.y -~
’ - .
< ’ . v
~ 4,4 - “ " . ~ .
f{” - " A », Y ’ * é“ «
I3 (9 / ¢ e o 8 N
% o ; &
- bt - - N 3
P12 T
- - kN 5|
b : f*{'- o3 - : B
= ® tie v i Cap i 1 .
D RN v - oL r 7ot R !

-

1. That we ¥now ‘how to describe_accurately how different individual‘;‘
. children learn, because %° ,'
"~ a.  Ther€ is, valld research data that children from identlflable
cultural groups overwhelmlnFly exhibit certain 1earning .
’ ' -styles, or R -
i i > . A
* b, We know how to make valid individual diagnoses of individual
’ chllqren‘ in, each classroom. \ .
T2, HaV1ng that 1n£ormation on children, bg;group or by 1n§1V1dua1,

s’

-

R
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AT " We have a repert01re of teaching styles,

- .

. b, We have research evidence thaf a match -between
. characteristics of children and characteristics of teachlng
. ”‘/j env1ronments will® 81gn1f1cantly increase their ach1evement

. Educational'research on these: 1ssues is called "apt1tude-treatment

-

,' .interaction" (ATI).. During the past‘fecade, cons1derab1e reseaJ\h has been

2
done in thls area, and reviews of -the field are avdilable (Berllner & Cahen

t\ .

, 1973 Toblas, 1976). In(general Toblas speaks for the f1e1d§ "The bulk

¢

—qf ‘the work remaxns to be ﬁone, and the viability ‘of - the ATI construct for

/ the 111um1natlon of our und?rstandlng of 1nstructlonal.events, as well a%
R4 ~

) v - 'aq"'

for advanc1ng practice to ‘the point where 1nstructmonal prescr1pt1ons can

. . ]

N be made, is’still to.be demonstrated" (1976, p. 63). b

3~

@ : . s v
\. . - Dhis paper reviews selected topics in this research in more detail, ..
AN - . ¥y . B . .
> 'Q e . . N . kY .
first in cognitive .style and then in what I have.termed "interactional

’ ~

|
style.- In both domaing, ercusslon is limited to, d1menslons of Q{jijlddal

-
N L4
.

differences where: sk

l
"1, Evidence exists that indivignaizﬁlfferences are correla ed
with membership in particular cdltural gxoups, ’

l; o : -

R
and : P i . RER !

o . o B . - . ‘l
2.- Sugge tidns have been made for how 1nstructlon might be |

B . ' adapte to these d1fferences. . . .
’ * P
B

Where evaluatlon data are available on- the effects of adaptat:.ons on educa-

'L—\

"w

‘ tional ach1evement, they are preseited. Because the paper is focused onl . B
s of

; lmpllcatILns for formal, Vschool—based educatlon, environmental anteceden

A1

-

4 .
A the cultural differences are not discussed.‘ The paper makes suggestlons for
7z ’ i
| how school systems may comply w1th the Guldelines, and ‘create more cultuﬂally
responsiye educatlon in the present state of our knowledge.
A .
. At the outset, it is 1mportant to. keep in mind a diTtinction between
'~ ¢ ¢ l}u [ .
" universal and,particular goals of education. fUnlversal goals are those e
. ‘>’ T - . - . . . . . TR N
. . o~ . O ; J -
| SRREIPER b I B |
R . L A AN . e g v
.or \\ Lhi -'-"~ . -~ ¥ ‘;?.;t(“; !s 2_%‘«’(~$' - X 1.{“
: -~ hs ) 3 e ¥ B "‘fﬂ‘ ki B i a 7 i
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N - . . : .
~ \ S P Vo ‘
i " ; expect all chlldren to achleve and ve demand that 211 schoolg teach. ‘ ' ( ““g
; - Lmteracy and mathematlcal competence ‘are certa1nly such un1versal gdals, ‘ )
. [ . l
‘o ) ) whatever else one mlght want to 1nclude. Bartlcula; goals, by‘hontrast, are
T b;;hgmore optlonal aﬁd\more varled - skllled performance in sports or the

~ -

arts, fqr example. Th;s d1scusslon of LAU'Guldellnes II will be limited to

- l
- ) t,;. °

o t}¥§pp11cation to un1versal«goals where "the,lmplléatlon of recognlzlng S

. R 1nd1v1dual [and cultural] dlfferences is that,different instructional stra- '
[ RN A ' .,
.« Htegles must be’ found wh1ch w1ll optlmally promote each chlld's achleyement o -;:'

L of baslc universal. skllls"”fLesser, 1971, p. 33). Any complete educatlonal

“"—- »

-y

e !

v_ ﬁ%@gram should also provide rich opllons f(r instruction toward more part1c~
A )]
= . i '

i1l not-be cons1dered further here.

read1ng and’méthematlcs may make culturally responslve educatlon more

dlffloult. In part1cular,‘thoughtful attention should be glven to these :

, aspects Qf whatever system is used' ' ? A -
4 . o o * , . )
'gk.l.\ :The amount/of frequency of testlng required; -

. : N v o .
g‘» .2, The extent to which instruction is t;t;lly\and1v1duallzed, coe

. -\ in the llteral sense of each child working alone, B S
. R S N IS .. *
) ~.%3. Cultural bias, or at best culturaI meaninglessness, in the , .
- N ‘?{d * materials themselves, especially 1f they-have been produced I
' \,\'. . for a large—scale use over a wide- géographlc 2fea. S Lo
; R ' A ' ¢
' -, ,“"' \; ' ) . . N N . N - y

. . i 1 M e . ”,
o ' epp | . ¥ o.. Lo
. 9\% Cultural Differences in Cognitive Style \
“ e’ i‘\ \ ‘ . !

. The termn?cognitive style" is used by psychologlsts to refer o R -

< .
f"" ~2

1 "1ndiv1dual yi“ tlon in modes of perceiving, rememberzng, and thlnklng, or

\s of apprehend:ng, storing, transformxng, and utilii1nge
PSRN




A \
o@ i .

informatio n{ (rogah,el97l, P 244) There is no theoretically basged sét qf,x
- o

ways of’ desdribing such variations. There is only a list oﬁhlabels for

»

variations that psychologists have studied. One such variation is the con-

N | / (Y - . .

| » . ' . L : ) .

trast in sensbry modalities” between visual and auditory ‘strength thit may
AR S

underlie the ﬁgndings repotted by Stodolsky and Lesser_ebove. Kogan‘ﬁl971)'

" lists ninemother cognitive style dimension3° .

field independence vs. field depeddence !

scanning = a measure of how attention is.focused.

fbreadth of cetegorizing

conceptualizing styles - e.g., analytic bso thematic )
categories .

cognitive complexity vs. simplicity R

'reflectiveness vs. 'impulsivity <

leveling vs« sharpening - a measure of assimilation in:
memory Voo .

constricted vs, flexible control - susceptibility to
.distraction ' | '

tolerance for incongruous or unrealistictéxperiences

'

Of thesE\nine dimensipns, fieId dependence/independence is the 'most

\thoroughly researched. To my knowleﬁge, differences inxsensory modality

»

M
strength and in field dependence are the only two dimenpions qf cognitive

style on which any eVidence of cultural diff;éences hav% been found. In
AN f "

thesge two areas, indiVidualqdifferenceg in cognitive styles do seem to be

L") ¢ A

correlated with membership in particular cultural groups. In.addition,

r -+ \G‘ 1
suggestions have been made for’how instruction might be adapted to these

. B
LI -

) &
differences, and in a few cases evaluation data on att%mpted’adaptations are ’

< ' ' ‘
available. The two dimensions will be discussed furthér in turn. ’ )

. - » o » . i
. . . . » -k .:," ) . .
Visual Vs, Auditory Sgnsory Modality Streng %&nA ' .

Many teachers observe informally that some childten seem tb learn'moi?—i

-through their eyes while other children learn .more through their ears\. My -

< -

experienge is probably typical. In-1974-75 1 taught ‘a combined first-second-

wy\'- -~ ¢ “»
' third grade in, San‘(iego (Cazden, 1975).¢ Two 3}% the six. first griders vere . .
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Mexican boys who both did v%ry well in beginnigg readzng but seemed to learn '
¢ N .

im str1k1ngly dlfferent ways. Rafael seemed to learn more through.hls eydp,

. I

remember1ng with remarkabl?raccuracy how‘a wordalooked and where he had seen i

r*/-.,
placed .t

it. In the game of Concentrat1on - where pa1rs of Word cards are

" face down on.the table and playefs take turns trying to f1nd the pa1rs-
s ~ AT

_ Rafael could beat-anyone in the\class, chﬁld or adult.

-Alberto, en'the"
PR A - :
other hand, was not part1cularly good at Concentration. But he had a much _ o
1 R . ‘\/ f,‘ \ . \ v °l ~
easier time attend1ng to' the ‘sounds that WOrds are made of and wrote da11y s

L L .

-3

P
oF

-stories with invented spellifig to match his Span1sh accent - e.g.,

K ~ * o '\y,,"’.
tis .. v

, \ \\ 4

coner is drragn (In this corner is dragonh). (See Cazden, 1975 and the

Y -~ . )
» e ".‘) < -

cover of the maga21ne in wh1ch it appears for two of Alberto 8- p;ctureg andiﬁﬁ L ]
accompanying capt1ons.) ‘ .- ” x4 S e oo

’ A 1 - . TN
\ \ Lk .

Beyond guch informal observat;ons, there 1s consxderable researeh . e
' Y ¢8’ o : [ : . "
ev1dence, both~exper;mental and ethnograph1c, for cultural d1fferences 1n,

)
VEEAL
. . H o
v L et

.

sensory modality strength. 5"Strength" refers to. some comblnation of abllitg

often hard to separate.' S%odolsky and Lesser (1967)

. .

' class differences

L]

. and preference which ar7

B

-

.gave four "mentab'abillty tests" to mlddle- and loﬁer-qlass children from

* %:;7\- »*
" ofour cultural groups in 'New York Cit (Chinese, Jew1sh, Negro.and Puerto .

-~
Y

Rican) and- ‘three groups in a repli ¢ation study in Bostbn (Chlnese, Irlsh and

=

!

~ ~ s Y

Negro). On, space conceptuallz tion, a. v1sual strength, the Chinese ranked
o o L
f1rst, ;ews second; Puerto/ icans third and Negroes fourth.' For the Chinese .

. \4t T

o

and Negro groups, the c¢; ture—speciflc patternsﬁof strength and weaknesses -

R
found f1rst in Néw York were replicated almost eXactly in Boston.‘ Social.

~

. ) -

‘, £

?

e e

‘s

/ithin each group affected absolute scores but not the A

ovetall pattern and differences among ‘the grqups wege greater amoug lower

.

class childr n than among middle class children._

A'l‘
AR

4
-

o

>
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£y

A
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(and John (l97l) report'extensive observations on the visual

streng 8 of N; ive Amer1can children from,many tripes. Kleznf%ld (1973)

&Y
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_ reviews comparable ev1dence for t:he same sensor}" modal:l.t:y strengt:h, which

., v

she calls- 'flgural', in Alaskan Esklmos. . "

R -
o, . . 7 ‘n_
D

. Most: recent:ly, John-St:emer and-Osterreich’ (1975) report: va.sual

'S
’

CoL st:rengt:hs in a st:udy of learnlng st:yles among Pueblo children. They told a
story to Pueblo and nonh-Pueblo primary grade ch11dr"!n and t:he& asked t:be

ch11dren 'té both retell the sgory and draw a p1ct:ure of 1t:. " The amount: of - -

»

information from t:he st:ory ret:a1ned in the ch11dren 8 retelling and drawmgs |

< . . 5

. . e el
was "t:hen. compared The Pueblo ch11dren conveyed mdre mformat:mn in their
7 i. g e
: drawlngs, while t:he non-Pueblo ch11dren conveyed more 1nformat:10n in their g
. - h ] t /. L
Lov verbal ret:ell;ng. (Some of t:he ch11dren were tested ih Enghsh, others "in :

. Keres” or Tano, others in both. Presumably, though unfort:unat:ely not: c1earlv

- \ st:ated " the re1at:1ve strengt:hrof the Pueblo ch11dre:(rs vlfual expresslon . \

"‘ holds in comparlson with ret:e111ng in what’ever 18. the ch11d's dommant: lan-
guage.) John-Sgemer and _Osterreich also gave anQ’mgery" test to Ind:.an

it

\“ and non-Ind1an adult:s. NavaJo, Crow and non—Ind1an men and women enrolled.

t KN
T in teacher training. programs were asked t:o wrlt:e down t:he. images “that 8 words- - . !
,M such as house brought to mind.. Images were clas{}ilﬁd as visual ("bEISE—' ‘ .
e covered house, post fence surroundmg 1t...") or verbal ("a hOuse is a \ - ) ,\
shelter. fuli. of love") or both. Crow Ind1ans gavea the most: visual responses ‘
(70%), 'Navajos next (502) and non-Ind'lans least: 33%). ; 4’\\ L . 7'(

- ’. It: is easy to imagine how relatlve visual ptrengt:h could be exploit:ed ..
. ’ . . : " s : "I / . -
in read1ng or mathematics :mst:ruct:lon, but the evaluat:ion of cont:rolled -

[4

experment:s 80 far P sent:s a mixed p1ct:ure. Bissell ‘White .and Ziv1n

s

(1971) review t:wo st:ud1es in which individual children s modalit:y st:rengl:h - -

’ was mat:ched w1t:h t:ypes of readmg ina!:ruct:ion. Modalit:y strengt:h was assess-

P
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° W .\ o y o,
! refati?e scores and sight vs. phonic method of -instruction was then analyzed. «
. \ - v . & v
. The results are ipconclusive: one study reporta that magching ‘helped and >
> ’ - [ ) ." » - . Y ' ‘ s .
' -the other reports it did not. Whether the weakness is in the assessment of . S
ind1v1dua;\differences or 1n agstructiqnaI‘design is unclear. ° ° \\ . k

. . " )
.

-8
‘Lesagr reports. similar attempts to match instruction in mathematics to :
\ .
modality stfength.. Certain mathehhtical concepts -can be portraied either by

°

Visual meana such as graphs or Veni diagrams, or by equivalent Words or‘\

N numerical symbols.' Lesser concludes from the few studies to date that "This

[N N . D .

research is clearer \about the destnUctive effects of mismatching than it ig -

) \ s -

about the constructiv \effects of matching. . .The inhibiting effects of mis- N
matching‘seem.wsil doc‘\ented; the rational bases for arranging uniformly =

i\ to be clarified” (1971, p. 541-2). oot @ ;
) ¢ IR \\ .

A

. - Y ees . : \ e
modality. strengths are most‘%ignlficant in the early school years.\'WHereas

multi sensory curriculum. A\detail exampfe multi-sensory teaching of

\ \\
. ;o ‘ s i . Whi ivin,:\i 1) is given in Appendlx I \
"B}\\e&hhin& the concept of a ;

-appr ach, °n§i18 not only more

~

ut’ al o\mone ikely to make

v
‘}

! (192%, P 150) " Their'
\ A
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'ofxlnstructron. )
e . -

IN ) ..

hed’!ly on verbal presentations by teachers and on demands to ch11dren for

for the representation and communicatlon of 1nformatlgn\is espec1a11y un-“

' verbal expression of what they have 1earned

N v

X

N

But this overre11ance on WOde

~ \ . t"'
fortunate in classrooms where' the ability of chaldren to comprehend or

- .
produce the 1anguage‘of instruction 1s in questlon. Enforcement of' LAU Lo "b

v

‘ [N

Gu1de11nes should include Attention to. r1ch and d%verse\multl-sensory modes

x
3

e

3

Field -Dependence v§. Field _Independence -

4

° 4

. 4

Because "the f1e1d 1ndependence—dependence d1mbnslon is unquestionably

B

.the most w1de1y k%own and thorougth researched" (Kogan, 1971, p. 247), agd

H

because there is:some eviderice that ‘field dependence\ls~a characterlst1c of .

at 1east some Mexlcan-American ch11dren, the largest slngle group to whom

"LAU Guidelines apply, it is 1mportanf td' congider this

N e

det:ail. { ’

~

ny

1
..

Research on the dlmenslon of cogn1t1ve style called field dependence-

. field 1ndependence began in the 1ate.1950's when Witkin couducted a ser;es

- 3’-

of stud1es 1nvestlgat1ng 1nd1v1dugls ab111ty to 1ocate their bod1es B T

@

vertlcally in space when seated in an experlmentaL room that was t11ted at

-

LN
«

an angle (Body AdJustment Test or BAT). . Some people were more 1nf1uenced

by the posltlon of the room-and locat%thhemselves vert1ca11y along the

axis of-:the room' 8 1nc 11nat ion.

surroundlng context as field dependency (FD),

bodily cues more than visual cues to determlne- vert1ca11y “and - ‘were thus ',

'less 1nf1uenced by the positlon.nfqthe room were 1§be1ed*fie1d lndependent

Y

Witkln termed this greater rellance on the

- S
.
*
L
4
'. ' ~“la
iis@arch,ln some -
A
s = .
!
¢
IR A .V
- ’.-*y -
.
?
L)
Other people who. re11ed on . . '
I
I}
a =
%
-
L

(FI). This work prompted further stud1es investigating aspehts of perception

other than bodily awareness.

Tests include the now well-known Embedded

.
" x

En
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R . - -

. " that ig” tilted, much like the til ed room task. From these three tEStir it
" is possible to obtain’ qua ative measures of ‘the extent to which an 1n-.

-

" Figures Test °(EFT) whlch requlres subJects to find a slmple deslgn Within a
‘. . ¢ A g

, more complex one, and the Rod aﬁd Frame Test (RF&?‘whxch requlres subJects T

*
? ¢

to adJust a.rod to a posltlon percelved as vert1cal within a square frame
< - .

¢ e .
d1V1dua1's perceptlog'ds 1nfluenced by; or more sen81t1ve,%o, the surrounding

/.
N “ g . N

fleld. - . . v’ t ‘ - o

<
v « A

'From the first decade's research, Witkin, et. al. (1962) report that
. individuals age reliably self-consigtent in their performance onithe three
‘tests; females are‘found to more fieldedependént than dales; and a person's;

<
. .. . [ '

tendency to be either field dependent or independent remhins stable over a -
period of years, although there ig also a‘developmental trend toward field-

- K

independence. That is} an individ?al's scpre becomes more field independent
3 - o . o ’

wish age, but the position relative to others on the FD-FI continuum remaing

™ . . * " "o

substantially the same. . .* . ’eﬁt:f ,

2 [
L ‘n
s

Around this core of scores on these three perceptual tests, researchers

o« 4 f b

- e

v
hdve attempted to descr1be broader personallty ch;raq\erlstlcs of 1nd1v1duals

”

o
. with more FD or FI cognitive styles. In 1954 Wltkln hifhself do-authored a

f\

-

ufok ent1tled ?ersonallty Throu h Perceptlon, descr1b1ng research 1nd1cat1ng

' . -
.

thaﬁLFD 1nd1v1duals make more use of shclal frames of reference than do FI

s —— e eima =

1nd1v1duals. Other research on personaI1ty correlates (rev1ewed by Witkin

& GOodenough, 1975) f1nds that FD 1nd1v1dnals tend to reach agreement mote

-

s

3§ .
eagily in a dillemma“ where the information ngenlthem is ambiguous; dre more
Ly - N L r . ¢ ? . , .

attentive to social cues (e.g., in 4 puizIe‘task, FD ¢hildren glande more -

\ciften at th% experimenter_'s face while FI ,chil’dren;glance more “efter] at the .
oA T \ ‘ . . -k e . .
‘W P f \ N . L oA¥

expefimenter's puzzle); prefer topics with social content and gituations % ,

* e . N i I N ‘ .- 8

~ ’

invoibing‘socﬁal interaction fiore, than FI people, i . . ’ A

- " E . . ’ | A Ty ) . .
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\-;§he1r tendency to use one mode of functlonlng more than the other on the

v .
Y +

This research has been welcomed by Witkin as showing that theffD—Fi -

. o o 7 > ’ .
dimension of cognitive style pervades many aspects of behavior. In his

1975 review, Witkin says that "cognitive styles cut across the boundarles

< ’

tradx;ionally ‘used in compartmentallzing the human psyche and help restore -

it to its proper status as a wholistic entity" (p. 21), In evaluating this _

clalm, it is 1mportant to remember that data relat1ng personalltyfand soc1al
e

.behavyior to perceptual and.intellectual functlonlngarecorrelatlonal data.-

N
-

. 3

-

Even when the correlation is statistically significant, it ig never perfect, ¢

1

or even close to perfect. Any sample of people w111 1nclude FI individuals

\

./L “

,who 'score high on social characterlstlcs measured in the part1cular studx as
' / ° . fr

W l as FD individuals who score low.

& +

T ‘ b ' ’
°Besides the*dangers of. invalidly stereotyping perceptual and social

- »

behavior under one FD or FI label, appllcatlon of. the labels themselves

i >

&
represents a mlsconstrual of what the test scores signify. Throughout the

-

esearch 11terature, people are classified into ‘two groups on the b8818 of

Pl

’

»

-

perceptual tests,

] s

rrom very low to Vvery high, Although'we might well agree that the scores at

Q

It must be remembered that the scores form a cont1nuum

~

the far ends of the cont1nuum/may be clear examplea of one or the other cog—

- e

n1t1ve style, we must‘questlon the accuracy of these labels for individuals

(or,more accurately, -for scores) in the middie ranges of the continuum,
i

studies where two groups of subjects are contrasted on sex, soc1a1 cla 8 or

In

<

- vs-m,

ethn1c1ty, the tendéncy to label one’ group as field dependent and the other

-

as- field Jndependent 1s/even more- suspect. The scores for oﬁe grOup can

-

,"- only be considered more fleld dependent or more field indepe ent ip rela-

P

vu

tlon to the scores df’the other group; thereyis no_absolute mg sure of f1e1d

-

'3.!‘
S

: dep ency-or 1ndependency.
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Witkin has himself warned against the danger of stereotyping. ‘In his

o~
1964 book, "he stressed the 1mportance of considering 1nd1v1duais as unique,

/ saying that‘ -~ /// T e )
» - . . - € -~ . . .
v . essalthough to cha acterize a person as more or .
s less differentiated is to say a great deal’about
him, it is far from a a, sufficient account...
It is necessary to add a whole series "of uniquely
. individual qualifications to the statement
4 (Witkin, 1964, p. 382)., . ) ‘
X e D ) T e
Even more.strongly, din 1975 he stated: .
¢ Because scores from any test of field dependence-
. . independence form a continuous distribution, these
labels reflect 4 tendency in varying degrees of
strength, toward one mode of perception or the-

other....There 1s no 1mp11cation that there exist o
two distinct types of human beings (Witkin, 1957,
p. 9). \

[

-Déspite these cautions, the danger cont1nues to exist that edch new study

2

w111 strengthen the stereotypes with the add1tion of another distinction
between "two types of people.', =

The dangers of stereotyping become compounded'bx tendencies.to consider
E cognitive style inherentiv better. Ram%re% Castaneda (1974, p. }3)

iticize Witkin for placing a higher value on FI {

r1t1c1sm applies to Witkin's 1962 book 1n wh1ch did -stresg the positive

» ., R - -

aspects of field independence, but those views have since be n?changed (eﬁﬁk'
‘ s . e

“in his 1975 review). The.original higher valuation of an FI style probably

e
resulted from'data which showed7a develOpmental trend toward f1e1d-1ndepen-

T

dence and thus provided Justiflcation for the w1d spread view]that FI is a

9

more mature and adaptive mode of functioning. Th hanged va1uation comes

from the realization that the perceptual tests ‘score indiQiduals on the1r
‘\ .
degree of articulation and differentiation in,apprehending the physical
e 4 ¢ e
world while subsequent research on personality correlates cah be- interpre;ed

~ . b o * .
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- as showing finer'erticulation and differentiation,by FD individuals in-the

~ ~

‘social world. Witkin's 1975 review concludes: e ' oL

% -
&

. These characteristics add up to a set of social skills

which dre less evident in field-indgpendent people. '
On the “Gther hand, field independent people give evidence
of greater skill in cognitive analyses and structuring
than field dependent people. The cluster of characteristics
found in field-dependent people and the cluster fbund

in field-independent people each has components which °
are helpful in dedling with partlcular situations. The
rfleld-dependent and field=independent cognitive styles .
are thus not 1nherent1y good or bad. THeir valueé can -
only be-judged with reference to their adaptiveness in
pa;tlcularnllfd c1rcumstances (1975, p. 45). -

-~

sThe characterlzatlon.of Mexican-American children as more field-dependenf

’

, than Anglo children depends ort two studies. Ramfrez and Pr1ce-W1111ams (19711~

: compared the scores on a portable Rod and Frame test of fourth grade chil-

\ . .
dren in Houston,. Texas, from three cultural groups: Mexican-American chil-

dren who were Spanish-English bilinguals,: Black children in bilingual French-

N
.

' : . S ;
English families from Louisiana, and Anglo children. Scores of bofh the

Mexican-American‘end Black childfen were more field dependent than the Anglo

)

“children. More specificelly, degrées of error in their -estimation. of
'( , .

verficality were about twice as great. There were smaller but still sthtis-

o

lcically significant sex differences (girls more field deperident rhan bcys):

and. no differences in'social dlass witﬁin each cultural groupy In a larger '

- - =

" comparison in Riverside, Callfornla by Caravan (reported by Ramirez and

Castaﬁeda, 1974, p. 78), Mexican-American children in grades Kr6 were /,

31gn1f1cipt1y more field dependent in the Mhn-ln-the-Box test (an. j

" similar:‘to the portable Rod .and Frame Test)r.

Ramirez ¢ Cascnneda and Herold (1974) report'considerable variabilit}
s . LY s 5 . . N . ! .'h
on thé FD-FI dimension aﬁbng Méxican-American children, and ‘rélate that .

- s P

variability to different socialization practices in raditional, dualistic
. ’ ‘ ' - -

-




¢ ) . .. . - . e . . . )
and atraditional communities. Although scores for children in even the -, ‘/

atraditional community are more FDsthan Anglo children, the authors wisely
sugéest that "implementation'offExperimental model programs -for MExican-'

Amerlcans in sett1ngs different from those in wh1ch they were orlglnally . :

Iy

o

)
3

developed mﬁst be carried out Wlth great cautlon" (p. 431) _ f( .
on

° Regsearch on the educatlonal 1mp11ca5;9ns of the FD-FI dimensipn is 7.

' summarized by Kogan as of 197l: . . .o '\\7 R

. .
?

Witkin's analytlcal—global d1mens10n would appear to b "Wt
ideally suited for research on the interaction between )
variables of cogn1t1ve style and instructional treatment. °
Both ends :of Witkin's dimension have adaptive propertles

_though;of a distinctly différent kind, and it is feasibl -

a

" that education programs could be deV1sed to profit éach
_ of the polar types, Unfortunately, no work of this sort \
< . has as yet been carried out.(p. 253). o \
In his review of more recent studies 'of the educational implications of
(  , o B LY ) (

the FD-FI dimension, Witkin (1975) categorizes them according to three ques

.‘ 3

s tions: how students learn, how teachers teach, ‘and how students and teacherss

Jinteract. Although the§e>stud1es dealfwith educatlon, few take place“i»}> X

[ ‘

regular classrooms. ' - ' s

Studies on student ‘learning have looked at both the cognitive and soc1al

* «
8, -.

aspects of cognitive style. For example, FD studenté are better'able-to’

5 . ! . N " . o
‘leérn and remember social content and are more affected by social re€inforce

ment and verbal criticism¢ In concept-attainment tasks, FI students are.
¥ A
nore apt to use a hypothesls-testlng strategy while Fb students use a more

B ] -~

spectator approach, trylng to remember the- relevant attrlbutes until the

v . - . . .
irr elevant\ones become obv1ous. R ‘ o
> - ,-._; - ‘e

Investlgatnons ‘of the styles used by teachers have focused mainly on

o
q,_f

soc1al aspects of the FD-FI dxmen ion. They suggeat that tedchers of dlf- N

. *

»
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For ipstance, #D teachers seem to prefer °

e :
i contrasting teaching techniques.

v
- L3
clas(%dom discussions to lecturing sj ce it allows more 1nterpersona1 1n-

teractlon, they share Eore respons1b111ty for learnlng with thelg,students,

v «

, and’ they tend to emphaslze the social aspects of ° currlculum content, FI

- . -

teachefs, by contrast, tend to prefer 1ectur1n_g, assume more&f the respon-

sibility for the teach1ng—1earn1ng sityation, and emphas1ze the more cogn1t1ve

°

Because these stud1es ‘have been conducted in

.

slmulated teach1ng s1tuat1ons in the 1aboratory, it canmnot be assumed that

' aspects of curriculum content.

.

these differences are representative of actual'classrpom pérformance. Ini
AT . . ,x‘ 2
fact, two studies conducted‘in actual classrooms found no relation between

d ¢

~teaching variables and the teacher's cognitive style.

q

Twb’studies of ‘teacher-student relationships found that students and

~

, teachers matched or cognitive style tend to regard each other more positively
(in answers to q? stionnaires) than did students and teachers who were not
. alike, aqdﬂFI and FD teachers assigned higher grades (prior to the final

- ,

113N

.

»

exam) to their FI and FD students respectively.

@

.important question:

4

resu}t ngt"only in greater interpersonal attraction but also'in improved

+

¥

4
.

>

". ,  Whilé these findings are of interest,- they do nat address the most

[

y

does matching cognitive style of teachers and ‘students

student /academic achievement, especially in relation to some universal goal

e

of education?

¢

A

$

There is no evidence in answer tq this question.

Witkin in-

‘o

cluaes'a brief description of a study of his own in which students of FD and .

\\\ . F1 teachers d1d not d1ffer slgn1f1cant1y in the1r test scoreSaatuthe end of
. \\\l\ an experlmental "m1n1course ~ Although this result does not address the «

central questidn, &t does suggest that when students are grouped heteroge- - —

[
-

C. . - ° - . ‘.g.
neously by cognitive style, the cognitive style’of the.teacher does not

L

»

/\\ dffect averrge group achievement. The dafa as preséhted do not give infor-
\ M . L . .

” ‘ . * ) . N
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matlon on the students' cognltlve styles, and it wquld be of interest to

e

know ybether_the,achlevement of.xndividual studeﬁts who matched’their teaqher

. e . epe . ) S,
in cognitive stylé was significantly higher than the achievement of students
. /

. . . . - |
whe_did not._ ; : oS _ ' , a;r-’“*

Some suggestions for educational practices that should enhance léarning

.

-
-,

for ¥D chifren are simply Puggesﬁisﬁs for better education in general -- ; . -
. 2 .. R &' S—_—— ~ v
€.8., provi%éng mére structure in cu:{}c‘lum tasks, and creating more learning
: Co ° O ”~
situations which allow for interpersonal interaction. They would be generally

pr Y

“

considered aspects of -good tesching. " More gpecific and prescriptivelreeom-‘
mendations go beyond the present state of our'knowledge. Witkin hlmself

concludes his rev1ew of avallable 1nformat10n with extreme caution:
e - 3 ~

L]
L The first and foremost question is’whether matching for

o ‘ cognitive style makes for better student learnlng, and : N
not alone for the greater interpersonal attraction’that * . ?
) " has_been demonstrated tb this point. On the one hand, St
it is possible to see ways in which teacher-student
match may have a positive learning outcome. . For ‘example, .
. * <« it may well be that t reater interpersonal attraction o
N~ ) ‘bétween teachers and ‘stufents matched in cognltlﬁe style
Ccreates a,élassroom‘atmosphere conducive to 1earn1ng...
. , On-the other hand, it is equalIy possible to conceive of
: . negative consequences 6of matching. As one example, it
°/ NN may be that for some kinds of learning content a contrast
. in styles between teacher and student may be more stimulating
than si larlty. .In general, because heterogenelty makes
for dlverslty in v1ewp01nts and responses, it may serve to
make "the classrodm more lively; if so, homogeneous classes
may be ill-adwised. As another example, while the inter- < .
-personal effects of the discussion approach used by rela- . .e
ely f1e1d—dependent teachers may be helpful to learning
by fzeld-dependent students, that very approach at the
same time mlnlmlzes strycture from the teacher which field-
dependent students seem to need for most effective learning. . «.
« .* As_ still gnother example, we have seen that relatively field- ] ..
) lndependent teachers are llkely to use negative relnforcement ) :

-

. . in the élassroom, but it is the more field-dependent stugent e
Ceom whq is particularly- responsive to this.technique, although, .
o depending on circumstances, its effects,on learning may be . : . -

pos1t1ve or negative. There is a similar Mdigparity"” in the
. : noré field-independent teacher's tendency to.prbvide feed-’ .
i 7. back and the field-dependent_child's benefit from feedback I
. ,as*a gourée of structuring. The possibilities that have , .

PV A ..

,"_ . , . o M N R e e " - ‘.'
i N * v32 e . - . - - - -
| Q . . . f t N — 3 - R ’ -
,ENC _ ‘ A 26'7 CE T, L .




Yy

f

/

vation Instruments.' Teachers then are trained in the unfamiliar teachingAi

childrent’ Childfen begin in oup matched to their‘cognit;ve style; and-
. on\}sr

- ey ‘
R . . . 3 .
1 M . . ~ - . 2 ~
- . . . . - . =N N -r‘
. v " . e ~ T re s
. e
; ]
i

been/listed refllct the complexlty of the relation be-

mey and they provide a“strong note of cautiom against _

de¢iding about the desirabllitYZof,matching before, a
gyeat deal more is known about fhe consequences’ of

n cognitive gtyle match-mismatch and student nchievt-

‘&

s ’ Ktching for student learning. An addéd note of(;aution.. ~

A8 suggested by the obvious practical problems likely
/to -be’ encountered in attempting to create clagses of
/' / students homogeneous in cognitive style and matched in
. v/ style with their| teacher (in press)
Not.ind uded in Witkin's r;v1ew is Ramfrez and Castaneda 8 importa
%,
proposal.f~r "bicognxtive development and educational policy

.

‘ ’

:
Our research on bicultural children led us to the discovery

that children who could cope effectively with the demand
of two cultures were those children who exhibited some
capability to be able to perform within both field-sen41

and f1eld-1ndependent cognitive styles. This finding led

us to posit a concept of bicognition or bicognitive | -

|
development....The goal that children become more ver-
satile and adaptable to the increasingly complex demands
of life in a postindustrial society -may be reached by
helping them develop the ability to switch cognitive
styles - to be'"cognitive switch-hitters" - or to draw
upon both styles at any given time (1974, p. 153-4).
L P [ BN
implement ‘this proposal, the cognitive style ofieach'child ié assess

i

'

hrough several Child Behavior Observation Instruments designed by th i
’ . . 1 .
authors. Students are grouped w1th1n eaoh classroom according to thezr

co n1t1ve rofile' into e1ther an extte FI u middle ou T
g o p . } me GIOP,‘ 81:“:’.'

N\
éxtreme F-Sensitive (ite:, FD) group. In addition, the preferred,teaohing .

style of each teachersis .asgessed .by means of 2 Teaching Strategiaa Ohs

-

it

o, » M\&

style so that they W111 be proficient in using both styles in the class

They also learn.to recognize characteristics of* each cognitive style in

Je

move to another group when the. teacher decides’they are ready, mo@ing f

one extreme group, to the miadle group, ‘and finallx to the opposzte ext

o

e

group. Rsmirez and Caetaneda suggest that as both teachers and studen L
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become more‘flexible in their use of\hoth styles, gro&%ings ma§ become@&gsp . gf
rigidly defined. It is not clear what”¥¢oportion of each ﬁchool day,gﬁii'ééaébiéf

. spend in these groups. R Xﬁi_ . Sj .o L e f‘ﬂ:'# '.k

- The authora\say‘their approach is. "mo;t effective 1n‘1m;lementing the

Ad 5 ~* ! . .

[
s

.cognitive styles component of. culturally demociatic educational enV1ronments e

=

i ,\,:: o
and for encouraging development aé\bicognition in, children"‘(p. 146) but .no

-

actual evaluatiun data. areplﬁsented. Certainly both it, and the many other

L research ideas in Ramirhz (1975) should be tried. But, unt1l ve havé more
. research ev1dence, it does not seem advisable to make specific recommenda~ .

o tions fof .educational policy on this ‘dimension of cognitlve style.

-~

AN

,} Cultural Differences in Interactibnal Style '

/ “«

Cultural differenées ‘exist not only in cognitive 1nformation processing

habits, but also in the interactional contexts in which people prefertto

learn and'to demonstrate what they have learned in somé kind of performance.,

These latter diff 1 lled "interacgional style."” The Jabel c
se el erences . bave ca n a&i onal style.' TQNJia”\ an

7 R A

~ include some of the social correlates 6f the FD style discussed above. It -
includes different reactions to cooperative vs. competitive situations men-

tioned in "the Guidelines. And it includes considerable ethnographic eVidence )
r
on. childrens responses to different intersdction. situations in school and

5/

in their home community . .

P

-~ .

One experimental study (Kagan & Madsen, 1971) has supnlemented ° . '»f
ethnographic observations thst rural MexicAn and MexicanrAmerncan children e
}J,——\\are more cooperative “and 1ess coﬂphtitive than Anglo.children. Qnglo and

ki [ G

T Hexican-American childre

-5 and 7-9 years old in Los Angeles and beican )

-




IS

. - / .
All the younger chlldren were overwhelmlngly cooperatlve. But among the ;@

" older chlldren,.Hexlcan chlldren were by far the most effectlve cooperators,
T T ———— ’\—jl.."
Anglo children least cpoperatlve, and the Mex1canilmer1can ch1ldren 1n the

~

middle. For. example, in frequencies of trials labeled\icompletely coopera-

L4

- A

tyve", Mexican chlldren had’ '63%, Mexzcan—Amerlcan chlldren had 297 and Anglo

* children only 10%.

.
t N 2

chlld;en from minority cultures face in publlc school classrooms has been

-

.
. dorte by Ph111ps (1972, 1975) on the Warm Sprlngs Reseryvation in Oregon. In

A

the publlc school classrooms on the Warm Springs Resérvatlon, teachers use’

four participant-structures: ’ , ' h

In the first type of participant structure the teacher
_interacts with all of the students....And it ist dlways
the teacher who determines whether she talks to one or .
‘to all, receives responses 1nd1v1dually or in chorus, ,
and voluntarily or without chdice. Tn a second type of
participant structure, the teacher interacts with only
,some of the students in the clasg at- ofice \ as in reading -
“groups. In such. contexts, partlclpatlon ;s\usually man-
datory rather' than voluntary, 1nd1v1dual rather than
chorus, and each student is§ expected to participate or
perform verbally, for the main purpoge of such smaller ,
;groups is to provide the teacher with the opportunity
to assess the knowledge acqu1red by each individual
s_ydent.... L

S (' .
A th1rd participant structure cons1sts of all students
working independently at.their desks, but with the T
teacher expl1c1tly available for student-initiated ver-
bal 1nteractlon, in whlch the child indlcates he wants
to communlcate with the teacher by raising h1s hand, or «
*by approachlng the teacher. at her desk. In either case,
{the interaction between student and teacHer is not
witnessged by the other students in that they do not hear
what is said. .
l . » ! 2 . ! .
A fourth partlclpant structure, and one which occurs S
1nfrequently in the upper primary grades, and’ rarely, .
if every “in the lower grades,.consists of the students
being-digided into small groups, which théy run them~*
,selves t ugﬂ always with the distant supervision’ of"®
the’ teacher; and usually for the purpqse-of so-called
J"group projects.” (Philips, 1974, PP 377-378) . rﬁh"'




dren's hpme and community

By contrast with non-Indian ch11dren, Philips found the Indnan children

¢ .
reluctant to participate in the first two structures, wh1ch.are the gpst

L 4

A rd
frequent in most classrooms, but more talkative than non*Indian children 1n )
- ¥ ke . R

.
§

the last two contexts. - ' . [ N ‘

= N

Philips explains these cultural differences as caused by sociolinguistic
. . . -t
-1nterference between participant structures in the school and in the ch11-=

.

In their homes, Indian children learn by a com- .

-
PN

bination of "observation, which of -course includes 11sten1ng supervised .
° R . . o5 . v .
participation; and private self-initlated self-testing. } ; 7 Eiguué

"In summary, the.Indian'socia] act1v1t1es to which children
are early exp ide the home-generally have the
¢ following proOperties: 1) They arecc ity-wide,' in )
the sense /that-they are open to all thﬂ Springs Indians; .
2) there is no single 1nd1vidual-directing and control-
ling all activity, and to the extedt that there are-.
"lepaders,"their leaderghip is based on the choice, to
o follow which is made by each person; 3) particxpation in
some form is accessible to everyone who attends.. No one
need be exclusively an’ observer or sudience, and there
. is consequently no sharp distxgction between audience ,and -
performer. 'And each individual chooses for himseIf the .
~ degree of his participation during the activitys... ©r
! This process of Indian acq sition‘ f competence mey help ,
to explain, in part, India hildren 8 reluctance to -© - @ -
spegk in front.gf their ¢ asgmates. | In the’ classroom,.: % °
the process of Acquisitio 1o knowledge and demonstra=-
tion of knowledge. are colflapsed into the simple act of -
' wh called upon to do

9

3

o

group children as well. Boggs ( 72) reports that'staiicn childrengparti- e,

L S -

r\receptiv%ty, but becone silentuif cslled—on

st --’l"

by name. Dumont (1972) contrths two Cherokee clsssroons ~.one in which

to tescherl when they sense N
ra

4 ""5;:5,#«.? . - °
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children 4re 811ent and one 1n which ch1ldren talk exc1ted1y and product1vely

\

about all their learning taskst In the s1lent classroom, teacho!ﬂdominated,

In the.classroom where children are engaged, :they have * °

¢ N

recitatiOns fail.
cholces of when and how to part1c1pate, and small grouplproJects apart.from

9 | . ’ - '

teacher domlnatlon are encouraged. . ) ‘ Teld
A / . Combined, these observations suggest that childrenttrom varied minority -
\ g '
S groups are }ess apt to performﬁin demand yhen asked a qqestion individually
i;‘a largeu;roup, and more apt to participate accively-iﬁéfGEEEEii§‘iﬁ smaller
\ : . .
¢3;“ groups and in'situations\where they can teer. Verbai participation in

]

classrooms is important for all”children'as an ipdicator of engagement as

- - -

well as a aemonstration to the teacher of what hasﬁbeen Jearned.

. v o

gual children, verbal participation in either language istespeciallﬁ\\

-”

For bilin-

important as a learning activity in.itself. Classroon environments shoalg

be des1gned to maximize that participation on educat1ohally relevant top1cs.

‘9
These general1zatlons, suggestive and unproven as they may be, ‘also’ underl1e

the concern expressed in the 1ntroduct1on'£hoct the excessive amount'pf

testing and degree of individualization in one\mandgement systems for

°

diagnosing and prescrihing children's educatiknal needs.
y Consideration of such cultural differences,in ipteractional styles
3 . - - 4

L3

requires that the concept of diagnosis and&prescrfption be applied not’only
P

to individual children but to classroom learning environments themselves.

Unfortunately, 1n add1t1on to descr1pt1ons such as the above of naturally\\
- ~ R .

. occurring contrasts between unsuccessful and successful classrooms, we do

PR S ew

not yet have evaluat1on reports ofsgeliberate attempts to change participant
structures toomaxlmlze ch1ldren 8 engagement and thereby the1r learn1ng. ~
Coburn (1975) promlaes/an 1mportant attempt to incorporate ideas on the

’

\
*social context of speech from Bhilips' §esearch inﬁo‘the Teachers Manual
’ o 0‘ = - o

\} ’ ° Yo"
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: \tﬁ‘é results.

. in Indian

A N\

\

E)

tions for further research
Both theproblem of

a'pot;ntial solu:iona;e}f}

the other:’ éeacheYé respond pignificantly mbre often to Anglo students with

N o,

that aiclmple change in :ga§pers £¥inforceme t

patterns will sﬁéix

_ Since children

g:ore \ : o
rences ' . .

observer alike, no one\has ¢t
é\ 3 \ . \ -T;ﬁt
in chlldren ] partlclpation sh 1d be a 3ontinuous part of the' forma ive -
evalnation c%mponent of any B E\\ ere participation .‘& : ;?
» \ - . B

.%.'\s'
teachers and support;ng yersonne both pro[esg onal and commun1 y) must

L]

k 3: the childrén),

e gene;al rLsearch re iewed

T s, :
This is part of vhat

)
AN




. .

fed back in to the design of school learning enviro egis in that particular

a
> -

’ * ! . A
monitoring," and thexe is probably no more powerful way to creace cul ‘ally
' respon31ve educat1on. \ T . 3 '
o B \ . ' ” <« '.;
¥ Tha gimple and sen§¥al way, such monitor'ing can and should be done in
» a A . s:' ) : in

1

any school system right now. A more complex version, in which a trained *

N I . .
ethnogrqpher studies interaction patterns in a’particular'community and then

3
‘x

works with the school staff and advypory communlty group in planning change,
should be supportéé/e

“dateno examples of situations in which information like Ragan and®Madsen's

l

8 field yesearch pro;ec;s in a‘feq sites. There are to.

4

9‘ > . - N . d .
on cooperation, dr Philips' on partitipant structures, is collected and then
* ' > - " -

.

y

% ' b3 N . i rd
community. \, - g

.\ Staff Selection gnd Training :

1
N h 4

The mo::/ifgogiént~factor in achieving culturally responsive education
h 4 Y N .
gl Y . \ .
is the ‘school staff. ‘They create the learning environments in which “chil-
dren succeed or fail. Because "culture! is sg largély a matter of implicit
\ S

knowledge, it is not suffisient for'Ang&o teachers to take formal coursee on

] . -
non-Anglo language and cultqre. The "Proposed Approach to Implement B1l1n— ,

gual Prograns" ‘prepared by the Natlonal Puerto Rlcan Development and Training' ,

-

v

experience “in all spects of the life of .a group of -

people..,A very large' art of this a quisitlon occurs
., outside of the learner's

. culture in this deep sense c

" . classes.
\ \
Cultuég can only be "taught" or tra

. .
“ 4 ~{ N ‘ -
S .

]

RN

efforts are made to incorporate ‘into |the”school, its
CTRR \ .
\ ) w o
s 1 } S : R “
> ' 33 . 39 \ N -
i s 3 e, S N 7 ¢ ~
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s,

. o A cultural responsiveness permeates the Edgewood project.

—_——

a -

- R currlculum, its" staff and: act1v1t1es as many aspects as P
", s * ‘possible of the life of the cultuxal group to which the o
DN learner belongg (p. 30,.quoted in part in Aspira of New
=0 : .» York, Inc. et al vs. Board of Education of the City of

©

- ° ° $ < R ¢
/’,__Igachers as Q&;l as children can only learn in this way. . ﬂ

¢ . . . .
- ’ v . . N )

\\ New York, et al, p. 15). <«

+ Three changes in staffing patterns cap each contribute to bringing the
: ( \ i

' ﬁinérity children's culture into the school. First; parents and other
community members can ﬁarticipate in all aspects of the school program,
including direct work-with children. B’ Cardenas givés,an%example from the

Edgewood §éhool'bistrict in San'Aqtonio:

.

. o You, may not see the Aztec sign,in every classroom, but
you do see the relationship between child and teacher as ‘
a very culturally relevant thing. You do see a culturally
orienteéd. learning style being ‘respected. W do see . .

" parents in the classroom, and parents aretransmitters
of culture (1972, p. 21).°

o

&

<

Second, thére m<§r be a plaﬁ¢for hiring and'bromoting-school persﬁunel

who are members of th children's’ cultural group. As,the Cardenas plan for
- ‘ or\ ! 3

Denver says, "at least a portion of thls staff must\be reflectlve of the ",
-~ ' . .

characteristick of ‘the minority child. } Teachers who are members of minority

A} h ' 2 e

groups have the hlghest propen81ty for understandlng and responding to the

A B

%
characterlstlcs/zf,m1nor1ty children" (1974 P 25) Note that here we are €

arguing for the/hiring ‘of minoriﬁy group staff -on grounds of gducational

relevance. uch arguments are separate from, and in additipn to, other” . . .
. o £, ;

- ®

' " - . - @
‘arguments 6n grounds of affirmative action.

rd, there ﬁust be inservice, ion, and it must include firsthand

s N N -~

expe ience in the chl%dren 8 c0mmun1ty,and with the children's ‘home culture.

The nature of that experlence must be deszgned and 1mp1emented by some joint
+ H\M\-“*‘—:w

group of profe831onal and«communlty people. More than ten years ago, Landes

//
N

(1965) described an anthropoldgy and educatlon program for. tralning teachers" -

N L

¢

~
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\

at Claremont Graduate School which ;ﬁefkased on "Knowing'" as well a8 "knowing

~

~
\ -
In the American schools, emphasis is laid ppimarily on
. words to represent all the reality comprehended by men:
ideas, values, skills, creations, details of knowledge,
teachers, and the benef1c1ar1es of teaching - that is,
.the pupils and the community., But heavy use of ‘this
prime tool can fail educators in their goal of ‘attuning
T instruction to actual processes of learning. This
o F . happens when educators talk more about pupils than with
i them and their. families. Separateness from the obJects -

=

o ‘
about'': - \

'/

- .. of discuBsion forfeits the experiences words should

f'mlrror (1974, p. 64). . .

This is not to say that "know1n about" 18 of no value, rather .tifat it must
1g

be integrated with more d1rect, experiential forms of "knowing" as well.

:Such a requirement,of direét experience is included in the Recommenda-
A
tlons.\or‘the Implementaflon of the Guidelines for the Preparation ard

.'Certification of Teachers of BBE Throtigh Inserv1ce Tra1n1ng (Center for-

App11ed Llngulstlcs, 1974). They-say, in part:
That various 'cultural' activities or experiences be
included as sessions in any inservice course....

That teachers be involved in community affairs where
. they interact with persons of the 'other' cultures..;. .
. That: during inservice traininé teachers be provided with
» genuine experiences within the communlty, especlally ) ,
) with minorfity groups of the same origin as the students.
Opportunities for voluntary natural interaction in com-
munity.activities are to be provided on an ‘ongoing
ba81s,‘w1th followPup sessions forédlscuss1on of obser
_-vations and questlons...x

The most detailed plan to date for what.a school system must do to -

conform to the LAU decision is the Master Plan for BBE in San Franclsco

developed by the Cen or App11ed Llngulstlcs and the CLtlzen 8 Task Force

-

on Blllngual Educatrbn (1 5).. . Part Four of that plan is on Traanlng Pro-

gram Developmeﬁt. The modks of training described 1nctude "Actlon Tra1n1n
oy ot
such aé-obeervation and co

\

nity visitation, and plans for "Formal Tralnlng

Al

et

e

L\
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la g

“ development is given in detail (pp. 23*58). The overall goal of the module
'

‘} . “ ’ i
< -
types" such. as workshops and seminars include explicit requirements for "the

-

participation of community members. Ome shmple module of training session

-

is "To increase the competency of fifth grade qlassrqpm staff to teach the

interdisciplinary curriculum unit on 'Politeness in language and society in
’\.

-

the Phillipines and-the U.S.' and to-integrate the unit into thé total
development of the child" (p. 32). ,Because this training module is irlated
to general cultural differences in interactional styles as,well aS'to spe- ‘

1

1}[flc curriculum content, it is 1nc1uded as an Appendix to this paper. Note

particularly the participation of community members (e.g., 1 for every 15

~5\

participants for certaln workshops) who provide for the teacher participants

both information and opportunities to practice the appropriate verbal and 2

:
- -

ey X1

nonverbal behav1or.

°

o
°

L5 .
- If reminder is needed about what happens when a well-intentioned school

adm1n1strator tr1es to do some 1nserv1ce education on his~=<gm, Picket at the

Gatés (Fuchs, 1966) reports a true story. A principal of a séhool largely

Black and Puerto Rlcan, who_"had been reading a great deal concernlng the

charagteristics of children ’in depressed areas" (pg. .6), fbund out that he *°

nonldlhave fifveen new white teachers in the féil. Hoping to help them, he s
J foe ) . r
wrote a letter to the faculty, with a copy to the PTA president, sharing his

s
. 4 .
"facts" about the children and their families. As we would now expect,/fg;

-~

parents reacted strongly, demanding his removal. K Thus, symbolically at

least, the "pickets at the gates."

This is a story from the mid-1960's, and we may feel sure we have grown
4 ' ‘ N !

in cultural sensitivity in the' intervening ten years. But we still sorely

need case studies of successful models of insérviee'bicultural education.
-~ .




, e . Summary ‘ : . '

The concept of culturally responsive education rests on fundamental -

concepts of the nature of culture and the nature of 1nte1113ence and is a e

- L4 v

very important part of "the LAU Guidelines. Four recommendations for re~ .
-~ *

search and educational policy to achieve culturally responsive’ education

~

have been made: ~N - v

¢

1) Because children differ in, sensory ﬁodality strengrh, and tne -

learning of -all children in BBE schools may be depressed in overly

-
v

verbél*environments, all such schools should deliberately plan

more multisensory instruction.
, > | .
2)  Bécause the educational implicationgvof differences in field

dependence-ind2pendence have not yerfﬁéen'evaluated, this is an

//////;nportant topic for research of the kind outlined in Ramirez'

(1975) Panel, report to NIE.

> R »

- LN . . .. S g eqal .
3) Because classroom participation is an indicator of children's

M /
engagement and thereby‘of their learning, and also a valuable

4

learning act1v1ty in itself in BBE programs, monltorlng of that

", 'partlefpatlon and subsequent p}annlng for change where needed
o/ . ~—— (IR
. should be a part of formative evaluation procedures .in all BBE

schools. 1In a few communiries, field research projects should be N

supported in which an ethnographer does a communlty specific

.

dlagn081s -of 1ncompat1b111t1e8 between the 1nteract10nal styles

of communlty and school, suggests change then helps to, monltpr

the results. More deta11ed research suggestions are found in the °
panel report chaired by Cazden (1974) for NIE,rand\in Hymes (1976).

- 4)  Al]l school systems.should Bring the invisible culture of the

P >
3 , R
.

community_info the school through parent participation, hiring and -
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romotion'of minority group personrel, and inservice trainin for
P ] g P ing

et

: &
That 1nserv1ce tralnlng should include both

the school staf{

experiential and formal educatlon components along the lines

described in the Master Plan for San Francisco. Case study de-

scriptionssof successful inservicefprogréms'shouldxbe accumulated

and distributed widely. _ ; -7 ‘
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Appendix I : . A\\ . Co~—
Presentatlon ‘of the concept of a set in three semsory modal;txes L. s -
(from Bissell, White & 2Zivin, 1971, PP- 149-150) " - N 4R

For example, 1et us suppose that ‘a teacher wants to teach the mathema-
tical notion of aset. A verbal description of a set as a well-defmed
.collection of obJects might include a discussion of the idéa of a set in
its common, everyday usage, where it implies a recognition of some common
property possessed by a group of objects. We. speak of a set of dishes, a -
set of stamps,.a set of books, and the like.’ Eliciting similar examples .
from stu nts would be part of a verbal presentation of .the notion of a set.

- A sualidescrlptlon Sf -the’ concept might 1nc1ude the follow1ng diagram-
matic resentation:

v . .

» 4 & -

-

Here Uis a geometrlc representation of the set of all children' s‘books,'é
is the set of Mary's books, and B is the set of‘books belonging to Mary's
brothex, Tom. The area AB’ represents all the books shared by Mary and Tom,
and is referred.to as the 1ntersection of sets A and B.

The kinesthetic modality might be more effectmve than the verbal or.the
isual modality for teachlng the concept of a. set to some children. us,
each child might be given three shoelaces and asked*to make a circle”out of °

each one. He might also be given nine plane geometric shapes, of which
three are trlangles, three circles, and three squares. Each of the Same- - L ®
shaped figures is a d1fferent celor, so that, for example, there is”a red J
triangle, a green trlangle, and a blye triangle. The children might then T
be askgd to categorize the figures and place the different categories within .
the shoelace outlines. Let us assume that one child 1,8roups the objects in-

to three categories, according to shape, having created a set of all trlangles,
a set of all circles, and a set of .all squares./ Another child might group

the obJecta into categories on the’ basis of co or,.creating a set of all red
shapes,: one of all blue shapes, and one of all/ green shapes. This manipula-
ting of|objects in discovering mathematical concepts such-as the rotion of

a set epables children to represent these concepts to themselves through ’
actiong}, By teaching the concept of a set or any other concept. with a
-multisemsory approach, one is not only more /likely to reach all the children

in a clgss but also more likely to make eac child's learnlng experience a
richer thing. - > St

. . E
- - = -~
\ -

L
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Appendix 2
\ .
Sample Module of Training Session Development
(From A Master Plan for B111ngual—Blcultural Education in the San Franclsco (S
. Unified School‘B;strlct prepared by the Center for Applied L1ngu1st1cs and
. Citizens' Task  Force on Bilingual Educatlon, 1975.)

# . : ’

~

=

Sample Module of Training Sesé&on development folleing system.

.

3

., °Refer to numbered'floy chart, pages 24 to 26'.§T

R : R [
¥

Al

Input 1.

-

-

.

- [y
-7 \ ‘ B
,

Objective Addressed: All instructional staff members will evidence

. particular awareness of the curriculum section
- N . 4 ’ - .

A . specific to the level of their students and the*

, .curriculum section their students will entef"at
» 1

‘the next level- -

(ObJectlve C of Goal 3 of Unit 3 of Installment #4. %

. Input é.‘ . ' - . ’ N

ey

.

_and Engllsn use for polite requests -among peers, and between status

Y4

Implementation‘plan indicates that all fifth grade BBE classrocm staff . |

members dea11ng with Filipino students will be aware that an 1nter-

involves learnlng about and using the. methods that Flllplﬂo languages ;
3

different conyersatlonal}partners.
-

.
.

~ .
[}

€ &
4
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- . 3 a
instruction. ’ . ' B ’ f

gt

o

' —* e ©
Input 3. . ’ . * | :
. > <. |
‘All fifth grade clsssroom staff membérs must know’ g
a. tne function of politeness in both cultures,. . ( '
v
b. tne language structuyres used for requesting in various
styles in both éultures,' _ L .
c. the relevance of lgnguage usagg lessons to BBE program
students in terms of langusge development,‘gggnltlue ] a.
_ development relative to socfsl studies and'agrective
development relative to aécegtance in Bieultural settings, “"
d. the relevance of the langugge structurES and the functional ., ) :
cultural patterns to elements 1n the 6th grade currlculum, .
'e»/ methods for teaching langusge arts and-soclal_studies to'w
. fiftn grade students, : l ) ; e
f. learning patterns of the Filipinbland‘other cpildren in tﬂe < t. *
class as.-a function of culture and personality, . . f
g... methods to develop specific performance obJectzses for | f :
. Ty . ‘
1nd1v1dua studénts relevant;to this element in thg’ currlculum,
) h. meth develop un1f1ed lésson plan; to accompllsh these
act1v1t1es, ; -
i, i methods to locate materi9l&/for assesszng rellaﬁly studeJt .
® performance-and for re-exp081n§‘those studentsrxk need,
j. methed to locate materials and'personnel needed to accomﬁlish

E]




- - : ;;
. . ‘s /.
o Procedure 8 - 11 * . s ’7,:
- . A} . ' .
The sequencing decisions reveal th}t N , . \ .
\ : —
a. although all flfth grade classroom staff should have some ° -
: competency in all ten areas eventually, at present the fasks can L
- 3 '
~ be divided among\theipersonnel in each given fifth grade classroom 1,
. ’ - - ofs

1)
b. “dpecific training sessions here should build on and review prior =~ !/

. X R
more general training sessions that involve competencies ¢, e, f, "
. » -

g, j, as listed above. , A -

Procedure 13 ’ D . .

| -

., The specific content for this training session should dnclude:

-

a. An ethndéraphicApresentétion of the range of poIigepes§ pﬁﬁ*its- ~

: relevance to other cultural aspects in both societies.

» P . N '

4

b. 'r_An overview of the special politeness partitles, intonation

v

Y7
r\} contours and sentence structures used in the relevant Filipino
languages for (polite) requesting. ,

-, » -

Lt . v 0

. c. An overview of the special words whlmp;;ative structures, modal

(™

verbs_and sentence structures used in English for (polife)

requesting, ° ] . S

[y

‘ d. An overview of the place of (b) and (c) in the language arts

R, -

curriculum for both languages in gfh&e 6., -

> .
.o . .
e. Instruction in devising appropriate lesson plans, activities, and .
. R N -
using available materials. D ° e

13

- f. Review of training sessions relevamt to competencies c, e, f, 8, ]
above, in application to this element in the ‘curriculum.

L - e v
i >

B L . (-

€
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-

Procedure 14 |-

N
[
i

' - - - N . . & . -
\hall be members of flfth grade 1nstruct10nal teams

¢ " °Participants
a. who Bave not before taught this element in the currlculum.
R
b. and/or who, have encountered difficulty with it. .
% ‘ - 4

c. épd/jr»who show a need for tore exposure to linguistic and

[ ' °

[+
ethnographic information about the Filipino or American English

_systems.,

- d. and/oF who evidence lack of understanding of the relation of -
: - r &
language arts and social study curriculum parts to the sequential

development of, thé students. ) - .

e. and/or who evidence difficulty in planning and implementing lessons . .

t.

and assessment of students.
- . , \ . . Nl . N

(A .

. . , .

. . . ” ;
f. and who are competent in the ‘language of instruction used for the

hd s . . . -
tradining session. .

- and /or for whom ianggage support can be proviaed.

P-4
h. and who have attained criterion level at competencies c, e, £, 8, 3
. L . i

"as listed in Input 3, above.

°Arrangements are made 'to provide the participaﬂt teachers with compensatory

time and/or creditg and/or other motivational incentives for Participating.

PO ; . -
A 2
/ / 5

/ %

Procedure 22 - 24 .o -

°The mode of training:
" -
a.” Llecture and discussions on ethn_graph1c and linguistic material.

- . b. WorkshoE,I with community participation to con31der qpeclflc

'1nstances of use of polite reﬁuests in both cultures,

. , 4 r
’ ’ ’ \ ! P .

Q i . 43 4159 s ';




N

Workshop II for devj
T

7

\

Py

sing lesson plans, acfivities, and

&

‘s
%

materials. ’

d. Lecture and diS;USSlon relating this mate%ial to- rest of cur;icuium
and to other\coﬁSEiéngiés,of instructionai staff.
e. Follow-up supervisory suépo¥t for implement;tionaof plans'}n i
® claég;oom ﬁnﬁ for extension to other elements in cprriculum.
°Time span:

&'-.

°Participant time required:

»

A .

3

1 month, excepting long-terﬁ‘assessmenﬁ and, sup ort.
. ! C pPpPoT

15 hours. ' ’ ’

Procedure Al - LO,

£ Y
»

<
°Training session resources

ey

* °BBE program staff and out
- : .

S

ide consultants, to teaining staff for .

[

pre-training activities anfl for implementing and evaluating, including:
. : t

"a) .an ethnographer e , : .
b) a llngurgt , “ . :- . g
c) ’to ;y mgmbe s (1 erm ‘each communlty for every 15
(SN I
$hrt19§Panéé) Y -
/-, £, ) ‘s ' 2 A
< “An institution who can/Sugglx an ethnographerwra llnguxst, and community
’ / & 7~ .
o members, and the capabllltg*;o trazp in tﬁézareas‘gfted negotlates a
! * ¥ - '
P contract to work with the BBE tra1n1ng stgfg*go be,fully respon31b1e for«
. -
developing ad& implementing a and b 1ncfrocedure %? - 2 and to be
- . T L
partlclpants in develqpi_g,c, d, e therkin, ¥ ° °
2
93 .
) ’ ‘6 *
~ ,G\’ "‘
Procedure A - 11 to End: ) ° K .
- ) . r -
°The training team will . [
| . .
a. devise specific goals and objectigég. '
t - - . '\
\‘1 AA} -

o 44 o0




e SR .

b. develop the necessary.specific information (including those based

g v -

3 & L3
on site observations), and

~

—~c. engage-d te;training,activitie&'aﬁd’training activities.

)

°The work of the outside resourc®s will include: f v v

s
o

, A ] = - .
a. . Preparing the ethnographic and linguistic. materials including ~

3|

sufficient attention to the varieties of the Pilipino and American ‘-

. , . 3

culturq gnd language in San Francisco.” « . N

. A : .
b.  Preparing the consultants'who will be on site at the training

N
<

session (the ethnographer, the linguist, the community members)

c. A331st1ng the BBE program staff to develop the appllca ion work-

d. Developing a system for larfguage arts and -Social studiel

visory personnel to use for follow-up support.

e. Developing the systems for assessment and evaluation.

the
-—. session. Ty
. o . .
°Overall goal: To increase the competency of fifth grade|
n YA '
' staff to teach the interditcil}ina cury nit  -°
~ - oy 2 es
: on "Politeness in language and societj/rf ilippines
i )
e. total

-]

Object{;es: Activity (a) and (c) in P

a.

-




¢

polite or impolite in each cultural system.s \ . .

e. The participants will understand what situ;tions call foxr\ what - ,

.

degrees of politeness in each cultural systéhs.

. \ -~

f. The participants will-understand the short and long term effjét v

: . 7 . \
of polite and impolite actions in each culture.

3

“

g. The participants will understand the enculturating process re%g ant

Y

to politeness that operates on hew members of e§§h‘cu1turp1~syst~w
“ ’ ’ e o .
h. The participants will understand thﬁ?surfaée behavior of politeness

in classroom séttings in each culture.
A i “ v ' * \ N
i. The participants will understdnd the potential points of conflict
] [
. *~ N .
‘due to cultural differences in politeness systems between the two

cultures. L
e St g '
°Objectives:” Activity b and c of Procedure 22 - 24 aboveé. - N

a. - The participants will understand the SSZéch act of r;questing and \\

»

its relation to questions and ibnnandg. ) .
b. The pafticipants will underskand thé stricture -of sentences, used )
»  for making requests in the relevant Filipino languages.
c. The participants will understand the function words and particles

related to requesting, gnd.those,which serve to mitigate the force
B N ’ ., . ' -
of a sentence, in the relevant Filipino Tanguagest"

d. The participants wdé} understand’ the useof differing vocative

’ LY
-

expressions in requests in the relevant lipino languages.

e. .TLe participants will understand the us A ffering intonation '

. | . SN\
contours in makinifrequests in the relev?n Filipino languages.

. / - . : - -
P \

| "2 !

>




‘ o« | .

' \ . \x T ’ ’ ):.
f. The participantsi\will understand th dis\ ibutiorn of allowable . .

and po ife responses to requests in the ré&:yant Filipino languages.

derstand the distri utionlgf requeéting .

content of the p;\bositién in  thé request

\ e .

h. The'partlclgants,wlll understan the;distributio;\bi\éhe varisty‘
— \
e in, request forms in terms’ﬁf/zhe participants and’ sett{?g of tﬁs

speech occasign in the cultural setting of}the relevant F111p1n€\ -
0 — ) . ‘}p ‘ \\ \
languages. R
i - o0. Similar objeﬁ;ivgs regarding the structure, distribution and
- -
q uge of the Amer1 an Englisgh forms used 1n requgstlng, 1nclud1ng
. 5 ‘
modal verbs, question - 1mperat1ve forms, tpe pollteness particle, \
e -\ PR e

and the varying 1ntonat10n tours. ! : >

-

\
i

- °Obj%ctiVes: ActiVitylc f‘Procedure 22 - 24 above. T \
L3 . - PR i e o
a. e part1c1pants w111 interact wlth members of each culture to . e
. . ’ == r
‘,practlce polite request forms and responses in English and in the PR
. .
» relevant Filipino lang agés. )
t
! - b. The participants will interaét with members each culture to

‘ 1nvolv1ng.;equests and regponses. ’” \ //, %,J
N ‘
' *c.s The participants w111 intepvact with members of each culture to ‘
. 1dent;fy and';ractlce the no ~verbal behav1or Qpproptlate to 2 <
T _  request and respon§e forms.- o o o . .
°I§p1ement1gg' - Act1v1ty a of Pro edures 22 24 above, ‘¢ . ’
* . Staff‘ 1 lecturer, 2’ other d1 cussion leaders, all belng ’
. .
. . ethnographers who éf;claiize in cultural systems in the, '
.- . ‘ e o0 . N
- o :Phlllpplneg.. ' . 5 ' & r 5\
.- o LN e




Participants: 30 Kifth grade classroom staff mém\bers, per

. ' .meeting. (Supervisory personnel from langgage arts; and

+ J \
\ . social st:udle may also be included.) ) s ‘
[y L4 | .
Includlng. o s Vo "
. Vo=
(a) * Master Teachers . e

(b) ~Experienced

‘ N (¢) 1Interns. -
' ~ 5.
. ‘ (d) Aides
. (e) Tutors

Events: (1) Lecture m» Presentation of ethnogfaphic study results ~

conce -
A J
/ w . American cultural systems; coveriffg the
!
- ¢ points i
7 8 /"'
~ -

e t:h%eé. small ‘gr
\ s
, .

, Ce s G ’
Time: 3 hours - ¥ released Mon{y afternoon .

- , b ‘ ,, ¢

* 11/2 hour lectute r\v‘i \ R Yoo

- " 11/2 hour discussion . , ‘\ \-\
‘ ‘I’Implement:i.;lg: ) Activity b of Prpcedu'{:e 2’2\:;- 24 above. o ’
* " ‘Staff: 1 lecturer,. 2 OTher. discussi{m .leaf‘gers, all appl*i‘ed‘-’ S )
: . linguists specializing in language syst:ega of ‘the’ Phlllppmes
. % * and the U.S. ' . LA .
~ " participants: Same ' ' o ) g
~ -, © Events: (1) Le::ture - Presentation of re trms and ‘resbouse‘s.

z / | o o “in the relevant ilipino lahguages and in
e

American English. i




- .
+ : . - . -
.. - RS
f .

~ . -
il (2) Small groups of 10.discussing data in both languages '
) -\' . - .
’ , ) ‘ // - and recognizing appropriate and ihapprOpriéte usage.
) ‘Time: 3 hours - 1 released Wednesday afternoon .
- /v ‘-«.’ . N ~
o i \ -1, héur lecture .
Lo Yoo 2 hours small g éup
°Implementing: Activity - ‘e of Prqcedu,res 22 -~ 24 above.
'Sta'ff‘:e .2 community meu}be/rs highly aware of American English
: . . " language ang/culture. . - ¥
. ] " / ”' ‘ - ’ . . ‘ . LY o o
\\ 2 comun%embers highly aware of Filipino language#* and
. . . ) :
P culture. - /
Participants: same, divided into.two groups. ‘- .
7 Event: Fifteen participants and tws consultants, one from each
' background, will fe
. ' ' a. view video tape clips
o 'b.- identify polife and" impolite actions.
v ' ‘ » - )
; ' ot ' »c. prédict.conflict situations :
- . 5 . g
. , . d. ‘suggest avoidance and repair strategies, ° .
~ ‘ ‘ . Ty
. e. -practice polite requests and responses in both languages
7“ / a2 .
) f. focus on politeness in ¢lassroom setting\and request
. N . . %
N * forms 5:omm6n in teacher-student interactioms. -
. Event“2: - Test on.facts and on applying fac o 'situations. *
e ‘ o
Time: 3«h‘o‘ix;s Saturday .A.M. - s ’
: . ) .
' C *2 1/27hours group oo ' , . ’
) ] . . . . X 2 ) ~ . . /@*“i“
’ ’ 1/2 hour .paper_and pencil test . o ’
. ' S . ~ . ‘o
‘ °Evaluation: Activity a, b, c,.of Procedures 32 - 24 above..
3 . . . ' ‘ :
. . 1.  Short term: The trainipg session will be considered successful
. . 3 . ‘ . .
’ ' if ' \; ) s :
. ’ . . . ~_
\ ] S ' ®
. : ~ .
GHEE
’ O ‘ ‘> . N N B / o . S
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»

e ’ . . - » . -

PR
[




AN

a. 80%Z of the participants will be assessed as competent
on check list of objectives by di'squssion leaders in
Activity a.

"b. .80% of the participants will be assekaed as” competent

- . 5?_ ;ﬁ‘on check list of objectives by discussilon leaders in

TActivity b.

c. 80% of the partihipants will be assessed as competent

.. # }

on check-lkist of obj@FEiVQ§‘by discussion leaders in
X . ¢ N * ‘\\ J"{\ -
Activity c? ( N
[V ' ' i . -
-d. 80% of the participan€§.will score over 70% cogrect

e ) on the factual information quiz administered at the

.- ° Y
.

-~

«

. , end of Activ}ty c. \\\kij
e. 80% of the participany§w ‘EbQie over 85% correct

on the situation assessm quiz’administered at the
B

end of Activity C\\ -

-
>

&\\\ : 2. Long Term: The training session will be considered successful
' ‘ -
if - %
. T a. 80% of the participants will produce adequate lesson

plans on this subiect'hattéf dﬁfing Aéti;éty d, below.

, N b.. 70% of the participaﬁts will effect;veiy ;quggt
‘ . . cohmgnity.assistancé\in planning and deﬁ;ging materials_ '
. L . éor the lesson, as déterm?ned b;fsdpervigor foliow{yp.

e c. 70% of the participants:will be rated as effectively
. » N

teaching the unit during the school yeaf by their
- ot - @
. : © supervisors. )
. d. 80% of the students of the participants will displéy‘
X o ) o .

competency of 80% of the performance objectives for

‘ students relative to this material. .

Q . ' "~ 50 e
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T .,

e. 702 of participants will get~65% correct on 6 mo.

. ' T, >4
! posttest. . ) .

3. Survey evaluations:

a. Training staff members will report seif-assessment

#

of success and failures of trafning program activities.

)

b. Participants will\rebort‘evaluation-of training on

.
. -

a questionnaire at termination of training.

c. Participants will rank activities a, b, and c, of

this training sessioh in relation to others offered

by BBE, SFUSD and others they have participated h,
along 20 dimensions specified by the BBE training

. ., '
staff on a questionnaire administered six months after

. the termination of the training session. .
Yy M

ActiQfﬁy d. will be a methods and materials workshop which will
t
{\;‘ be“held for participants of the above activities as

well as participants of four similar training_sessions
relatea to implementigﬁ the curricul#p. The pé%ticipén£
total will be 150 divideé ifto 1b smali work groups, _
two of which will deal specifically with this—material.

" i .
Activity e. will be a lecture - discussion session for the same

¢ @

%56 participants reviewing and integrating the material

. . . . T - ™~
into the overall curriculum objective.. ~

- S

Activity g_aqdjéiwill have specific goals and objectives and imple- -
mentation, and evaluation plans similar to those developed for

»

.

.Act{vities a, b, é, above. The BBE program planning and development

activities will utilize the assessmeng and evaluation materials from

all of the above activities to evaluate the program and revise
+ . |

ax




-

devélopment plans where necessary. The BBE program staff wi{x

&

evaluate the outside and inside training resource effectiveness

4 -

and use the evaluation in future decisions about training seséioqp.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PANEL I: Excerpts from Discussants' Remarks '

> .

DR. RAMIREZ: 1I'd like.to start by coJmending Dr. 'Cazden for her paper...

The coiments that"I have...are not really so much related to the paper ag to o

e

gsome of the recent thinking that Al Castaifieda anQ‘Iuhave‘been doing...
) 1 o~
I think that in our research now we have to be careful (to avoid)

stereotypes and to emphasize the diversity, the heterogeneity that exists in

/

society...I\get concerned about the theories of Piaget, the theories of
Bruner, beca;;;TZ. I think the (idea of) universal stages of develppment
should bé very seriously qhestibned. AWhen we start deciding that there are
universal stages of development, then immediately people start deciding that
there are some ethnic groups that are more backéard in these stages of
developmepE than others, instead of looking at the world-views and at the °
particuxar kinds of 1earniné styles, teaching styles, motivatiomal st{yles
and human re%g}ional styles that aré really more charactep;gtic of these , |

groups... s R LT .

, -

LY .

) I don't want to_cgtggoriée.developmént as cognitive and affective -
because I think even that is a misinterpretation of what is happening in
personality development. How can anyone develop affectively and not cog-

nitively at the same time?... I think our research should focus more on

cultural values, on socialization and on teaching styles (to see) the effects

> to' some egree, and thdt the whole business of cognitive styles has just

-been lightly scratched on the surface. We need to do a lot more résearch in

this area.

-~

L s B2 3 :
) - .o~ ; e i —




3 -

DR. CHIN: There are so many good things to applaud in Dr. Cazden's

paper that I will just acknowledée that and g0 on...
The Lau decision (does not present) a new adventure to-those of use who
have been working towards bilingual/bicultural education. But it provides

us with a legal force (where before we often had to rely on persuasion)... -

~ N £}

We need to open _up the (conceptual) frameworks of analysis -(in our

-

ethnographic research) without trying to deny what we ve been doing in

Ar\ ~th
psychology, (to let ethnographic data enrich)’our theories of learning and
) ) ' ) \ N Na ’
instruction. ’

PANEL I: Synopsis of Floor Discussion ! '
/ ' ’ -8

It was generally agreed that contemporary theoretical models: in cognitive

psychology are'goo limited. A particular area of need was in "transforma-

£

tion research” -- meaningré€search into the processes whereby desirable learner.
. behaviors could be abhievga. There was re-emphasis, Howgve%,'bn the/f;ZE\\
that we already have atxleast some.knohiedge of poteg}iéily effective class-
. > room management strategies. Successful schools, s /2dh as those 1dent1f1qﬁ in

a recent report of the Council on Basic Educat19n, should be studied and P

emulated.

R .
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PANEL II: Introductory Statement . <

The second panel addressed topic (3) (see page 4). The Principal
Investigators were Dr. Luis Laosa@and Dr. Theresa Escobedo. .JDr. Laosa's.

paper was entitled "The Sociocultural Context in Educat%gn.%w ~Escobeflo's

-

= Nd

., paper was entitled !Epltgég}ix!@ggponsiy _Childhood Programs £0r Non<;i\

English-Speaking”Children.?' Serving as Discussants.were Mr. Lloyd Elm, °

~

Program Specialist with the Office of Indian Education (USOE), and Dr. Alvin
" Taylor,, Acting Associate Director of the Stride General Assistance Center,

Far Vest Léboratory for Educational Research and De lopmeﬁt: The panél was

- presided over by Dr. Eileen Lundy of M e Univergity of Texas at San Antonio.
. . . - .

Dr. Laosa's and Dr. Escobedo's papers are re rodgced on ‘the following pages.

\ )
. . i [

/
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It has been sufficiently well documented that children ffpm families v
, N )
} -+ . - . . 4 ! .
of certain minority groups in the United States |-- groups that\typically
' §
§

bq&r a disproportionately high representation inj the lower socipeconomic
‘ +

status categories -- tend to do poorly acadeﬁicaLI}. For example, by now

e
-

many are familia; with the large-scale study pubﬂishéﬁ in 1971 b the U. S,

Commission on Civil Rights which showed_that/fully 40% of the Mexica American%

and fully 33% of the Black American children in the fiv? southwes ern states
@ I} s

of the United States who enter first grade never pomplete high‘sc ool; in.

contrast, only 14% of the Anglo American2 studentF in"the regioﬁ ail to

+ ‘' graduate. Statistics with regard.to several othefr ethnig minority) groups '
i ° .

are, of, course, just as depressing. I am not awafe of aéy evidence pointing C

to a significant improvement in this situation duting the past five years.
- ‘\

b

|

%

N M. ? E
The early attempts to remedy this depressingjstate of affairs| which 4
) . ‘ {
began in the 1950's, were based principally on the¢ premise that th%re was 3
— i

%

%

some deficiency in these.minority children and in|their respectivejcultures

’

\
that| had to be{Forrected. More re%eptly, howeverj on t L basis of |new *

-

4

empirical and theoretical evidencé,}there is an ipcreasing acceptagce of
. ) i ” -

another view of the existing problemg. This vieW posit

\\\») differences between minorify and no i ority children gnd-also differences .

that ther¢ are

»

among and within the various subculturdl communities,

~

schooliné is generaily geared toward the middle

{7

< these differénces.reqult in.the _minority, child Jeing less able to profit

4

A ! ‘ I v < .
from|those school expériences, grzdually tuning jcut /and eventually| turning

v

» / ” .
off gchool coﬁﬁietely (éf.‘Carden(s & Carxdenas, 1975;

L ° T ‘ ~ /

Kleinfeld, 1973; Laosa, 1974a; 1974b; Tulkin, }972). Following tHat generdl
, . & - o . - P

view 'educat{;Bal practices should‘be modified an¢ corrected to

Cole & Bruner, .1971;

~

and ¢apitalize upon the characteristics df the child.

- . » ‘1 ‘

»
. .
. Fd -
i . . . ol ¢
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. of approaching pr'oblenpsol' i

study was that, while soci

ftross various menta abil' €
\ﬁgntal abilities.* That i

oup, lower class

. As yet, only a few of thq’e educationally relévant ‘characteri
. ) h i .

assoaiated with ethnic group m

ics
i

Y

“in this area is only just Keginniing. The few findinAgs whiétk are beginnin .

j
.

'

v their.early academic failtre.

&

But| the number’ of these s:udies is still

. N .
*rather limited, and therems much

13

}

} ) ethnic-minority backgrounds, develo

L. .

} very 11tt1e abo‘t\ the fa’c’tor&afject'ng the trénmtlon that "children, must ~
;' __’ _

/ » Qv c N

© ° make:between the family! s sociocultural content and the’often quite different
' . »

4 Al . -
i M . . ' ' . \\\ R o
sociocultural co %t—pf the-school. ¢ ' -~ -

3
. P—— .

- - B

early in life. We also as yet know ‘ (" 5

. .8 &

>
\ L]

~
- N .

An Observatlonal study o,ﬁ maternal teaching strategies

» - . . ¢ - l,\' - ’
: In one of the studle}s I \3® e.L\tly conducting, I set out to investigate -
i v . o . .
\ ' whether thgre are ethnic', group differeti‘cxgs in the way.young children éi-e’- o
\ ; | ’ '[ i 4 \ . 2 .
b\ i o N ~ - MR . -
'%» !* : v . \\\ N B . - \\
ERiC e - e T - -
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taught by their own mothers. I was interested in finding out whether there
g \

are ethnic group differences in young children's first experiences with

’ s

.activities involving teaching and learning in relation to adults. .To, do

Lo
Tthis, I had trained observers observe how mothers from different ethnic

-
o B

’ IR ) . . M [ T %
backgrounds (but from the same-social cldss) taught their owv children how }%2”
. ) : %

\
to solve ﬁtoblems.

» o .
Out of a larger initial sample, I selected a total of 4Q\mothers’and

their respective five-year-old children, all from intact families. Twenty
»

of, the mother-child dyads ere Mexican American and 20 were Ang@o American.

\ ¢
The Mexican.-American and the Anglo AmeraeEE_EgEbegg,werefciU§Eiy matched by

¢ [}

pairs on the husband's oceupation in order to control for soc1oeconom1a
N - . i

) : . Y . e
status. The occupational status of the fathers in these famllleé ranged

-

from semiskilled workers to technical and professional. These famllles were

0 \ 3

1nd1v1dtally vigited in thelr own homes by trained observérs who were b111n—

AR ¥
gual ~bicultural Mexican Amerlcaﬁs. During these visits, the mothers were -

b}

asked to teach theé;ﬁown childrén how to solve a problem involving perceptual- -
N 4 H . C N . RN e

cegnitive and motor,ability. Each mpther's behaviors while.she taught her

: , ., ’ ,o \ . . .

child were recorded by the trained observers. -
. P

’ ’ \
Y

What have the results shown? Comparisons offthe‘Meiican American‘and
-'~¢~ j’5
&nglo Amerlcan mothérs revea!ed that in the'number of total teachlng inter-

e —— .
~ les sy

actions directed to the children there-were no ethnic group ngferences.
o . P .
- e LT .

Bg;h tHe Mexican Amefican and Angfllo American mothers directed to itheir chil- "
- s . Tt N A S

»

. . - . o ..
dren approximately the same number of teaching interactlons. Examining -the
.0 .

ratlo of . verbal and nonverbal interactions for each ethnlc %//yp, however,

+
. ey

%
1ndlcates that the interactions which the,Mexlcan American chlldren received -

!

from their mothers’ were more frequently of a nonverbal than a ve:hel nature.

-
~

On the other hand, the Anglo Americen children received more verbal than

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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nonverbal types of interactighs from their mothers. When.I analyzed these
- , e v r

interactions by the, speciffc types of verbal and noqjerbai behaviors .they

S involve, addftional,ethnic group differences in mdternal -instructional *

N “ B L)
* -  strategies emerged: while teaching their own children, the Anglo mothers - -

asked them more gquestions than the Mexican American mothers. On the other

; .

hand, the Mexican American mothers gave their own cMldren more commands.

- . J . . .
=5 Also, the Mexican American mothers were much more ph sically intrusive on
‘

.

the‘task ‘that is, the Mex1can Amerlcans - much .more than the Anglo .°
A' 14
mothers ‘-~ tended to: actually perform the tasks for the1r own children. , ’

.
.

Ihese flndlngs provide clear evidence, -ther, that Mex1can American and , -
& 4 '

<

. Anglo children of the séme social background (as measured by father's occu-
pation) are exposed to quite different adult#-child interacticn styles and -
. ~
instructional strategies in the home. From these findings we are gble to

understand better, for example, the dynamics underlying a child's behavior

. . . s - .

in ghe'typical testing or assessment situation: Modes or "rules" for inter-
& acting'with adults which a young child has ‘learned in the home will determine

.
v

his axpectations and his own behaviors vis a vis adults such as an examiner

. . X - ! .
. in a test situation, and this, of coutse, will dictate how he performs. d

. . [

Orten, Eerformance (1 e., qgat the child actually does or falls to do) in a

) partlcular 31tuat10n is taken as a measure of competencies (i.e., what he is

%

~ actually able to do under a get of circumstances that maximally elicit the

’

- requlred performance). Performance and competence,, however, are not synony-

- .

. mous, since, performance rz-aﬁy given 31tuat10n is determlned by ‘a number of N
'factors, 1nclud1ng the "rules of 1nteract10n“ (Get®els, 1974) which young .-

children have learned inr the soclocultural context of their homes.- Soy for.
N )

— example, the typical test situation in which an adult examiner asks the.child

° - . -

. ‘questions will be a more familiar, culturally appropriate or "culture~

.

. ’ o P j ' ] , 3 /
A l:lillc . s ., ‘63 | 69.: . ) ' ' :
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syntonic'" situation for an Anglo than for a Mexican American child. More-

"66er,%rany tests for young children involve asking the child to put together -

H

., a puzzle, or blocks into a design, or-other similar tasks. As indicated

aBove,'the data show that the Mexican American child -~ significantly more

éo than the Anglo child -- is socialized to expect the adult to activgly

v

help him perform the task and to actually complete at least portions of i

for the child. L '

Another important finding of the study is that tﬁe pattern of

corrilations between specific maternal behaviors and the childrén's cognitive "

)

development varies by ‘ethnic group. In other words, a parficuiar maternal
. ) 4 N . »
behavior which has one kind of influence on child development for one ethnic

., group does not necessarily have the same effect or "meaning" for anosher
(49
. N + ﬁ
ethnic group. This finding-has important implications. In the absence of )
P
' . . ¢
empirical evidence obtained-in context, jt is ‘unwarranted to describe certain

adult-child interaction styles as being more or less appropriate or deficient

for child development. .

By better understanding the sPecific aspects of the early home

environments of children from different ethnic groups, we also are in a

.
! s

°

stronger position to develop designs for intervention®programs and curricula

that take;inta account aﬁd capitalize upon the problem-solving, gelatiodh;
and instructional sfy}és and. other characteristics and "rules of‘intepaction"
that are unique to‘:adh group and thus gro&ide an articulated céntiguity ; . .
bé;ween the home and chér ins;itutions. There i? an urgent need to take a '
' very cloée look at the experiéncés that ch@l&;;n from various e%hngz\minorities ‘
encounter in school and at the tranéiiiohs they’are for;ed t&‘méke betﬁeen'f
- . . s

. . L - Q
the sociocultural context of the home and that of the school, in order’ to -
. \ . . ° '

°

-

# identify the\apecific areas in which schébls,could be made more éeéponsivq

to the unique needs,ana,chafacterisgicé of éhildren and theiy families. ~

, ‘ . . ” 70 K )
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A study of contextual use of language

Linguistic characteristics ‘represent one of the most visible}areas.of
chil% functign%ng in which there may be an abrupt discontinuity between the
context of the home’ and that of other settings in which a child may fied
himself, such as the preschool and the school: 2

When @ifferent cultural or linguistic groups come into contact with

. N e
one another, varying degrees of biliﬁguaiism usually ensue. Bilingual

situations may range from instances in which a speaker seldom uses anything
5 3

. . —~ . LY Y

~ ) but his/he; native language through speakers who -make use of a second lan-

- ¢ ‘2 . “

guage in varying degrees,'to the rarely encountefed amblllngual who’ achleves

&

complete mastery of both languages (Hal%sﬂay, 1968). 1In fact, in situations

where languages come in cantact, languages or language varients somet imes

» N

replace each other‘among some speakers in certain domains f language be-
- havior. One way to determine a particular community's sociolinguistic
characteristics is by identifying social domains (Fishman, 1968) in a group

(i.e., major spheres of activity in a culture such as family, educationm,
o

} etc.) and obtaining information as to the languages used in the various
domains. ‘ AL\*‘

I recently conducted an empirical study examining the use of language

patterns in specific Spcial contexts among children and 'adults is their

families from three different Hispanic erben groups in the Unifed Statds:

Central Texas Mexican Americans, New York Puerto Ricans, and }Miami.Cuban
’ ‘ . °

Americans., A %otal of 195 children in the first, second, angd thiid grades
. . . /

and their families participated in the study. The general patternof sogio=~

economic” and educational status of the families in the three ethnic samples
4 .t ’ » - .
-~ was similar to that™®of average figures‘fand in USA national afatistics for

. \
each group. The mothers and the teachers of each child were individually

' o / ! / - ' )
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o ‘ . : .,
interviewed by trained inte;¢£:iers who were indigenous to the ethg%c,

linguistic, and geographical group of each interviewee. Information was

obtained regagding the language pattern used most often in the home by the

3

child and also by the adults (parents, etc.) in the home (familial language

use). In addition, information was obtained regarding the use of ianguage
p ) .
at school in the chilq's classroom as the principal medium of iretruction

for the child for classroom subject matters. Because sometimes research

using reports as a metho&ﬁaf collecting - language data may be subject to

.

response bias resulting from normative attitudes ‘which may affect informants'

judgments, great care was taken to eliminate this potential source of bias

in thig)stud& byiemploying and carefully training only interviewers who wefel
ind{genous teraéh ;f.the etbnié, 1aﬁghaée, and geographic communities
"studied:3:. %; ; <*4;~4.._zm

Results showed that in the overwhelmiﬁg majo;ity of both.the New gofk ,
Puerto Riéan and the Miami Gubg;‘Amer?%%n kémiiie;,'the adults iiving with

the children (parents, etc.)‘used Sbanish as the moét/frequent means of

verbal communicat1on in the home. Aﬁqng he Central Texas Mexican Amkrican

v

fam1l1es, SpaQ1sh-Engl1sh m1xture was the s1ngle most frequently used e
1anguage by adults in 502 of the homes, Span1sh in one-fourth of the fam1l1es,

and English in the remaln1ng Sne-fourth. Tﬁﬁ 11ngu1st1c patuz~/of language

e

Q P
"mixing" has been- studied by othe¥s. Previdus research evidente suggests

that the mixture of Engliéh/ana Spanish amohg'Mexican Americéné follows a
— oeto . .

. ’

very systematic pattern, and that there is a high degree of grammat1calnéss"’

in the structural andilexiaal blgnqing'anaaﬁixtﬁre present in the 1anguage of

13 . . .

. LT s . N
Mexican American children. , " %

” o
R .

These findings\TnQiSatéofﬁat‘there arejaifferences in'the 1anguage

env1ronments to which’ ;\\h1c Amer1can ‘children are exposed in their homes,°

——
P .a. . . . [
<} \ e ; '

4




" such groups are homogeneous.

¢

- e

SN T Tk,

»

dependihg on the particular ethnic and geographical groﬁp te which they
belong. Even within a single community therg_Egz‘be significant differences,
so as to question the assumption often made implicitly in yesearch and educa-

4 . A T

tional policy involving persons from non-English speaking backgrounds that'

-
..

<

In both the New York Puerto Rican ;nd<Cubaﬁ Amtrican groups, the
Qajority of the children used Spanish as the most frequent.means of verbal
communication in the home. Only_gbout 107 of the éhifzren‘in the Cuban
Americag'apd the Puerto Rican families, respectively, used English, and

almost none mixture, as single most frequent familial anguage. Among the

Central Texas Mexican American children, 30% used mixt the familial

cdntext 23% used both English and Spanish with equal frequency without

-mixing, and 45% used English. 4 oo i v

- <

What about the language used in these children's classrooms as ‘the

medium of instruction for content subjects?” With over 90% of the Méxican

N
” °
o

‘American and with over 407% of the Cuban American children, the lghguage
*Pprimarily used as the medium of instruction was Englisha with~about026%.
, ' " ’ ) .
Qf the Puerto Rican children, the language primarily used as’ the &edium of

classroom instruction was English, with 21% it was both™English and $panish

- !

w1th approx1mate1y equal frequency, and with 527 Spanlsh

: Thus we see that in general, except . to some extent by the Puerto Rican
“ o

sample”’evere were abrupt d;scontlnnltles For many of aéé children between

Ve

the linguistic environment experlenced at home and that found at schodl as
q ;A . v e ) ’
the medium of instruction for subject matter content. It should be pointed

o ¢ ¢ .
. .

out that the Puerto Rican children in the sample émpléyed in this study were

»

in a rather unique school situation which is found in%{équentlxt_ These

» 5 Wt N
Puerto Rican children were exceptional in that they all atten%ed a school
. . . . . Y . « oo
o

N |
1]
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-
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~
S
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This situation seems to haye had a positive impactfo:_thg_shﬂﬁﬁren's in-

their performance on a test of general non-,
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4t should be noted that classroom/instruction through a second language
is probably, by itself, not the only or perhaqi even the principal reason

that so many children from non-English or limited—English-speaking families
[ % @ .
perform poorly academically. In fact, Anglq English~monolingual children .
. . ) ‘ , - Ed R /
who have been immersed in a Spanish-only program (cf. Cohen & Laosa, in press)

N i

in wZ}ch teachers pretended not to know Eqélish and .only used.Spanish from

eginning of kindergarten, have been found to do as well academically

-,

the
by the end of the third grade as chlldren who go through a regular Eng11sh
program. But for the Anglo ch11dren in the Span1sh 1mmer31on program, lan~

guage was the only factor yhlch differed 31gn1f1cantly and abruptly from the

sociodultural tontext of their homes. It -appears that it is the rather .

abrupt d continuft§ in the total éociocultural context -- of which language
’ 3¢ ' N : = p . :

® 4

may only He a part -~ which compounded with issues related to attitudes and
. 4 > . ‘

4 v’ .
behas&ﬂéZ/Yrom individuals‘representing the two sooiocultural contexts
S & . ;

. toward each other, that may be at the root of the problems affectlng mloarlty

a - @

group chlldren s academlc development. . ! ‘

- " -

, ! Conclusions: - °
% 4 : , N
My iftent in this article has been to stress the importance of taking

o M ~ .
- ’ LA . -

N . » o L. . N
into account, the sociogultural edﬁfexts whic qepresent the togal life space

1y




or "ecology" (Bronf&nbrenner, 1974) in which each child's development takes

placegk I have presented research ev1dence whichshowsclearly that the early .

enVironments of children show quite unique characteristics depending on their

membership in particular sociocultural groups =-- and s$hat even within )

- " particulér'subcultural communities sopetimes one may find considerable |
kS . .
variability. ‘At times, the same "observed behaVior, such as a' particular

!

teaching strategy, for example, .may have quite a different "meaning" . ‘

terms of its influence on children's development depending on the sopio-
ol X ' \ :

cultiiral: context in which it occurs. [The findings I have presented raise

serious questions concerning whether institutions and other environments
- |

which we impose on children'are so designed as to provide sufficient

articulated continuity with the early and‘onrgoing sociocultural environment

.

LA ]

@ N cdmpleyfbariability present in our changing nation as it begins its third “‘
rd v N |
century. . . ¢ L j -
8 ”zl . ; g
Il - «
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(lo t 2 The term

Content Footnotes . ; -

B
. .
.

3

' hY LY . .
Mexican American as employed here refers to persons who were

born in Mexico Znd now hold United States citizenship or otherwise

I'd -
live in the United States, or whose parents or more remote ancestors

_imhigrated gp, the United States from Mexico. ‘It also refers to
persons who trace their lineage to Hispanic or Indo-Hispanic forebears*

» who resided within Spanish or Mexican territory that is now part of
il ) \ , "

southwestern United States. A recent US Bureau of the Census report

(1974) shows the. total numbef of persons'Af Spanish origin in the
United States in 1973 to be over 10.5 million. Of these, 6.3 million

are Mpxican American, 1.5 million Puerto Rican, and .7 million Cuban

«

A American.” The remainder are of Central, South American, or other Spanish .

N >

origin. K
’ . [} '-. - -‘
2, The term Anglo American as used here refers to white native United' States
f . . .°\ 3 N -
. English-speaking persons who are not Mexican Ameérican or members of other
Hispanic groups.
3. ¢+ For a more detailed description’of the study, see Laosa, 1975a. [ -
L] M 0' i\
4.

The relatively greater use of English among the Mexican American than

»

among the Puerto’Rican or Cuban American families can be ex gined by

-

" two principdl factors. As a group, Mexican Amer¥cams in southwestern

-

‘United States have experienced contact with the English lahguage more

hd .

intensely and "for a much longer period than either of the other two

groups. Moreover, Mexican Amerjcans have experienced great pressures

to give up their native language for English. In fact, the southwest
has'a‘iong history of prohibiting the speaking'bf/épanish in dchools

(Carter, 1970) and of using various-for;s of punishment to enfonpé\the

. L8
' ' -

L4 N . .
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-

with the large-scale implementa

- \

-

&
the traveler across the southwe

t

“Caution should be exercised when generalizing the language use findings
of this study to different geographicai regions. Thj;:\;;}\eégmple,
. . . .

"No -Spanish Rule." Only recently has this situation begun to change

.

© Ly
tion of b%lingual education prog&gms. ..

» -

.
.e

stern United étates will note Qiffere ed

in language use among Mexican American communities depending on suc

factors as relative proximity to the USA-Mexico border.

L

Therefore,

data should be collected for each community of interest. LS

o
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. o "/ CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE EARLY CHILDHOOD
- EDUCXTION PROGRAMS FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING CHILDREN
. N . o L
N ‘ .- INTRQDUCTION ‘
\\." The identification and analysis of cul;érally.resppnsive programs for |

young Chilgif“ neceesgggtes that a;basic definition of "culturally respon-
;lve" be~established. This'dezinition is based on the gociologic;l term -
, “culture" which is taken to mean "%ociel°heritage,othat is, all tne_knonl- e .
eo;e?\beliefs, customs, and skills| that are availableéto tne membere of a-
societv" (Broom and Selznick, l970ﬁ p. 50). Thls connotat{on’then includes

all that is familiar and has varynng degrees of valug: foed, music, lan-

. guage, etc. This cultural knowlnge affects “the way a-child behaves, belleves
- » . |

and assesses himself.as a satisfadtory or unsatisfactory 1nd1v1dual (Margolin,

1974). That critical part of‘peréonality, the self concept, is Jitally
' i ( .

< influenced by culture. Viewed from this perspeciivegculturally responsive
, e . ! .

- {
Early Childhood Education programs are those which incorporate the child's

‘ ‘ (
,,,—f”ﬁﬁt;;e,l;nguage and cultural knowledge as part of the curriculum. In

. . N1 - )
9 . ‘ .
" addifion, con31deratlon is g:\én\to the child's development in terms of y

v

relatlonshlps between self conceﬁt, culture, and ach1evement.

L
( » + i

. The 1mportance of an educatlonal system that responds to students’ v

- needs is glven much credence by the :iltlngs of such humanistic psychal- ’

O OngtS as Combs (1959) and Maslow (1954) When viewed in terms of Maslow's
- r - -
hierarchy; the needs’of non-EEEIiEp-speaking studentg who face a new .
» . ‘ - NN d
culture upon entering school are related much more to security and accep- ‘
E N a K

// tance than to fulfillment or grades. Security is an urgent need for all *

B °

. chlldren at th;s stage but the task becomes more difficult when the lan-

,‘&

, guage is-'mot understood and thg.surroundinge are strange. Therg is little in-

clination to achieve until‘some sense of belonging has been established. The
. 7’ » & , ,' . '

R 75
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.-caused students to express confdsifn, fear, or a sense of frustration

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/ &

/

-

. C o
(Litsinger, 1973). Leaving the familiarity and support' of the home environ-

ment for the strangefelassroom in which he wust learn to makegnis own ‘way ig.
X 4 . 4 y ]

v -

"an immense tdsk fér any child. For the culturally different child who in
. %

some cases faces A completely alien environment at school, the task may seem .

.
s .

insurmountable. This stress felt by children may allow little energy foy’
aeagemié endeavor. There is a’ limit to the amount of stress that can- be

. .
o P \

assimilated before the debilitating effects of excessive anxiety set in

-~ ~

~ o\ . . I 4
(Brophy, 1925).. The young child needs an environment that does not make ’

inordinate demands in order to devel%p a healthy- self eoncegs and a sense of

being able to do. It is during qge’first six years -of life that~a child

R ¢

a - k4 “ . «
~Hevelops a basic sense of trust, autonomy, and initiative (Frlkson, 1963).

It is during the latter part of tmﬁge perlod that (@hlldren enter early

chlldhood programs and are'1n need of supportive, culturally respon81ve
A PR
environments to foster'péﬁ&tﬁ&e gttitqdes towards school and self.

» ~

The lack of culturally responsive'prggrams id, the past has caused some * ™
e . - w . *,
educators “to criticize the educational system. for not implementing such

.
v .

qrograms. " The fallufg of'mlnorlty students to achieve in schools was .-

+ ~
’ -

attrlbuted to thls lack of relevant programs (Carter, 1970; Ulibarri, 1970

—_‘f,l,//”fga;;ra, I963) The early chlldhopd pnegrams developed in the-60's wé?e\\\\

. N v

implemented ag intervention programs to compensate for certa:xscognltlve

-

and motjvational deficits, viewed as characteristisp.of these "disadvantaged";
/

~ ',. J

- children. The chlldren who attended these progfams were alﬁost excluslvely

. >
) . -

'poor and frequently they were from racial minorities. Thus,the\deficit idea ‘
s - N
Nncluded culture and cultural d1£ferences were equated with cultural def1—

4+ > 3

ciencies. A changefin'thgnking-nas’occurred"and ethnic, nacial'or'social

§

<

F e e amavas A =
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clads differences are now seen less as deficiencies

R & Fi ' -t
" to be dccommodated to-in the schaols (Evans, 1875).

of the trend toward cultural pluralism and reflects

differences as valued basis for development‘of programs. However 1n the area J

-

: : : A J, e s .
Legislation providing for Bilingual/Bicultural educdtion is indicative ‘

and more as differences

the, acceptance of cultural

+ ~

of early chlldhood/there are few distinct model programs establiShed as part -

of Bilingual Programs that are.described in

- LI

Start and Follow Through projects that have

the literature. It is: the Headw

developed distinct curticulum*®

‘'models consistent with various philosophies of child growth and that employ-

L4

/}/Bpecific‘educational strategies that can be identified 'and discuseed in terms
“

[ i e ms, will be diégthed in the next
! : to - ) -

. of cultural responsiveness. These programs
1 ”~

1

section. . o .

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

-

 The relevant.literathre for this paper included some of the research

\
’

related to the\seiflfpncepté?nd chlldren 8 ablthy to perform in schocl

-~ v

- .
.

part of a .

1) -

’sn?ce development Of%,poSlthe self concept was defined as

. 'culturally responsive program. Early childhood model’ programs were reviewed
¢ - . N TN

in terms -of the degree of cultural responsiveness. Final evaluation rgports .

" ‘ “

of some Bilingual programs that included data for kindergartens and primary

grades were also reviewed. .

. +

- Self Concept and Acnievement

There were numerous studies andlcatlng a d1rect relationship between
I'd

the self coﬁcept and- academlc achlevement (Campbell,_1965 Bleﬂsoe, 1967)

. . P

- One of the most exten81ve studles of the self conoept of ability and school

-

o v

* ,./"
succéss was conducted by Brookover (1967) and his associates over a slx-year .
) - L}
. . . .

. . 2

. . , . o .
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v

vperiod. This was a longitudinal study of the relation between the gelf-
| .

> \\ «

concept of academic.ability and school achievement among students in one

' \

school class while in, the seventh t&rough’twelfth grades. The researchers :
\ N \

. P 1 i K .
concluded there was a gignificant re%ationship between self toncept and

, 4 - - - -—

academic achieveﬁent.‘ Another conclusionqass that human ability may not_be

1 .0 - y

’ )
the most important factor in achievemfn

N

dents' attitudes were a limiting factg

“in first grade. Studies also“indicated that self. concept influeﬁced social’

.

iearnings. Barnett '(1957) reported that feelinés of inadequacy among bright

underachievers'?cted as depressors which caused them to withdraw and refuse

N

-

to compete. The concIUSions were not only that attitudes about himself

\
j .

affect how, a child performs at school but a1s0~that performance has a heavy 4

\ .. !

impact on the self concept as verified by the folloWing research. Gibby ‘and

’

Gibby (1967) explored the effects of stress resulting from failure upon the

R

self concept and intellectual productivity of sixty students ith two "seventh .
grade assesne§tap1ished for bright, academically superior white.children.

.- 7 ’ b .
One clgss was used as a control group and 'the other as the experimental

“t

" group. Academically oriented tests were administered to’both classes on two

° ’

diffefent occasions tbree days apart. Immediateiy before the last testing,

.
h

memBers of the experimental group were given slips of paper indicating they .

3 LIRS
~ =

L 4
had failed the first test.- Comparison.of the scores,oﬁ the experimental N

3

group and the cong;oi group indiEated“that under tﬁe.stress_gf‘failure the

——r - e . . $

- experimental éroup‘performed less'effectiveiy. The. experimental group also .

v

L . . .

‘ terided .to regard themselves less higniy and‘showed a decrease in intellectual

productivity. ' L , » .

1
the study indicated that stu~ .

-
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. 3 .. o .
/ The relationship between ethnicity and self concept has been-investigated

by several researchers (Carter, 1968;‘6. Palomares, '1970; Zirkei‘and Greene, n '
oo .

’ 1971). In a pre11m1nary study it was establlshed that. self concept was

» - i “’W-,

| c§ . related to ethnic group memberghlp and that Puerto Rican children exh1b1ted -

Ld \ 4 - 1

| 81gn1f1cant1y lower elf concept than Black or White children. These results -

were negated when a teacher—ratlng 1nstrument was employed in conJunctlon

~ 9
.

w1th a self-

ting 1nstrument-(erke1, 1971). ‘

‘ -

“students in grades three and six 1n five urban California schools, GustafSon . -
L X , .
(1971) using the Coopersmith's $Self Esteem Inventory found no‘dlfference in -

- L 'ﬁ *

) the third grade hstween Mexican Americans and non-Mexican Americans. ‘How-

t

- . . . L .
ever, tﬁE‘ﬁBn=Hexi§$n~Americans had significantly higher scoves at the sixth,
i .

grade level suggesting that the trend of difference becomas cumulative.

s e

Differences Between ‘the ethnic”categories in self esteem and academic per-

s '

foxmance. that are inconsistent at the third grade level become dominant .at .
v ) : y b . ° ’

" the] sixth grade level. Cr ; :

' - 4 ~ - Yo

Geraldine Palomares (1970), in her.examinatiog of existing literature

v B
« ~ . . 4

,ﬁ*( . regérding the self toncept of Mexican’Americans, found .that, studies in this

. - - Y
. e »

! S, -, N

- -area_ ‘were not 1n-agreement. While .one study showed Mexican Americams as .
. ; - . = R “\ \, . k
hav1ng lower seif concepts,-others fa11ed to show any sggnlflcant dlfference.

¥ Y

- - v A !
hd ‘The maJor theme emerging from the above discussion is that_self contept

and.ability to~achieve are interactin§ and one influences the other. The im: % ,7‘

: . | -

pact shown of attitudes toward self at_an farly age upon subsequﬁnt achieve- C

» .

. i\, © _ment is of v1ta1 concern - to those interested early ChlldhOOd educatlon.
LN L . . T »

& 1

- »

.
D

. How theBe two theoretical ideas are incorporated into practical appll;atlon )

- - o« ¢ - ’

\ [ 4

“' © by program planners ;s determlned by notions ‘of {earnlng theory dand w111 be ot ;/
r ‘. - . v/l :’¢ ’

discussed with 8pec1f1c model programs. ‘}111ngua1/31cultural/programa

L o . . - - N Lt . e 3,
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- ‘ . . . a , : . R
approach the educatidn of youhg children %gom*the premise that by utilizing

, the language the child already knows, the child will more likely agHieve

succehsfull‘ and this success in turn'will enhance the self concepf§. How - L
M \,‘ ’ . oM . . . .
_Bilingual/Bicultural programs affect the cultuxal knowledge and gelf concept ..,

Y

-of chrldren is an’area that is yet “to be reyealed by studies of such programs v

* being currengly implemented.\v L °

. . . .
-~ . . ® * . L]

[ . . -
-Model Early €hildhood Education Phograms
A , o .
) J . A review of some. of the\outstanding Head Start and Follow Through
L .. \ . ‘ . ]
curriculum models and the degree.to which they’ ‘can be con81dered culturally S

» . - - \

S
respon51ve is undertaken in this paper to present a general view of alterna-
\

"tive approaches in early childhood education. ‘These curriculum models are

5
§ distinguished by different guiding concepts of child development and principles

<
of education. The models are divided int three categories that reflect

' 'dlstlnct philosophies or assumptions about child development and leaining. Co- ‘
~ o &> o - M

- m.brief descriptiofi of maturationist cognitive developmentalist and experi-
‘mentalist philosophies 1s‘1ncluded in the review of the models helow. The

) . ‘ R

models are discussed in terms of’cultural responsiveness in relationship to
) o -

target population, cultural knowledge, the language program implemented and’

. CE—
. .

development of self esteem. - . - ~ . -
. , . Maturationist philosophy expounds the belief that children develop as . .
) . 4 v ’ ’
¢ « . A ° -~ - ‘s N °
- . a whole person at differen~/rates and pass through stages or periods during .
- . . A ’

_ which certaim skills or attributés arf developed. The child’ possesses\qhe %
/k genetic potential for this development and given t}? .oper environment this .
| development’will occur when the child arriveg.at a given peripﬁ/’;\maturation.,ﬁgﬂ
Children are 1ntr1ns1cally motivated to learn Pnd need an env\}pnment that .
. prov1des many experiéices and the freedom to choose the experiences:that are. ',A\

v, [

"in congruence with their‘intefest and period of readiness. Leasning obJectives

° . ; , . - _— { . ) '
) ) . . . . v : (
! - ) . Y )‘ . . .;«'.
o « ¥ .k 85 . C e i b
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o

o

%

. \ L
» ) 4,
are the outcome of the transactions between a teacher and ¢hildren working
. "4 . ‘;{‘ /
» ¢ ' \ bd
as joint decision makers. Children are trusted andPrespected’ for their

. i - s. N ’ . - o« e . ’ . - .
.1nd1v1duel differences and highly individualizéd activities are provided to

meet these differences (Evans, 1%%2). The term open education is associated

'

with the educational ideas of maturationist philosophy.
)
’

Two Head Start and Follow Thrpuéh curriculum models, the Bank Street

L . - " > . N

model and the TucsonlEarly Education Model (TEEM), are usﬁéiég associated +

with' the open :gsthtion concept and utilize the 1ntere§t ecenter concept ang

-

1nd1v1duallzed 1nstrucrxon. ‘The Tucson Earl§ ﬁducaiioﬁ Model wad seleeted

7

for discussion. because it or1g1nated as a program for Mexican Americam stuif

dents in first through thlrd grades in Tuéson, Arlzona., It was later
-

.expanded to include'preschool thrbughftbird grade for Head Start and Follow'i'
Through classes with-children of all ethnic and cultural‘backgroqus and
. impIemen:ea in“twenty school systems‘5e§eg; the country (Chow;'1973)a?
z The dlassreom SEtivities aré direcéed ;6ward development of the
- . . ~ . .

kL program's major objectives: language competence, intellectual base, motiva-
g X . . 09T . .

tional aabe,°ahfﬂgﬁbietal artg and kkills. The variety of skills which
D A . ) :
réflesﬁ'these\objéctiVes are never exercised separately but are taught in
. ) M . 4. L. -
. : ~. . . . . o
combination'and defined as orchestration. Most’ lessons are conducted in

. -

ren allowing for close teacher-student .

A
* dnteraction. Chlldren are enc uraged to gerbal@}e, handle obJects and to
t
participate in demonstratlons as 1: is believed that 1n order to learn
P s

. e -

students mvét have the. opptrtunlty te»actlvely‘engage in-a variety of bq—

_ haviors. Student§ often wo!r in small groups called cpmmlttees but have
7 s ’ . ﬁ % ~ l
the optlon of leaving the group and,going to the free choice centers.

4 ]

v

2
Opportunxtles are pnov1ded for the development of a w1d%;var1ety of skllls

4
through modelling (Spodek 1973); Indiv1duallzatlon of Lnscrueflon ig one
A . ! -"-w L - .-
| . 87\ . 4 e L
. I - ' ’
. P
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of the most important varigbles .and provision is made for development of °
. o . .

individual skills at individual- rates. Cultural background, attitudes, and

values of the children are incérporated into self selected and structured

- N
£

activities to further instructional objectives (Evans, 1975). This adapta-

13

. tion to local populations is recognition that %pildrén deﬁelop skills and”
N 1

; ‘attitudes that are approprlate to the1r ‘hnl home and nelghborhoods though
. N
they may differ from those of Fhe main soc1ety A cont;nuatlon of these

.
-
3

‘wvalues and’ attitudes is gncouraged in the cTassroom.. ’ e
’ - ' .

"Language competence is one of the major technica¥® skills of the °

sg}tufb to which the child must adapt" (Spodék,‘i973, p. 232). This adapta-
tion ;efers to children‘learning.the officialllanguage of this couﬁtry and

. no tefehence was found that £hditated ;hat aﬁy'of the modelis classrooms h;e
a-biiin;ua; approach,to’lahghage instruction«. "Language lift" is often useq

" to descnibe the language development method for early education employeduby

. -

TEEM. Th1s method is based on the utilization of children's fnatural

’ ’

language learnlng" (Evans,//w]S) *This approach'adheres to the assumptions
* > ‘. d .

- [ \

that rich experiences in language stimulation, opportunities"for language.
e - T .
expression, and exposure to approprlate syntact1c structures w111 better

[

/ o
. activate children's normal biolbgical capacity fpf language. Foriexposure

I3 -

to occur \language communications'must.be difilfcted towa;d'chzldren to hhich;

'they can’ respondli Teachers muét-model'; yari!‘g of hasic sénténqs structhces

1n appnoprlate situations to ralse ch11dren s language produttlon. Childtsh .
. - F Y o,

derlve language rules from ?earlng and produc1ng languagq, and- the thld 5

b

sgonﬁaneous langﬁage is used to develop‘llteracy skilis. The program has ?b

k3 £o . . . Y ” .. R ;
language mates;rls and lessons are not based on objectives, sequence, or
N . M , &
- ¢

timing. The sufcess of the program depends on the ‘teacher who must be

qoﬁscious’ﬁ?/;:ingea modeleé of language and bossess a firm knowladge of the"’

* .

i g

»




syntaEtic s:rucFure being modeled (Evans, 1975). ' ! - *
. . Bata about specific academic skill\Aevelopment to evaluate Ehe TEEM
Do ke . y .
language model are not available at this time. Coufbarison of TEﬁM children
wlth local classee has.shown strong evidence in fa. of TEhh chi}dren on
;aintain;@ task~ .

L4

social-affective behaviors. Children in TEEM classro

orientatfon better than those in the Eomparison classes
. . PR

I L}

generally had better cognitiye gains based on word

-

TEEM chi%dren

£l
ledge, v1sual and

) \

veqbal memory, conceptual grouplng, number questlons, and reason by! analogy

|
-
i

. -

. (Evans, 19’5) ”
8

Cognitive developmentalist philosophy adheres closely to Plaget s

. Al i
. ~ £ 1 > ~

theories of the stages of child development and much emphasis is placed on
, |
the development of menLal strdctures. The evolution of a child's coéﬁitive

Yo

. e ?

., S8tructures progresseﬁ through a’ dlstlnct sequence beglnnxng with sensory—

motot coordifiation and ending® ylth formail rea§oning ability, logical thought

'in objective, uabsfract‘ hypothetical terms. AmOng factors Wthh 1nf1uence

) S

« thls progression are neurological?umxuratlon, in harmony with phy31cal and
social ekp/;lences, and equ;llbratlon, the -process by which a child seeks
- N i -~ -, ~ e

.greater cognitive balance at higher levels as new 1earnings occur. This

“» . seeking for balance or'meaning,makes ac

“ >

ild an active learner,who profits

PEER

¥rom active dlscoVery, concrete;sensofy experience, interpersonal.inter-
« g .

- e

N - LN . [ [N
actions with other chlldren, 4nd a variety of models for imitative learning -
o (Evans, I975). Amerlcanacognltlve developmentallsts who have also. contri-:

—

-
buted to- thls apptoach are J. McV;;Hunt, Benjamin Bloom,ﬁand William Fbwler.

’ - 1Y
) M The Responsive Env1ronmen: Model Prquam developed by‘Fhr West Labora-

4
- . ‘ ' ' ) o ) N s
..+ tory was chosen/as repr entatlve of,thls particular approach becausé it is
"'.,

&£

.
. . -~

A 'ﬁ mostly lnfluenced by the work’of cognltxve developmentallsts a%though 1t

is considered to be bas;cally eélect}c (Chow,}1973) This model is baged -

. " : . o . . .

. ) ¢ * N ) ’ °
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- on the assupption -that pubflic schools are not responding to children as
‘individuals with different ‘qultural backgrounds and that if "culturally
- 13 7

different childrenare to thrive either they must be helped to pperate in a
system designed for others, or the system itself must be Q&anged to serve
all children edua}ly" (Nimnicht, .1973). The.program was initiated at

Colorado State College in 1964eas the New Nursery School to meet the needs
of.ethnically different children, mainly Mexigan’American and Black. It

' was fater :tarted as_ the Responsive Environmeqt Mpdel at.Faf Wesﬁ’Labaraaory
B ;;_Gien Nimnicht, the original founder of the program, and greseatly the -

i de;elopers are'spons;;inévﬂeép Star;nand'Follow Through classes araund the

. country (Chow, 1973). " The target population in addition to Black and

Mexican American children has included 3ther Spanish—speaking children,

. . . ﬂ . \
Ambric ndian, Oriental ahd Anglo middle-class children (Nimnicht, 1973).
» — R ¢ -
* 2 The acquisit}on of specific skills is not stressed, rather a learning

\I
. to learn approach encouraged. Qplassroom activities are organized around a «
) ) 5" ¢ < . o ’

designed environment that responds to the needs of children .and provides .

’

irmediate feefback. .This~is accompliahéd by the use of self—correctfhg

N

toys and by the actions of Qay teacher who wa1ts for the Chlld to express
( PR 1)
an interest(dhd then works w1th an individual child or a‘small group on the

B+

) - A :
" The, ability to solve_Sroblems is stated as being ;he major

chosen task
. ‘ » e 3

goaI of intellectual develépmén;. This goal is partly accompllshed by the
+ autotelig games and toys that allow chlldren to work 1ndependent1y or in

;: 'small groug:iv A ‘wide var1ety‘q&$educatlonal toys and games as-wel aé

prdgrammed mater1a1 and. 31mp1e machines are con31dereq‘3ecessary to prbv1de ’

v

a ylde range of educational experiences. J;ere‘are two sho;t.perlods,duplng
* * .8, - . .
the 'day for total group actiyities such as’ music or story time, but for the

L} . ‘ ‘ -
. .

m{ét part the work is done on an indi"palized basis between teacher and

« I -

Y

9 . -
~ « child (Chow, 1973).: ‘j
r . P &
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/

-

%

/ This prOJect was adapted ¥o bilingual education.

- feelings of plegsure and enjoyment. This view of himself will afféct his

- has been greatly influenced by

. s
. ) . i X1

r 3 . - \
L4 ! ] ' . L ;
A major objectivg¢ of the program is tg help children d2velop a positive

°

<, . . .
self concept as it.relates to learning in the school and in the home. A

‘child is seen as hdving a positive self image if he likes himself and his

peop;e, pelieves An himself and his abif%ty to solve propiems, and expresses

[y

‘ . . . L
attendance and/his performance at school. (Nimnicht, 1972). /( )
- /

Another im?ortant.objective of the Responsive Environment/ﬁodelfis that

the child ppssesses a knowledge and understanding of his cul éral backgrounﬁi

¥

Culturally/ relevant materials aré provided by therlocél program and the cete

materialg ‘that have no cultural bias\a

s

involvement of parents, even at the decj

}

to the cultural res ponsiveness of the’ progks

aking level, also contributee

1

(Nimnicht, 1973).

There is no specific language development materials nor method requireéd

/

by fhe Laboratory. The local programs are ‘free to. ﬂhcorporate ﬂaterxals

t at are con81sxent with the philosophy of the model such\as the Lavatelll

t
/ o

aterials and the PrOJect Life’ Program (Language Improvement to Facilitate

~

~Educat10n)cemployed by the Responsive Env1ronment Project for Spanish

Amerlcan chlldren, a model classroom in Clov1s, New Me§1co (Asklns, 1974):
- ' . ,J
ThHe Laboratory does not ant1c1pate a f1na1,eva1uetion00f the first

phasa, of the totel preétém‘for.at least tive yeare,(Nimmieht, 1972).
A Experimentalist Philgs phy, which ie also knéwn as&Envitgnmentalist‘
relies almost tdtally on gﬁthheories.df‘the Behéviorist psychology,of

Skinner. .The emphasis of thig_science is on oheetﬁhble behaviot and its

relationship with other observable phegomena., ﬁtgerimentalist philbsdbhy

. ) e : ! . M b )
tensive body of research with animals

and hymans in faboraisyieé. The \thild might essentielly'beyponlidered a

» .
.
’ - . “ , . .
P
’ . . 7

« *

v,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

J

»

. . * - & . N 3 ~ .
positive %elf ﬁyhgg wi%l’resuit.. A n{mber of studies citdd by Stanley QE972) .

‘the teacher (Chéw,‘l973): ’ g o T , :

P ’ B

system of interrelated responses interacting with stimuli and a major

P . A
assumption is that the behavior of a child is determined by exterpal stimuli.

A

controlling the stimuli in the enxironment, a child's behavior can be |modified
. - . ¢ s ©or
to coincide with the stated goals. Learning is-‘facilitated when eoncapts ,
. i -

: , L. & 5
and skills are broken up into small discrete steps and are carefully

sdquenced. Associative thinking, memorizition'r is relied upon heavi
£y ?

: il , 4 :
(Spodek, 1973). . oo ’ L ' *

discrimipation and categorization are learned as a result of asso

. A

The classic example of this theory is the Engelmann-Becker or Engelmann-

Bererter Academic Preschqol which is ;dw also a Follow Through model with

3 s f

across the country. the target——-

preschool through third grade classrooms
(4 . 0

~ . oo ! N ,
population for this model aree#jfdisadvantaged" children without regard to
. ) . . K
ethnicity. te ; , -
' T S .
The goal of this model is the development of skills in language, .reading,’

1
v
" v

> : ‘ k .
and math. The Distar Materials, used to achieve these s 1lls, provide
13 ‘ N .

. -~

sequenced, structured 1essoﬁs.i The- preschool lénguage:program is built .
. % .

. ~ . . : § . L % -, .
around three daily 20 mfhutq sessions of intensive.direct instruction cha-
. . N . JE.

7

- ‘.

L] » , ‘,l h : ‘
racterized by fast\gpce, heavy work demands, and* strong emphasis:¢on verbal
'3 - - - »

3 . . )
Yesponses. Children are taught in sma}l, homogeneous groups of f£rom three

N

.

té eight, sé?ted close to the teacher who uses puch verbal ‘praise as
.1 - o . -\ ) / . ' . , .‘& .
reinforcement for desired responses. Verbatim directions are .provided for,

.y »
¢

T - b ) R
: A - R L 1T N . . .
Cultural knowledge or activities are not mentioned and a posj;ive self,” .
. ) e . .. . o . :
concept is seen as dependent on success. By utilizing'diregt’ instruction:

0y

~
.

and developing academic, skills to insufe.Suécess it-is' assumed that a

a4 - > -

. o
. LR
' . N P 7 . .
. . .
< . - -
. i - - - .
. ~ ~ o . :
o * v 3
.

®




» ‘g )
- o . b
’ indicate-that this progLam has had more short range impact. on I.Q. and

achievement scores than the tradltlonal child-centered approach.

G Y

. Another model program that.is eclectic in 1ts approach although .

f 29

1nfluenced by the theotges of Jerome\Kagan, is the Blllngual Eiily Chlld- !

hood Program developed by Southwest Educatlonal Development LaboratOry. The

1
’ program developed for Mexlcan Amerlcan children stresses verbal and reason-

[y e =~

3 ing skills and healthy self concepts. (There is a counterpart for Black

chlldren ) ﬂChow, 1973). The language programeis based on a three-level

- - “

’ currlculw;n based upon mastery of Engllsh Tveqqence and ratio in amount
‘ . » B l' . . 3

£ Engllsh and'Spanlsh used is geayed to program level. A variety of teach-

o ’ . s

» ing methods, instructional settings, medla and content ‘are used (Evans, 1975).
%

3

. j-—“"”ln-addltlon to including™Spanish for 1nstructlon, the program plabeg a .

strong emphasls upon, children's native her1tage. Many culturxal aspects are

. ~ -
included, such as dances, misic, relevant pictures, etc. .o ’
Evaluatlon data based on 169 clasprooms in Texas and Colorado rndlcate
,'l o
~ that approxrmately 75 percent of the part1c1pat1ng children ach1eve cr1terlon

‘mastery of prdgram goals. Addltlonal gains in Engllsh and Span1sh compre- 3

o’

1

hen51on as wGil as 1nereased cognltlve skllls are reported. : s

. " . - ) T .
~ - . J ) ) /

e
N
.
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// Final Evaluation Reports of Bilingual Prog&ams

§

\ -

. n R : \ .
. The definition of culturally.responsnve,programs'fas’stated previously

in this paper as those programs that include a child'e nat ive language and
' T . ‘ .

/ cultural knowledge as part of the curriculum with due/ consideration given to

dev?iopment of a p081t1ve self concept. The ﬁollowi%g bilingual programs

|
- are briefly reviewed with thls def1n1t10n in ‘mind. /

I
’ : S 3
— ) An ERIC search fpr literature related to culturally responsive and °

“

bilingual early childhood-pfograhs yielded only twoteyalhation reports for

suchk programs. Cox (1974) summarized the findings for the Caribou Bilingual

'

C oy \
Project,'Caribou, Maine, final evaluation report of 1973-1974. This was an

v

English-French program that involved two classes each of kindefgaften, first

’

° 7
-~

program performeld as well as students in nonpfogtem classes. ‘Therefore,
. . i ‘ R 4
N “skill acquisition bylstudents was not hindered by educaE;on in twq languages
€ — .

* Iz

(Cox, 1974) . ':‘ . / » ' R
The Yuplk Bilingual Educ¢ation ProJecg/of the Alaska State—Operated
¢ ' PN 3
School’ System, a program that utilizes Edglish and Yupik Eskimo,acompﬁeted
o LY ' . ~ ,
~— NN

its second yeag,in 1973. Thirteen claeérooms in six schodls comﬁff%ed the

\
3

. ‘experimental group. Instruction was_cépducted in the native lafiguage and . ,

. English was taught as a Sec&hd laﬁguége‘}@SLO. The major focus was ‘on

.develop g languagelgkllls, although 11teracy and numerlcal skllls were also

.
.

measured and results'lncluded in the report. The stat13t1cal~analy81s

, .o, compar ed scores of the students in the blllngual'classrooms with those of-

iy

t
comparlson students _in tradlflonal classrooms. The scores' for literacy

% . gkills and math show that blllngual program chlldren s scores were sLbstan-

tihlly_higher, although ﬁot statistically, than those..of non-jilingual

- ! ’
. V

R program children. In llngulstic 8kills the Yuplk scores of bilingual *

,
B . > ) * .. * he - a s \ ” »
‘ ! * . -
B
| . o ) . 4 ’&.’ A ,

o o 88
" . T84 - -

grade and second grade. A_majdr“EbﬁEIﬁEiBhryaguthht students‘in'the_bilingual -7
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_\\ i 73

- N & ‘
~ .
_program students were significantly higher than the comparison group scoreg

The Engllsn scores for the bilingual program students were greater than the

— e

non-bilingual students but not slgnlflcantly greater~ The program reporb

did not indicate any planned emphasls on self concept development or cultural
1 .

knowledge: (Orvik, 1973). gf . Y

' \

« 8chool year 1974 to 1975 provided information ‘on data collected for the ESEA .

e

The Austin Independent §chool District e<:luation reports for the

»

Title VII Bilingual Project and the ESAA Blllngu 1/Bicultural PrOJect (Holley, '<

1975). The eValuatlon de81gn for' both projects wag based upon the Austin
Independent School District's C.I.P.O. (Co ext, Inputs, Processes, and

-

Outcome§). This paper utilized only udent outcoﬁe data for the
deqelopment of language (English and.Spanishzi attitudes\toward school, and s

. . . 'y \
self concept. Only data obtained from children in k&ndergarten to first

N S

grade were used in this paper in keeping wlth the emphasis on early child- . |
. a .

. » < . . \\ “
hood edueation. The data for the process objective, cultural\reference, -

were also utlllzed in relation to the cultural knowledge aspect of this paper’.

“

The mAJor components of both ESEA Title VII Bil1ngual and ESAA Blllngual/

Bicultural projects in addition to Instruct}on were Staff Development N

~ * ?
. ’

Curriculum Development, Parent InVolvement, and Evaluataon. %he'Blllngual
# d N ~
Educatlon Model utlllzed by both projects is based/G”‘t\ Statewide Deslgn '
"

n and the AISD

forqhallngual Education adopted by the State,Board of Eduéat

School Board Pollcy on Blllngual/Multlcultural Educatlon., TFls model is~ . -
. \ = ) '
described as an instructional program encompassing the total educational
o .o . r s ’ e
process in which English and Spanish are_utilized for a portion of a}l the
« « . b

3

curriculum. The amount of~time given to each of the languages in'content - - N
. . \ et ~ A

. ~N .
areas and language instruction is commensurate with the individual needs of «

»> s Y . )
students. Teaching of concepts is undertaken entirely inithe first lqgfufge—’;”
. ‘ 95 :

“ . 89 ’ . "

- - . - « o~ 0.
.
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.PAL Language Dominafice Tesﬁ. A vital bart‘ofothe program of bilingual

+instruction is.the teaching of the cultural herjtage of the people whose

LN -/ S :
and all students vere tested for léi'page dominance by use of the James or

4 /

0

¢

' -
N

A . . )
languages are used and includes their contributions tq_jkhe community, the

state, and the country. *

v

- _ ,
) This was the second program year for ESAA Bif&ngual/Bicultural proéram
) ~ . . o

in tHe Austin thool systemm The number of students participating was

1s 400 dlstrlbuted in four elementary schools, grades kindergarten through

v <
\ N 0

fifth‘grade, andr-the sixth grade at two junior high schools. ggfse schools.

had the highest concentratiom of Spanish dominant Mexican Ameficqn students

in the district. The ethnic composition of students participating in this
i COMA
project was 83 percent Mexican Ameriéan, 15 percent .Black, and 4 percent
' b X s © » -
Anglo’ ; ‘ . ' ﬁ

3

The ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural 1944-1975 final evaluation reported

significant gain at the .05 levei of confidence in Langgage’?foficiéncy for

both Englisﬁ and Spanish by kfndérgarten and first grade projeﬁ} students.

Y

» ‘ '
This information was based on pre-test post-test scores ohtained by use of
b . & . -

the James or PAL Language Do bance Test. . . .

4"“; ’:‘

¥ )

Kindergarten children t ed on the PrLQ?ry Self,poncept Inventory l‘ "

demonstrated a significant gain at the .05 level of coenfidence on pretest)

L]
posttest evaiuqtion of data. (Third and fourth grade dtudent scores showed

4
A

“

- ' ‘ \ .

.« - [
no significant change.) - ° - . -~

. The School Sentiment Index was used to measure attitudes toward s¢¥ool .
. o . . ¢ N .

. of third-and fourth grade students. No significant change was meaéﬁ%ed in'
N \ €

these students and kindergapt;&\and first grade students were not included

h « ~ -
* PR , . . N .
. . S . - )
in this area of measurement. b - . d
. < , ‘ L
s ¥ ‘ ’ ’ » / . -
/ - . A ~ -
“ w . - . .\ - &
' ST S L
R ¢ . e
. . ’ .
90 96 o i T ' *
» D ~ - - t
‘ U/ s . ( ' - - «
‘ ¢ hY 4 o . R
o , . JIN - ‘. (‘f’\»
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The Cultural Reference objective was not achieved. This objective was

measured by Teacher Questiqnnaire. Leuel of Attainment was contingent on
80 percent of teachers’mentioning at least two methods used to 1ncorporate

culture and home backgrouﬁakof students into classroom act1v1t1es.// *
Title VII Bilingual Program, in its first year of operatlons, was

establlshed in 31xteen sqhools. The Title VII Project was built into the

L]

localty sponsored bilingual pr0gram started in 1970 at the klndergarten

level. One grade level had been added each_year so’ that Title VII encompassed

«

the five grades planned for b111ngua1 1nsfructlon through the natural pro-
gression of the local program. Tnerefore, some students in the Title VII

project had been recefbing Spanish instruction since kindergarten. The
» .
number of students participating in the Title VII Biiinguat‘project, grades
- \ ]
, L]
kindergarten through. gixth grade, wa§'2 406. The ethnic composition of these

students was 59 percent Mexican American, 10 percent Black, and 31 percent.

Anglo. ’ ) '

T1t1e VII B111ngual Project f1na1 evaluatlon report for. 1974 1975

reported 51gn1f1cant gain at thj//ag/}evel of conf1dence for kindergarten

oL

and first grade project students on. Language Proficiency test scores\as
measured by the James or PAL Language domlnance test. Both Engllsh and

Spanlsh pretest posttest differences wewe significant (p.<. 05)-.

N :
?elf concept scores on the Primary Self-Concépt In&entory demonstrated

-

! .
no significant gain for kindergaré&nhstudents. (Third and fourth grade

-

S

student scores were sighificant.)

L]

Attitude toward school was not measured for yindergarten‘and first grade.

4 ‘4 . 3 3 ¢ 3 .
Third and fourth grade student scores'showed no significant differences on

.
Al

]

attitude toward school. g !

. B
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. Cultural References were measured by TeacherLbuéstionnaire_and classroom

»

@

. obseryations. -The desired level of cyltural references was reached (ﬁolley, T

N s B .
1975).".,, L . I .o .

. ’/' 2
ion Service Center, Region XIII, has operated the Bilingual

<+

The Educat

-

)

Classrd?m Project since 1969. There are clasSrooms on threa different school

~

campuseé from first through fifth graher The 1975 final evaluation report
; p

inciuded test measures on self concept, cultural knowledge, and cultural ~
1 .

,attipudes~for‘first grade students (Saenz, 1975). ~//:

3

. The Cultural Attitude and Knowlédge test scores were obtained by the °*

t L] ~ ;
Cultural Attitude Scale. Reading is not required as this instrument is . .{
< ’ M \

‘based upon pictorial stimuli and response options. It can be administered

in English and Spanish. Student pre and post scores were s&gnificangly 5
3 * “ K

different on attitude toward the Mexican American culture but no é;hnificant

. - # -

difference was noted for gain in knowledge of Mexigan American culture.

Self concept was measured by Your—School—énd~Cla§sma§es instrument.
The results indicated\that first grade students scored significantly higher
\ ,

. on the posttest than on the pretest (Saenz, 1975).

. Cos O

\ an objective., The few that did seldom used test instruments t
H . . . .

3]

posttest data. The Dallas Independent School District did

N 6 our

of

. . . . A S
tion design that measured attitudes towa;@ self, -~

¢

The School Percebtion Scale_&as used to obtain sc r kindergarten " 1

3 . ! . . B
of kindergarten data reveale&’tha: English dominany{ M

school, and reading

&
~ »

dren displayed more favorable attitudes towards self

’

s




+

in the Bilingual Educatijon Program. The diffenepces

. P, o . . o

and Spanish dominant Mexicgn American children were large
.t - o ! Ky A) \.

e statistically §§gnificantu4‘rhis finding was viewed as support-;

7 <

1] guisticali§\limited children suffer from low attitudes toward self and

N \
schopl (Murray, 1975)., )

/ -~
» v
Grade one data showed no‘é;gnificant differences between any of the
) - —T - .
.groups. The improvement in the Spanish dominant Mexican American children's

B
EJ

attitude-from kindergarten to first, grade cannot be interpreted as being a

reeplt of \Bilingual instruction since this was not'a longitudinal study.
1 . » - ‘ . .
However, the report indicated that student involvement in the Bilingual pro-

-

gram should not be ‘tuled out as~a possible explanation for the improvement.

The Englishias a Second'Language YESL) test was giveh to-a ranJGm‘sample
\ ’ . s
of, Spanish dominant Mexican American bilingual students. The Spanish as a

Y
~,

_Second Language (SSL) test was given to a random sample oﬁ.Englieh dominant.

*
~ i - L'y

Bilingual Program students. Statistically significant pre to posttest gains

ere made at all grade levels for both groups on ESL and ‘SSL tests (Murray, -

1975).

-
~

L
A

N

SYNTHESIS OF LITERARY RESEARCH '

»

_ Findings of the literature’cited included the theories.of psychologists

LS

that demonstrate the 1mportance of helplng children to develdpzfositive

attltudes elated to themselves (Maslow, 1954' Combs, 1959; Etickson, 1963;
O

,

;. fact, afféct student ability to perform in school (Lamy, 1965; Gibby, 1967;

Brophy, 1#95) .Emplrlcal research indicated that the::/ﬁ}tltudes did in

it Brookovel 1967); However, research findings of the relatlonshlp between




.y .
’ ‘ N .
- .

self concept and ethnicity.were inconsigtent and cenflicting (G. Palomares,
T -

- 1970 Gustafson: 1971; zi ‘ 1971) .- ’ ‘ _, o
7 " The renewed interest & early childhood hias been characterlzed by an .,
emphasis on perceptual, cognitive, and intellectual functions as well as
‘
social and(emotionalz this was demonstrated by the altefnative curgienlum .
models discuésed.representatjve of the tHree different'philosophical theoriea

[ N
R Faal y .
" mdturationist, cognitive developmentalist>§§nd experimentalist.
- ',

e

The philosophical theory behind the models dlscussed seemed to correlate

- s

w1th the degree of cultural responsiveness ev1denqed. The experimentalist

«

model Engelman.Becker, with its empha31s oh academlc skllfs acqulsltlon' s
-

¢ seemed tofgive little considerations to native langnage, cultﬁral knowledge, R

. AN ' {

’ ethnicity, or self concept development. The maturationist model, Tucsop e,

Early Educatlon Model originated as a program for Wexlcan Ameflcan chlldren

" and regard was given.to development of self esteem and.cultural knowledgeL

- ~

These features seem to indicate that this model was perhaps ‘more responsive,
- h v

although utilization of the students' native language was not includeg. Two {

v
. N f i

programg seemed tQ meet the criteria set £for* culturally responsive prhgrams:
L% ' 4

% Lo .. N
© utilization of the native language, regaxd for development of self esteem,

[

and cultural knowledge. 'These were the cognitive developmentalist Responsive

L

Environment Model and the eclectic Bilingual Early Childhood Program. -

.

Six blllngual programs currag‘ly being implemented were rev1ewed Two

’ rev1ews are based on 1nformatlon found in a llterary search and four on~f1na1

. evaluatlon reports obtained d1rectly from. the school dlStrlCtS or from other .

gencies. The Caribou Bilgngual Project and the Yuplk Blllngual qucatlon

o a N - . ’
Project utlllzed the natlve language {n the .dinstruction but made no prov131on

for deyelopment of self esteem or cultural knowledge.

.
® [ ]

! of the projects implemented by the Austin and Dallas Independent School .

r R * .
. '
- ) i - M .
> R "
. - . PR

.

o - " L , , |
ERIC - 100 . o0 e

s .
~
- 4

Th evaluation reports‘&

.

+ ¥




P . e -
\‘\ D1str1c&§kand the Education Serv1ce\Center Reglon XIII, included development

of native as well as secondary language, cultural. knowledge, ‘and positive self

concept evaluation results. All six projects utilized formatlve neasures of

the program progress 8 Well as summative measures'in the evaluation design.
The great number of early childhood programs based on curriculum. models

adhering to dlfferent theories and utilizing dlfferent educatlonal methods
’ a N
was regarded as a strength to the educational .system. The fact that two such
1 ’
models could be considered culturally responsive was heartening. However,

.
*

concrete ata 1nd1cat1ng that these programs are best suited to the learnlng

styles of any group of non-English speaking studentsare now available at the
. . )
predent,
| ’

Castafieda and Rapi?fz (1975) have formulated a theory that Mexican

American ¢hildren prefer a "fiéld sensitive" cognitive ‘style as opposed to

”
p—_

a.'"field. independent." Field sensitive children learn best when there is
S L : >

close nteractlon with a warm supportlve teacher who models problem solv1 g

>

strate, es and then stresses application of general rules. These students'

is first focused on the global characteristics of a situation and
- < - . » 2

work well in small, cooperative groups. One can infer that these character-~

Present)\ research on comparison of different programs relative to =

effectiveness\with the general preschool _population indicates that no slngle

K

. program is generégly superior across a variety of measures (Beller, l97l'

¥
Weikart, 1970) Séég,studles demonstrate that'carefully'deslgned and imple-

- i

.—mented programs have no 1mmed1ate or short range benefits, but produce long
range ‘benefits for the experlmental students. Others show’ short range but
not long range- benef1ts for the experlmental graup (Brophy, 1975) Beller

\
¢ v

o ot s 101 -




(1971) iAdicates that 1ong>rang, effects for the less structured Weikart

\

progra:} cognitive development, }
istar language program.

'tured “The results vere based .on seoref/qn the

Stanford-Blnet Test and the C¥11f9rnla Achievement Test. ?rograms that 1n—

'

4
cluded ' .a systematlg parent in olvement component seemed mqre.effectlve in
¥ '\ . § .
"
producing and malntalnlng gaIn (Evans, 1975).' e *
’ -I:

v .

Information on early ch 1dhood bilingual education programs is difficult
I .
to locate, as evidernced by ihe small.numberx of f1nd1ngs prdﬁuced by the ERIC .

- (
search. Some b111ngual programs are part of otK/r early chlldhood‘models, o /

.

such as the Responsive Env1ronment PrOJect for Spanish American Ch11dren 4
t -

(Askins, 1974) ‘and many Bllgngual Programs include early childhdod class-
- . ) s ‘ﬁ‘ . - .
rooms (four to six yeéa¥ old children). But early childhood bilingual educa-

,. tion is not reported as such in the literature nor are. cultyrally respopsiye

v
o

1

) programs. N ‘ g
. - The results of 1ongit§drnal stidies of the nature of thf St Lambert
) experiment 1nvoln1ng chlldren who attended bliangual preschool classes, lhat
#could be con31dered culturally respon31ve are not avallable in the 1~tera-

\
* ture. Short range results, such as thoseSreported‘

4

by-the,eurrent.Blllngual

' Programs reviewed seem to 1nd1catetqpat students lparpy more Spanish and just
14 . ) ‘ v, )

asses. The Bilinéuai >

. ’

- as much English as those sﬁudents in non-bilingual’)

. , Early Childhood Program reported a-substantlal gain

\Mn 1anguage, both Engllsh

" and Spanlsh.\7The final evalﬁatlon report reviewed

l

also seemed to 1nd1cate an

0}
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N
the literary search noy were projects with distinct methods oriented toward »
\ ) § 2,
determlnihg cognltlve styles of culturally different chlldreg: . e O

- W ' . ’ S

* - ‘ 4 . ' .k
. P 0 L *
a DMPLICATIONS ‘ :
.. _ The effect of positive-attitudes toward self upon ab111ty to perform
. . ‘ « 'Y . \\
acaqemlcally has been ¢learly ‘demonstrated. That these attitudes are . \‘

established early in iife and are affected by a*:ﬁild's total experience
indicate the need for culturally responsive early childhood programs. Since

¥ ) ) . . . : ! ' ’ A i .
a child's language is a vital part of his heritagr and instruction in that

¢ language will give greater assurance of inijial sehool.success,'thus not
;;eglyfaiding eevelopéent of academic skills but a positive.self, imaée as well,
a chlld s natlve language should be utilized in a .culturally respon81v§ eariy
c%lldhood program for non-English speaking cglldren. These prcgrams should
not' be' v1ewed as compensatlng for deficiencies in the child, but as meane of ¥ -

meeting un%que needs and shquld bec®me part of the standard educational pro—

”~
- T M N Lo e § - ?
. '
gram.
7
' 4 \ . 4

Research’ has shown that Mexican American students prefer a cognitive ;.

* style that seems\to coincide with the metbods employed by the.less structured‘

curriculum models. .Incorporation of these methods znto an early childhood,
* & . . / N - .

culturally responsive, experimentii model wpould give information as to the

' R} . we * .
practicality of the theory.and further insight into the influence df culture

. ' -
. upon cognitive styles’ _ .

.
- ¢

Recent reports|of longitudinal studies indicate that some early
\ vl . . N -
ehildhood programs- that showed no short range benefits did produce long ~ ~ .

4 3

N .o .
range benefits for ‘the experimental group. These findings as well as the- . 3
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r “or ' . * . [
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’ - R

.

The "salient 'influence

a

. 2 . -7
responsive programs for non-English speaking children.

¢

v of parents on the effectiveness of programs should alsp be given serious
‘ ' ‘ «
- \ v

consideration. , ‘ . - . . :

. ° ) B ’ * . ¢ “ h
v . AU ' ;

\ N . «\ /
’ S e . NEED s
‘ ’, " . . \ x\ . . .
It is the’consensus of inhvestigators im the fteld of early childhood
. . .education'that much Aeeds to be further.explored by meéans of empirical re-

~ .

searc%. Tﬁe area of earl& childhood bilidéqal educati n is p?Ehaps\in‘
greaye¥ need of respdrch‘to determine what éffects/fggh dulturally respon-
sive prégraﬁs haQé on non-English speaking chiidren. ‘Lqrg range and short
range ef;écté of these érograms on a child's devdloddgntiof cultural knowl- f

‘ | .

-edge and s 1f esteem as well as academic achievement: need to be addressed.

L —

Evans (1975x§1nd1cates that the &esponse to critical meas&rement needs
\ . -
' produced by ?e recent research emphasis on early chlldhood education has -

‘ P | )

Ed

‘ credted a numbér of new measurement instruments. Many of hese insttuments ¢

\

,  are 1nadequate1§ field tested. The area, of early childhood blllngual educa-

‘tion is in a 31m11ar 31tuat10n. Further studies in this area would provide
. pq. \‘ : 3
4
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“PANEL II: Extérpts from Discussants' Remarks ' . L C N

-
-
.
. e /

— - MR ELM: We re Just beglnnlng to des1gn (culturally sﬁonsiﬁe)

« v ? 0

Fa gl
.
[

-

There was one thlng I Qldn“ t like ab0ut both presentatlons...I don't -

” -

—

:- ..

. measuré something that a standardized test dan't measure.,

St

. + , DR. TAYLOR: _Dr. Laosa potes Quite accurately 1n his paper that classroon;v ) Y
. . A

¢ - \
instruction through a second jéLﬁ i probably by 1tse1f not the only or,

.
- . ‘_" I3 -

N\

- perhaps even the prlnc1pal reasonpthat S0 many chlldren...of 11m1ted.EngL1sh—
.. LR

'speaking families'pqﬁkorm poorly academically'...The roof of the probPEm, hes
b - ‘ , . ) . . 4 oo ) - .
states, is that rather.abrupt discontinuity in the total socio?ultural con-

. . -

. .. . o5 " fooe o « s
: text of which lﬁnguage is only a part. (The’dlfficulny) is ‘compounded by the.-

. Lo Y . \ .
- issues related to att1tudes and behav1ors from two soc1ocu1tural oontbxts

. . » /. . ¢ .

-, . toward ‘each other. This analysis is appropria’i‘hot only for Chicano kidsg,
) ! P \ . . . R 3
AN -

-
- .
.

A, e \
but for Blacks, Reds and Yellows... *

” -

. o . . .
\ The impact of our culturalization on self-conceépt has been aptly ° L
y . - N i e .

—— .

- a

documented by Dr. Escobedo. We concaurithat the young thlg\heedsién environ-
i - ' . . ' Co ¢

—

ment which does not make inordinate ¢emands in order to develop a healthy
e o T
self~concept. . . Lo

-concept .

> -

+ dg i : -

N . w2108 00 . R
4EMC . .} .\ , ¢ ; ‘ o - - ¢
., . e ‘ . R N v . *

.. - .
., ’ . P . < .4 . -

- -~ understand how, we can begln to desrgn ulturally fag%ons1ve progrzns and yet !

v

-




Y - ‘
° i —~
. J

. A ¢
Frequently we as minorities state that the tests or ingtruments are

inappropriate. (Yet) we continue to use them to justify the concepts, we

e rd

. e . SRS /
support... - + ’ . ; ' L

%

While it is ﬁaddatpry that appropriate research and field testing

.

)precedelyholesale adoption of an educatipnal theery, the fact is also too. -

.

N . & : ’
clear that too few minority youngsters are completing school...We can't

-

afford the luxury of time. Tlme is not on our 31de...Standards, you say’

Well ag someone has said earlier today, "Don' 't talk to us about standards,

-

1f you're not sucoeeding now 'with the standards you havefﬁghy ‘talk about

-~
-

standards?"... /

o

We mustlencourage more bilingual‘teacherszfrom every walk\of life, ig

- -

-

they're Anglos or if tﬁey’re Blacks...

‘

We must. bu11d brldges between the schools and the communities we serve.

¢ —

A »

We must involve the parents as Well as the students in the educatlonal pro-

S \ .

cessg. We must do awvay w1th the current thlnklng at so many schools that

’

\ . . , . . )
ethnicAhblldeys..“eonstltute multlcultural educatlon.

: / . R “

- ' N B ' « ' o N ¢

PANEL I1: Synopsis of Floor Discussion - R

’ ) - s n- ‘ -
Dlscu331on centered on’ some potential methpdo&oglcal falllngs in .

>

cross-cultural studlés -— e.g., controlllng for relevant variables;
€ ‘ ~
ing sensitive observational procedures.’

design-

: !
ad P $ ra .
L4
' ‘
v . '
. -
L] ‘~,.~;‘;‘ - /
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PANEL III: Introfluctory Statement ¢k E

Panel III addressed topic '"5" (see page 4). The Principal Inveptigators
PR S ' T .

RS,

~ w ' .
were Dr. John.Young and Ms. Helen Parker. Dr. Younglg paper was entitled '~
"Analysis of Bilingual/Bicultural/Biliterate Curriculum Development in

P : o '

Connection with‘Bdﬁhl Educational ‘Opportunity in Title VI." Ms. Parker's

paper was entitled "Who Benefits from Bilingual Education on the Rocky Boy ’

~ £ - .
Reservation?" Serving as Discussants were Dr. M. Reyes Mazon, Director of?

- \

_ the Institute for Cultural Pluralism, San Diego Skate Uni?frsity, and Ms.

Maria A. Chavez, Advisor to the Los Angeles Unified School District, Area G. J
The panel was presided gver by Ms. Lucille Echohawk, member of the Lau Pro-

. kYt . . . LN
ject Advisory Board. Dr.yYouhg's and Ms. Parker's papers. are. reproduced on -

-
>

the following pages. ‘9 .
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I. TITLE VI AND BILINGUAL EDUCATI a

x

N [4 N
In December 1973 the Supreme Court of the U. S. was asked in the case of Lau

.

;
versus Nichpgsmto decide whether Lau was entitled to have equal educational
"'«N\ b Lt
opportunity in terms of the foliowing questions:
, . Tt

- —~—

N . A

(e

Are ‘those minority children who do not spgsﬁ Engiish or who have

. A “ ’
limited English ability entitled to appropriate éducation services
qhich are'meaningfhl to them or to the same and identical services

%hlch Engllsh Speaklng Anglo chlldren recelve, although they may

not understand the classroom 1nstructlons7* o %
{ v B

On J#nuary 21, 1974, the Supréme'Courﬁ unanimously decided in favar of Lau.

The Court also ruled that the May 25, 1970 Memorandum iSSued By the Department of

. o

\

Health, Educatlonq and Welfare which has the reSponslblllty to enforce'Tltle VI of

the Civil nghts ‘Act of 1964, a reasonab}e exercise of the authorlty granted by

)
3 '
.

Congress pursuant to Title VI. ; . .
N - o b

. b .
The m%igr%:dum interprets Tjitle VI to prohibit the use of English for >
instructién f non-English Bpeaking minority children which is unintelligible to

-

1§hem while the use of a language which is the dominant language of the m1nor1ty

chlldrén is ava;lable. Identical treatment is not necessarily equal treatment.

~
.

Al;hough the memorfndum does not require a school district to provide a specific
. z . . - ) .
type of language instruction, it stipulates that the school districts must take

; .

appropriate actioh'to guarantee thal_"meaningfui access to educational services

v
ey

-is_afforded to children who would otherwise be denied such access due ‘to their

R o) N * . . . e

race ‘or national origin." Therefore, the question is whether aq‘equél, not .o

necessarily an identical, opportunity for education has been provided for a ,
. )

[3 . - = (A
minority child. : - L
~ ’ : . T SJ

\ : 106 4 ¢ '
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/ . o .

/Equal educat10na1 opportunlty is not offered due to 'many social, psychological

-

ané educatlonal barriers. Accordlng to Mary M Lapper who de11vered ‘her talk for
. th Natlonal Educatlon Task, Force de la Raza in July 19 the spcial barriers could
ﬁ§'~ . "
be structural, whlcb includes the racial and £thnic structure of America. Psycho- -

}}ogicalbarriers arise from negative aspects of the life style of the mirerity -

Fl

community either maintained voluptarily by tHe community or cgerced by others.
: e
They might result in low self-esteem, low eduéationa} achievement, and negative
stereotypes. Co. e
. N 3 ! - " H

.. 3 }‘\:\,é‘;~
institutions and 1nd1v1duals-{hat have adverse impacts on m1nor1tyagroups."\>§gme \Q\

of the commonly cited e/gmples of educatfbnal barriers are the uses of standardlzed

©

i

s
PE‘ Ay

tests for admissions or scholarshlps, Channellng the children through one—31ded\

\ counseling and ~ Ay

cou ng and guidance process; biased dlstrlbution of financial aids.

. Accordlng to HEW and Civil nghts and P011c1es on Elementary and Seconda:y “w'

School Comgllance w1th T1tle VI-of the Civil Rxghts Act of 1964 1ssued by the Depart-

ment of HEW, the follow1ng practices of dlscrlmlnatlon‘are prohlblted when based on

W
’, » -~
race, color, or national origin:
Al

4
\

\ ' N ’ . . " +
) - "Applying different standards, in determining é&ligibility for .
services; denying services; ’ L

e e

locating facilities so as to exclude certain personsy

< . . .o -

,
N
R,

providing services in a different manner; ' ) .
h : L

\\"’,\\;\;;’/;/ segregation in %he provision of services; : N ’ g ‘ﬁ .
. . M . . f

adﬁinistering services in ways which impair human dignity; - ] . §
A e . - s

restricting an individual in the enjoyment of any privilege shared

. . ’ L . <
\\\ : by others; * ) 2 " s . N
«.,' . . .'._ ’ . . !

refusing ‘to grant equal staff privileges in a facility;-

4

failing to account for skills in a language other thdn. Engllsh’

-~
2
-

-

using Engllsh Jlanguage proficlency as a criterion in assigning »

.113
'“Jéfgl(;‘ . t -, ( ._101 L

»
¢ v




national.origin children to classes for the mentally retarded;
e § ) -

\E denying minority children access to college preparatéry courses;u
} ) Co

.

. ~ grauping minority children by language in such a way tha} they

<

4 -

will be led to educational dead-end.™

. N &
: + . -

School districts|and private schools receiving federal assistance must assure
k> .

that their programs are free of discrimination.

o
. .
¥

or denying them equal eddcational°opportun§§fes on the groundsoﬁ'raee,‘célor, or

o

national origin. Local schools must be resp0931b1e for:. ' s

e11m1nat1ng and preyent1ng{ﬂlsc£Em1hatlon.1p ali services, fhc111t1es,

Ay
- - . Y . >

.o activities, and programs;
- ~

‘hiring and assigning teachers and

B school feeder patterns which segregate pupils;

<

-

.

~

eliminating student assignment procedures, school atten&ance and

5

~

ﬂ.

ther professional staff on a non-

q;scriminator§’basis; " _ . . ,
3. B ,
developing English language skills without demeaning the language of

. »
. - - ’ .

a pupil's home environmexa." : . .

FAach school system also must asstire that no minority pupil is denied an.
) - . .

.

opportunit

* : ’ "

‘to obtain the education that“other‘pupils get because of:

' ) .
4 ) e e . ¢ - . .
fcrowded classes and activities in school§ attended by minority
r ~ * -

qualified.teachers being assigned to such schools;d

-

children; . “
. <.
les

. o pooreg fac111tre§ and instructional equlpment and supplies at such °*

- §
schools along w1th higher pupll teacher ratios or lower per pupil -

It . . . l
) -
\

expenditures; |, . . v i

N 1ess adeduate gtude serv1ces, 1nc1ud¢ng gﬁ;Qange and counsellng,

¢ *

job placement, vocatlonal training, medical serv1ces, remed1a1 work;

) ¢

\ .
' gerrymandered school’ attendance.boundaries Aesignedito perpetuate
C e coo~
: l\/
1

k 8 /‘ . - \~ . "
‘ racial, segregation; '

ERIC" %,

PArunrtext provided by enic [

" %%” “r
2

AN

The law forbids segregating pupils

M




A Y . |
|

1nab111ty to speak and understand the English languagé "
Throughout the history of the enfgrcement of Tatle VI, the Offace of ' Civil
Rights has initiﬁked hearing procedures against about 600 school districts. Only

about 200 distriats' federal funds were terminated, and most of them have'had their

funds restored because "they came into compliance voluntarily or under court order."

’

II.  LAU REMEDIES ' ‘ * A -
;:? i ° N . N - < . , .
From Section 3 of thé Task Force Findidgs Specifying Remedies Available for

\,a, .

. Ellmlnatlnngast Educatlonal Practlces Ruled Unlawful Under Lau vs. Nichols issued .

v

by’the Office for ClVll nghts in 1975, summer, the following s;mmary can be made:
R 1. \ For pupils who are monolingual speakers of languages other than English
. (NE) . ¥ | L ) ’
| A. zElémentary and Ingermediate Level ,
(1) Transjtional B111ngual Education Program (TBE) .
2) B111ngual/B1cu1tura1 Program (BL/BC) - \\\b i ..
(3) Multilingual/Multicultural Program (ML/MF)
B. = Secondary Level : . L‘}.

(1) ‘Subject matters in NE plus ESL )

g (2) Subject matters in NE, then in E/NE and flnally in E (E means

1 . Engllsh) : /// ' s

. - . L
3) ESL _or_ HILT .(High Inténfive Language Tralnlng) leadlng to'E

4

* P : \

. o 4y TBE L )
(5) BL/BC . . '
" (6) ML/MC It

. v .. ,
2. For pupils who speak mainly NE and .some E
A. ‘Elementary Lével

- .ot " same as (1) (A) ) \ﬁ

" B. Intermediate and High Schooi Level -

o ' 109115 S
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¢

Those minority pupils who are underéthievipg should be given

L)

educational programs which include any one or combination of

|
. ' = the fo;ioWing: . ‘ ' R b )
» @ Est o oo - | N
o v (2) :fi;z \ ' ‘ t
- ' , ]
- TR ' (3)- BL/BC Programs - ‘ e ‘
N . ¢ .
//L N :(Af Multiiingual/ﬁulticultﬁ;al Pfogram‘ ] e ‘ L%
- ~? Compensatory education in NE is necessary if pregequisite |
v e . skills in NE have net beer tz;ught: ) ' | - .
3. For pupils who can speak Englis% and N?é or speak E and some NE; or { Ve
» f" speak E only’ ; " ¢
A. For pupiis who areVundeiachievihg,'treatment‘correSponds to the/ ;
A ' regular program re;ulremenzs for all rac1ally/ethn1ca11y 1d§nt1f1ab?
B *d
5, classes or trac§§ composed of students who hre gfderachlevlng, ﬁegard- Q\R
1 less of their language background. _— ' | ' -

B. For those who are achieving at grade level or better, there is mo~
lf_\ L i

need of any additional educationél“program. -,

’ ! N b ' . - i
. Since their publication, Lau Remedies have been misunderstood regarding the

> .

application and implementation of them. A memorandum from the Elementary and Second--
. : . 7 .

. ary,; Education Division of Office for Civil Rights dated April 8,. 1976, stated that:
X .
' "The Lau Remedies are:guidelineé only to be used by OCR investigatorﬁ
) N <

in order to determlne the acceptablllty of a district's p?an which .is e
™

submltted ‘pursuant: to rece}pt of a letter “of noncompllance.
"Moreover, the Lau Remedles are not exclu51ve‘.howevﬁiﬁ;§§%n a X
N |

\dlstrlct varies from the suggested OCR Remedies, a burden islplaced

L . . ! £ A R

upon that district to show that the Remedies submitted in the plan
. . e . « ' [

will be effective “to cure the violations." ‘

Q - , 110 . 116 ) .
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From the aforementgoned memorandum ‘it 1s guite elear that“b1l1ngual educat1on and
i s
other remedies suggested in Lau Remed1es are not mandatogy for school d1str1cts to™

-~

Ayt
provide, as long as éoncrete measures are taken to offer equal educatlonal opportu-

nities to non-English sﬁeaklng m1nor1ty children, although the burden of proof is_

‘ .

on the shoulders of school d1str1cts.
0 f

: -

ITI.  SCOPE'OF THIS PAPER

.

+

3

Since the Task Force rbcommendat1ons or Lau Remed1es deal mainly with b111ngua%/
'and b1culturad eduoat1on, and 31dEa the task given to this wr1te: deals with

curriculum and indtructional aspects of the bilingual,and bicultutal programs, it
. ~ -y ~ ] ’

is the intentjon of this writer to confine himself only to this aspect of the issue.
© L) .
Since Ms, Anita Pfieffer has proposed to take up "review of current bilingual-
: » , ‘ )
bicultural prograqé/ana models in terms of their validated success in achieving |,

L i
specified objectives," this writer will take up "analysis" portion of the assign-
. - e, . \ o : \ .

ment.

. o

Generally speak1ng, the follow1hg aspects of b111ngual-b1cu1tural programs

&

shourd be cons1dered in our analysis: - s

llL.

.

2.

Béckground such as history and identification of the program;

Objectivas sucﬁ as philosophy,‘rational goals, and expected,outcomes}

3. Participants such as age, language dominance, qual1f1cat1ons, demographlc

- and cultural factorSv , . - - .
. . e

4, Initial plan sﬁch as support enlisting, resources identifiéatiops, needs

' ] “ 2

assessments, fund ra1s1ng,'des1gnat1on orﬂdevelopment of curriculum
~ .- .

1Y

materials, staff 1&ént1f1cat10n and,traln1ng, and se1éct1on of participants;
, . .
5. Staff1ng such as JOb descr1pt1ons, qualifications, recruitme%t, stab1l~!

/ : %
ization of personpel, preservice and inservice training; . ‘

6. Management such as authority, division of labor, and-chain of command;
. . .« o
‘ .. .4 . , -
. - 5
11»4, .
: / H

LY




. . rd .
\“5?po$tunities to minority children. ) .

7. Perent“ involvement 3ncﬂuding community- involvement, and feedbagk to
¥ . .

RN -~ " . - .
- T . .

10. Instruction and curriculum such as languages of instructiqn; languaée'
° » S ~ y

< acceptance, extent.of use of language in instruction, grouping and re-
¢ b . . v .,

o 3

grouping of pupils by subject language and actévities, diagnostic-and
. . Y - . . +

. — ,
progress tests, phygical layout of instructional facilities, insé@ictional

. . . R \ e ~ :
strategies and instructional materials.' . . -

2

hd v

y - _V_ ‘ . ' - B . . .
. This writer regards curriculum and instruction as pne of the most critical aggys
N ' ‘ ) ;
in our bilingual—ﬁiéultpral education today. Although the. majqr issies found in all

‘e

‘the other components ultlmately will affect currlculum-and instruction, they will.

) . ‘ - ' . £ d
parents; A .
‘ e T
N\ 8. Costs such as source of ‘funds, cost analysis, per-pupil costs;, and bu‘ket
' ) - I S S ’
s . N &
options; . ~ ‘ ', : o  a 4
' r. 0 , -
9. Evaluations such as evaluatlon de31gn, measurement program evaluation -
. N "x Se .
! . . s L e - “; .
and 1nterpretat10n; ’ o Se

. N ,¢ﬁ°" PR ..

¥

”

be dealt with by other ‘writers of the conferenée.f: ) . . ] .

’
<. °

While isshes from'the\various components overlap and igtersect one aﬁother; ¥
: - - & o
the most pressing issues of the.bilingual-bicultural curriculum and instruction
AN - _ o
- . - e J - o
are those pertinent té.the effects of lack of resources,dZspec1ally lack of staff .

e

/ o v -

and curriculum materials. The lack of staff, however, w111 be dealt with by othér

-
1 v

participants. This wrlter then, can confine himself to.the currlculum materlals s
deve%gpment aspect’of these issues. Thezefore,'the task w111‘be“nerrowed to only
the analysxs of varlables and contents as well as methods in, currlculum and !
instructional materiais development for the purpose of offerlng ‘equal edmcetional:

‘
s 3

Al

IV.  SOME THEORETICAL VARIABLES S S

N . 4 ~

. In this sectién, ‘this writer would like to discuss some thébretical variables

which affect .bilingual programs::" theories on.culture;.theories of development;
> .

.
> ¢ K

o

- 112 .

i : . . ' ‘ 1 18 ‘ ‘ ' . . .o ‘r.“,

e




@ . . . ,
® .

theories on learning;. and theories on language, acquisition. In view of the nature

of this paper, passages are quoted withaut specific citation. Lo
A .

L3 . Y

Scholars, particularly anthropologists,- talk about enculturation, acculturation

and biculturation. Encultutation means transmission of the cultune of a community

to .descendents. Culture includes skills, knowledge, valuedrand attitudes. AcgulJ

4 -
- .
hd 1

turation means adquiring a different cultuﬁc which replaces the‘original culture

‘one possesses. Biculturatiopn means acquisition of two cultures simultaneously./ -

-

“ I"-\\ ——9 b
. . e
Enculturation¢ . )
. N , \~ I' * L Sead < =
< Acculturation ( Né ) —> @ a }
, PN -
: Biculturation { \ . N
) \ ! N 4
, . \N_ 7/ U -

\ -

Tt ~ .. .
There are two groups of scholars whose views of culture differ. The relativ1§§1c
° group of scholars regardstwo cultures to beldlfferent from each other and each one

has its own raison d' &tre. The normativistic gtoyp of scholars regards oneaculture

as‘\}ther deglclen} or deviant from another culture. The normativistic group tends

to be ‘more ethnoce?trlcuand advocates the cultural deprivation theory. .
ol -

For a child grow1ng up in a minority culture (such as NA) and’ studylng at a

. ¥

» public school which follows thebmaJorlty culture @A), the encultpratlon process . -
. ~ .

+-'~ becomes non-sequenced and disjunctive. EVentually he may bg,acculturated but at

& M

) \ 'Y N
Bd the expense of a proper educational- process. . . . v

The normativistic ignores, the difference between the minority children's

icultu;é and the majority culture; fails to recognize thé minority children's
Y ~ . o

"human 1nteractlon behavior" developed under the m1nor1ty culture; and regards

\

;7 Engllsh to be the standard language as the only means for communication and the
n

\ only norm. . C L . R

\

,
. .

[ - . -
. The relativistic, however, respects the minority children's culture and
A S :

- M » - - 3 3 3 'f °
behavior; recognizes their human interaction behavior to be appropriate and regards

. . ’ /_1‘—“ﬂ . - y " i &
their dominant language as a propef topl for education. S

El{llC - L - 113 | 119 L
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. "The differences in these two views will certainly influence the outcome of

v g
s

*» schooling.
T
. ‘

Even thodghiﬂormativists may rec

\

\

[N

ognize the need for bilingual

education,

-

. °  usually they ‘are

model of'biliﬁgﬁél schooling., It ig generally compensatory, therefore, that any
A v 1« te

. ~

evaluation of the

. i
satisfied with ESL .p¥ograms alone, or @t most follow the trans%tional

v

<

success or failure of §uch\pr0grams will tend to .show how minority

3

-~ .
children have been acculturated. Transitional bilingual models tend tolgcgentuate

the assimulation-as

i1

usually patticularists.
Ve

.

AN

“

\

B

\

..

ct while maintenance bilingual models tend to emphasize

L.

-accommodation. Nofmativists are generally'universalists while the-relativists are

1S

Theories of development certainly are equally important'factorg in creating :
important variables for bilingual education programs. Piaget's conceptual develop-
ment theory recognizes the importaﬁﬁ@ of .children's intellectual and moral develop-

N

ment and recognizes the pafterns in deJelopment. He sees that children develop

sensory -motor first to be followed by reflex and deliberation. Maquula;iqn‘of

concrete precedes abstraction. Therefore, the process involved in understdnding%

‘ a

.

memorization. 4

4

v

readiness level. Thus, thesphys

achievements in school.

‘

e £

*  personality trait$é such as trust,

intimacy, generativity, and ego integrity.

‘
L

: A\
developmental stages by identifying th

facing crisis at various stages.’

¢ 8

child. Mental and physical maturit&ﬂnf each childf cultural ®nvironments surrounding '

him iyd\his own personal values, aapirations,‘and mot

Qo - 2R

ERIC .- . :

e . ‘
\ -~ - -

and conceptualization are lviewed as moré import

-

B

g

ical growth of ;’child

»

“

.

e
4

P

.

?

.

‘

’

.

N

Lae

.

ant than that involved in rote

*is related to the child's

Tautonomy,. initiative, industry, ego identity,
’ L3

N
“Harving Lurst sets up individual tasks jpi ea
o, . ' ‘. :

, N
h

N\

.
\
N

N 3

\

*

= - »
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ch deve

ta

.

N .
\ -+

N

N

lopmental
{

[

.

Qh{ious psychological inner patterns in

~

,

Willard Olson places emphasis on children's orgénismic age congept and their

Erickson, following Freud's theory, talks about children's dévelopment of * **

v

-*,.
v

o

Ty

.He recognizes, the various psychoanalytic

e
”

stage of ‘each.’

\\ 2 M
ives will be considéred.” -These

A

1t




.
0 . ‘

differént ggfories necessarily create different objectives, strategies and curricular .,

'
) Y .

' . I . rer

arrangements, ‘ - N

’ - —~ - Ld

. . . Ao . .
.There are many theories on learning. However, we may take up two theorles for

’ L B ~

the purpose of b111ngua1 educatlon by grouplng some of the avallable theorles into

. \ -

one or the other ‘group+ (1) Associhtlon theorists or behavzorlsts such as Thorndike,

.-
.

'Watson, Hull,Guthurle,andSk;pner, etc.;,and (2) ‘Field theories or cognitive aﬁvocate%
& -

N N -
like Lewis, Coombs, Snygg, Bruner,and Dewey, etc. o . .

‘ *
»

Thorndike established the law of exercise thus strengthening the notion of

\ LB . )
stimulus and resbonse relationship through repetition; law of effect _through reward; @,
. - )

°

and the law of readiness. Watson stresses conditioning. Neo-behaviorists such as

Huf§ Guthurig, and Skinner emphasize drive, reward, repetition, and contlgulty of

<
N

relnforceme .o l A . : "o

‘ ) \ - ¥ b - ’ .
Advocates of field theoriey:’ﬂgﬁever, recognize the value of cognitive develop-_

v

. s 4
ment in leazning epd view man as an adaptive, purposeful organism whose behaviors are --

as

,\;I

. .

_not determined by environments but affected by them. Stimuli are structured or

patterned._"They do not occur separately. A c&knitive process intercedes between

N ’

- ) * - - % - - \ ! !
stimudus and response. Thus, Lewis stresses’ the motivation; Coombs and Snygg .

» © -
' tr f

advocate~discovef7'bf persondl*meaning;‘ﬁruner talks'abouq the discovery by the $ -

. child and Dewey 'advocates problem solving. . a . )
. : g, - " ) . LI .
Theories on languags acquisition have especially strong influence on bilingegl

* .

-

«

-

edication. Let us confine ourfglves to, just two divergent camps, nahe}y behaviorists
4 .
. N /\ .

or environmentalists and cognitive psychologists or innate competenée advocates,

L I
v

-~

The beQaviogisge'do not believe that the internal mechanism of a child can pro-.

. . ‘e

vide explanations of his behavior. As Sapon said in 1972, - N ‘:'. // E

1_ Lo 5 ‘ . ° . . .. . “. . R
"qu l&ly@:oncerns are descrzpt;on, analysis, prediction and

e9ntrol of dervablé human behavzor. ) ) ' .- T
., Y ;‘ - . * Rl

Therefore, language i's defined by thee/as articulatory movements ptoduced withln

\

particular settlngg,and is & habit. - However, acgording to cognitive advocates,,

' " ,0-" R - ~ .
. (€] . . Vel . . 121 . . ‘
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1v/éiquisition of language grammar and production of creative utterances by a child
N . A . 2 s

- A
¢ 'S o

canhot be explained in terms of imgsatién and repetition. Thus, éhomsky‘tdiks about

.
v . .
' . . ‘ >

child's innate capacity and MENeiil.talks about children's innate Rnowlédge of

‘ ’ .%. [ < ., ., . " X ' :
i language ugiversals. Cognitive t@eorlsts say that observable language per{ormante
> 8 ' ) ’
\ - . ~ 2 .
, is nothing but an exterqaf\hagigeafgzlon of underlying competence whiclr is not ~ <;

N L4 -

acquired thfodgh encult&igqioq but is inherited. The rules of laﬁguage, and the

~ A . .

. ) / -
structure of the linguistic sysfem are automatically produced. They recognize,

~

-~ v o T N A \
however, that all human cultures are gradually developed throughout history and
. -~ P v, p

. N Ll . o s
+ are shared socially in human beings' respopse to different needs inclinations and
‘. ~4 - 5N *. ) .
sityations. Cultural’ differences of children are not viewed as essential factors’
I / . , N : P ’ ¥
in educating culturally distinct minority children. .
N - . N . - N

Different theories create different”méethods and approaches in language learning.

Behaviorists would consider structured classroom, .programmed curriculum, teaching

‘oriefited strategy, behavidral objectives, pattern practice and drill, teacher-led

3 '

activities, teacher-led responses, and limited peer iateraction as well as minimym
-[ 4 '\

‘reward and reinforcement, etc., as basic techniques in teaching.

2

- 8

Thosé who advocate‘H{scovery model,.on the other hand, encourage “flexible

’,

scheduling, children-initiated activities, non-structured class and curriculum, °

,
-
- ® 3 . -

comnunication and situation oriented practicea}, and problem solving emphasis.

-

i . . . . ¢ ) ' - ) . . . '
Iq&:onc;usion, theories on leglnlng, development, language acquisitidn and

% v

sociolinguistics contribute numérous'variab}es which in turn affect the-operations

* of bilingual programs. This'writer does mnot} however, mean to. imply that the. above

. b . IS
mentioned theoretical variables, are exhaustive, There are many more. Only a few

. . C s LA . . ‘o
obvious ones have been examined so far to show.their relevancy in any bilingual ..

program or any program with the purpose of offering,ehudl‘educatiqggl opportunities
to minority children. ; . .

-

NI

v




~ V. SOME OPERATIONAL VARIABLES . - -
. ~ When a school district operates bilingual proaéanp the following factors

affect their operatlons‘

e .

1. Environmental factors such as power structure and community resources,

’

etc.; - .. Lo

. ’

c20 teachers; - ‘ s L,
A

§ .

_3. 1earners factors ‘such .as home, school, biblogxtal feafuﬁ%é, aptltude, .

F o

~ , 1anguage, 1nte111gence, ability, learnlng style, self-concept and "~ *

e

AN

, history of previous' education;

) .

4. classroom organization including grouping of pupils, teacher-pupil

L4

ratio and classification of pupils; ’

. e
: 5., teachlng strategles -such ‘as- expogitory, heurlstlc, inductive, deductlve,

Y- —_

.

.

. pupii—oriented or teacher-oriented approaéhé; etc.;

i
v .

o .
6. 1nstruct10na1 factors such as goals and obJectlves, 1ns§f1ctlonar
- equipments and materials, software and hardware, etc.; ’

7. program-implementations;
8. program evaluations; ' K
: o v . N . N 4
9" , curriculum development choice; and - . oo
- ‘ * LY . N -

- , _ /o f

’10. cost factors.

t

“Since E?ere are too many variables at the operational level, this writer -

. f
wgﬁld like to focus on a few itgms only. ~ .
B Let ﬁs take up the question of language u:age and ianguag; ins;fﬂction. )
- The following abbreviations will be used: . ° - ' ' ’
. ,‘ 'E-- Enéiish - . NF = non-English | .
- A = Anglo culture NA =’non—Apglo‘cu;tﬁre S, -

’
R
o
e e
.
-

-

ERIC . .

PAruntext provided by enic [

o i\ L o 123 | ‘
] |

~

S




~/

® a o

. . ‘ -
< . ' . / v

T W NE, = ndtional language, standard language or common language of a
. ‘e > .
E) - . . . ’ 4 ":" ’
nation such as Peking dialect )
o NEp = provincial or regional dialect such asiaﬁntonese used in
* Canton or "Three Towns" - . D ..
. . o w , ) .
* . ) {t - - >

P NE;" = local dialect or varieties such as Cantonese used in "Four

L2

{ Villages"

’

. . NEg.= monoliteratey name%? i%liFerate in NE gPtlliferate in;E',

NEg, = ?af;ial bilit;rhfé,‘namely partial Ligg;at§ in .NE but fully
literate in E ’ - | .. . ,

‘ “ . NEggp = biliterate,namely fully literate in both ﬁﬁaans E. It is |

therefore assumed that Egp is fully literate in E. This

-

writer would also like .to bitrarily determine that = ,
o .

' B
.~ (8 = Thome use with some social contact in spoken area say §1-82 level

of the FSI sgcale; B ' .

P

J § =  all domain of knowledge in spoken aré% say SB-QS; )
. . e ' . e
- . ‘

. o~

r = partial literate say R1-R2; and

\5 = fully literate say R3-R5 of ‘the FSI gcale.

T = Transitional bilingual model.
;o d .o . . . N\
. A\M = Maintenance bilingual model, thefefore, .. - N S
N ¢ . » v, > - < . « i
' Mg = Monoliterate maintenance S ) .
%, . ,
Mg, = Partial biliterate maintenance \
: ~ . m‘*&: . \:
Mg = Biliteﬁgfe mainterance, by assuming that Egp will be always
// . . there: . . ) . .
‘ : e . - ‘s ‘
‘ E, = English for sgeakers of English
» + . - * \ R 0
! Fe = Engligh for non-speakers of English or English as a second .
‘ { language R S

. ‘ NE_ . = non-En ish for speakers of non-Engiigh - .

/ . -8 » .

' \fEe = non-English féz’jj?akers of English or pon-English as a second-

':f X . . . language ; ( 124 K ) _- T T
o ‘ . - — ’
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. e

As Mackey. has analysed fully, home language aﬂd“s\hool language use affett

-

-

the operatlon of bilingual schools. _When we gconsider language usages at-commun;ty;

provincial or reglonal and national level, the problem becomes more compllcated.
) ) a )
¢ English 1anguage extends beyond the national boundarles. The usefulness, prestiges
7’ B .
and convéniences go beyond evenﬂ\he geographical areas where that language is used.

-

/
v SOC{\RlngUIStlc study of. these factors w1ll be necessary.”’ They affect the psychology

of the users and learners, and they affect language loyalty and languagefepﬁtactf

. v -
_studies,

. N -
.

. «
M e .

Mackey considered/language instruction at school by designating: '
R . . . ’
*»

B

. 1. the development of the language in terms of transfer and maint enance
. &
(this wrlter would like to change this to transfer, maintenance and
development); ) .
2.  the direction of language usage in terms of acculturation and irredentism,
cadn
3. the distribution of languages and” change of languages in terms of complete
. % ,
P and gradual K
A . ' - '
Atilano Valencia's eight models for bilingual education in terms of language
B

. -~ :
of 1nstruct\\n, subJects taught and the time, are very useful

‘57

Educatlon for the Spanish-English Bilingual ~-- Las: Vegas New Mexlco nghlands

-

(Blllngual Bldﬁltural

»

JUniversity Press, 1972).

1 o s .
‘Fishman and Lovas in their

-
-

"Bilingual Education in Sociolinguistic Perspective,"

[N

TESOL Quarterly, Vol, 4, Noc'3,k8eotember_l970, considered the literacy problem in

" 8

Thus, they grouped bilingual-

their study of language usage and language acceptance.
‘ism into the Following categories, ‘namely transitionalfbilingualism;/monoliterate'

. bilingualism; partlal b111nguallsm and full blllnguallsm. . i

4
.

-

This wrlter, based on‘flshman and Lovas model would 11ke to conslder thl whole

» ‘ !

issue by three titles, namely "blcultural " "b111nguaI," and "biliterate," Assuming

that English, both spoken and wrltten, must be fullyflearned‘by pupils in America,

A 4

__bilingual schools could follow: T

, . ‘. . P ',‘{‘ : a . ] R !
I:KC ‘ R R 1 . . )
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1. Transitional-mo@el'(T = Eg
/ ~ .
2,
3.
“' (MsfﬂESR NEér);
I;o

’

R);

P-3

\"ab-

Bilinguﬁl and. bicultural but partial biliterate main

¥

/

Bilingual gnﬁ~hicultural hut monoliterate maintenance model (Mg = E

-

Bilingual bicprt':'ﬁI*al and biliterate mai:ntenan_cé model (Mgg = Egg NESR)‘

i

sg NEg)i

tenance model

N \

. . ‘ ’ . ,
Thus, .this writer's "Typology of Pupils by Language and Culture" chart appeared

in the Journal of the Classroom Language Teachers "Association, February 1976 issue i

" and will be 'modified as follows:

?

v

*

°

4

g * Typology of. Pupils by B

¢ . . 7

Type (1)
Type (2) é .
Type (3) é A - :

*IN

IculturaI, Bilingual, Biliterate

’
o,

SweA-

|

il

\

SR = Biliterate

Sr

S =-Monoliterate

= Partial Biliterate

o

AN

v




 Type (7 3
E
L [ E
Type (8) —
\e|
| 1
Type (9) )

1. Monolingyal

-

T 2. TranSitiénal
'Model -

- 3. Maintenance
MS Model .,




_absence of

In actuality, the matter is far more complicated than the diagrams. Suppose
there is a speaker of Cantonese from Four Villages. Maintenance or sustenance
N te : I
means that the pupil's "Four Villages" variety of Cantonese is used and taught as

their dominant language.

"Three Towns'" Cantohese

of China,

‘Even without

N

v‘r.

A

"p" or "n"). . ™
"p; or "n") ° | o o
.Let us modify the "Typolpgy of Schools by Bilingual and Bicultural Curriguluﬁ"
appeérqd in the same’ issue bf’the Journal of the Chinese Language Teachers Associa-
Eigg-and change’it to "T?polggy of Schools by Bilingual, Bicultgraz, and Biliterate
Curriculum,'"- The MBLS or Maintenance Bilingual School model will beras follows:
. Co T ¢
l,: ‘ - AN . " !
. i . , ; . .
N - Ko ) N
- ’ D 1 . .

orthography?

NEslonly

NEg but only

NE. in terms
S 3

NE

i erms
S n term

NEg in terms

NE\Sr (nrn ufay be "l",

K NEsR; ("R" my be "1"’

/7

< o

¢ »

They do not have Eo study the’provinc
or Peking dialéct (Mandarin) which is t
‘I <4’
adding the "pro- and con" factor in term

-

we'could still consider cases such as:, :
' ”~
in terms of NE,
of NE_ '
’ P
of NE
n -

of any combination of ,NEj, NEp: NEn

A . L

\
S

he national language ' .

ial variety of

Qv

Cad
f

i of existence or

Y

ar




Typology of Schools by Bilingual, Bicultural and - .
) Biliterate Curriculum
- ‘ ' '.
\ ‘ . . _ .. . \v
MBLS Model . ' .
MS MOdel @ X - . ’ , Ve
- P [} \ )
MBLS [i5 . L ae=T Eo 9.1 .
Mg Ene Ane e T A ‘
N o '.’ . NEsn , .
- _ - =" |NApe
. S NE NA e "
Sne nt
D - Ee Ag
. e % VA
, . ) . . Ee ,
‘ #1 . ‘ SRS | 3
- —-— e :
A e e | _ - NEe NA, {:}E
- .
M r Model
MBLS  |#5 e = =77 |Ee #9.2) .
. M % |Fne Ane. L e=- Ae .
o - -""—" . - PNEspe
) NEg,  NA -7 s [NAge
' ne ne -~ f
; .- . .
o B Ee Ae, ..
- ' = Q"-Y . M e -
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- . e == === """ "INEe '
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Another area which needs to be considered is the classification of pupils
~ i ) N , )
who can either be considered by language, culture-or both.

-~

L]
]

. \ Language L s
. ’ Ay
. d A\ N NE only, no E . !
- {(a) NE dominant majority NE plus some E '
\ . ENE -
) K . = E only, no NE « L €
(b) E dominant majority . E plus some NE
. ENE .
\ g_ « ~
Culture T . ' L J
r .
: ] A -only
(a) NA dominant majority NA plus some A
S~ ANA ) ’
A only
($) A dom1nant majority ' A plug some NA
- . %
> ANA - - -
The grouping of pupi{s.by 1anguage of instruction affects(claésroom'grrangement
and instructional organization. :
. B i . R /
Language of Instruction .
(a) Mini School ' - )
. L g \/ N .
. Separate but equal vs. 1ntegrat10nv

. ' .
P > -
. | ‘ ‘ | ‘ : l
& '
-.u - .{ by
’ .

() 'Same school but pupils are either grouped together or

K4 . . .

separated according to subjects,

‘ *.
| . . | b
\ % .
~ .

(c) When grouped together:, both 1anguages will be used for'

P
.
- -

| instruction. The ratlo may be dlfferent however.

(cl) Both are used equally, ‘ '
consecutive or g
~ alternating

‘. | .) ] - 124 1300‘ A.". .“
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R

(c2) Mainly E

. ‘ ;
s
s

b,
, (ec3). Mainly NE

]

°

Teachers are anothe

following-items should b

1. Teachers' attitrde toward bilingual education; , . .
S
2. teacher's teach%ng technique and strategies; ) . ) .
3. 'teachers' auereness of pupile' culture; ° %
4. teachers' conviction that his/her role is to give a culture to ‘their ,'
3
) puplls, to replace their pupils' -culture by epother cultute, or to
\ x'malntaln, expand or develop pupils' own culture; ) ‘ ) 2; i ) %
5. teachexs' interaction with their pupils; P ' .ok
6. teachers' belief‘thet the;r pupils' behavior is appropriate frgm theu .
point of view of pupils' repertoire of behavior: ' h CTo
v . N " ¢ ' ,
7. steachers' interactipn style with their pupilscfanf - o ’gLL-
. R . s
‘8. teachers' expectatlon that the1r pupils either be aselmulated w1th -

L]

Anglo culture or their pupils! culture be given accommodatlon. :

important variable in operating a bilingual school. The

. . .
included in the analysis of operation variables:

(4 hd
.

¢
Ky

'Together with many other varlables, the Operatlon of a bilingual scﬁool will

be affected and those. Operatlonal varlables will in turn affect the compllatxon

work of curriculum.

A}

VI,

~

4

. »

‘ 'S . R LI ~e

RS R L

CURRIC&LUM AND INSTRUCT{QNAL MATERIALS DEVELOPMENT

“

this writer intends to mainly confine his
e e . \
problems of curr1culum and 1nstrudt10naI materlals development.

"*Q

. As stated before,

v

~

. BN 8 "
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enaly51s to the

"The follow1ng

Py

2,
o ER
' N I-’i%?? N
~ “"% - «
| “*"f”‘“/'*i’.ﬁ . »~
. :;,‘. .

\
e
P




- - s
. 41 . ) .

Y * N . . T e ¢ N
g ' , . : - . 7 . .
related problems will be discussed here: ) . .

‘ 1. Philosophy and éeals; _' ' X ’ \ . ";

) N P ) * 2

2, Availability of materials;’ 1

3. Typology of bilingual education haterials developméht processg; "’ "

. , . ) \ "

* . 4. Approach models in materials development; - C : o
) . , i . ‘ N, 1\' -
‘ 5. Subjects ‘treatment; ] N . . n .

6. Language problems.
. . t - e
. 1. PhiloscpHy and oals ‘ ’ ) -
i ‘ pny 1 8 . : o~

Ag indicated in the previous:chapters, blllngual materials developm/nt

] -

will be totally affected by the theories and obJectlves of the developers.

Should a developer follow the normativistic view, he would either insist

\/ N

\d

on the adoption or adaption model of materials development, or 1gnore the ' ~

. - »
+ importance of relevancy to local community needs even if he develops bilingual .

.

materials angw. He may include the minority children's culture only ds content

Y . N .- .
. ] «

variables, not as proces; variables. -He wouldiview the minority child en'g

ro, . . . .

. . . . . N v,
. culture as deviation, derivativés or less significant one asfedmpéf d with

has in mind. | B

the norm for culture which

2

.
rd

On the other hand, if/ he follows the relativistic view, then he would 4

. . %
respect the child's own domihar 1anguage whether it is a social or éeographibal

4 variety. "He would regard the thinority's culture as. an equally reievant and
5 . ;ﬂi s

E important one for the chi d as that of the Anglo culture. He w9u1dga110w the v

child's dlstlnct cultural learnlng style,to be followed and regpected. He .

< i

£ < “ A * D »

s v ’

P 3

community, interaction behaviors, anticipations, perceptioms, andﬁasgiratiaﬁs T

as ‘different and compare ﬁut without evaluating them on the basis of Anglo .
: . t N . . . ¢ .

\ . \ o o cot . -
e . culture. |, . . : Q\\/ ooz & ‘
.’ - . ] - * °
e . . L % 7 - ° 1y
' Al N

i ‘ . "( ' !
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v

For instances, in considering ethnic contents, the following criteria in

making a fair representation of Asian-Ameriean minorities, their diverse

‘

:spectrum of culture, life styles, values, and philosophies should be taken

into account when compiling the materlals or checking the ' contents.

s
N

) . o (1) Materlals should cok@aln 1nformat10n about the cultural heritage of

4 »

Asian American groupg,

, . %

- values, philogophies, life styles, and religions,

-

including their contributions, traditionms,

3

-

When portraying the.culture of ar ethnic minority group; materials
P should include a clear digtinction getweeq the "rdbt culture", namely '\
) -~ e the cu{tuve from which ghe ethnic culture originated, and the/"e;hnic
- culture," as repfesented in America. For examéle, the culture in

Japan is not necessarily the same as the culture which Japanese-
= -

18

. ¢

- Americans possess in America: . . R

-

3)

k]

In portraying Asian-American groups, a balance betweén the traditional
: b

o1

and the non-traditional, between active roles and passive roles, be-
- - \‘v

tween past.andZPresent'socioeconomlc settings, must.be maintained.

.
r

(4)

Success or failure of an Asian-Ameridan minorigy sﬁould not be judged
. solely by Anglo standards. The peopléVs view of that partiéular
. minofi;y group involved must be carefully considered.

LA ( ;‘ T} . ) , b
Generally speaking, however, ;Eg following objectives and goals have been

viewed by materials development centers and compileré as fair and attainable,

2,

although empirical evidence is still lacking. - ) .

(1) Bilingual materials must be developed to provide qinority's children

3 7 J'

. s . ' T /
.with meaningful educationalpxperiences in terms of their own lan-

. .

b4 .

guage and cultural varieties; ’

(2) Bilingﬁal materials must be developed to provfde minority children L.
i } " with materials that would enable them to develop a positive self-




- ; ¥ -
concept, and to appreciate and-to maintain ties with their o
\\ . T i - ‘.‘ N
“Eultural heritages, . e

*

e

. necessary skills and cognitive ab111ty to functfbn meanlngfully in

] \ .

- . . . .
an Epgllshdipeaklng-soc1ety with Anglo cultu e as its dominant
. :

force, alEﬁough this last innt‘has not been| accepted by some of the. \ .
- . . \

s hd ~ ’ . \
_ €bl%;ggual edueaglq? supporters; . g
N * . - ’ . | .

L) \Bilingual‘materials must be"deQéloped to p%q&id children with a

-8 . . ' PR
through comparative appreaches ;hlch monolinguals or menocultural .

A\ N - e’
children may not have. The 1ntpr¢ultural rgi tlonshlp 1s\:n important .

N

factor in educatlon e peclally if that 3pc1et 1is pluralls ic and is
affected by international engdgements. . e - .

. - , M’; -“ \ v . -M?
2. Availability of Materials" s : '
. oL . A .
One major - 1ésue in this area 18 the 1ack of materials. Materials. developers

N LY

cannot be produced overnight. Many of them have not been prdoperly ;rainéd.%
v \ ¢
. . g t e 2 ,
the pr?blem of lack of materials extends both®horizontall) and vertically.

Not only that all subjécts were not covered entirely but‘alsoAse entiadly

turgnged insg{uctionallyaf;fialérare‘lackfng. Uppei—gradés materialg are totally .

< =

[

L LY N
lacking for—Japanese, Korean and many -other minority greups. s

Y

Furthermore, no one writes ‘out of a ‘vacuum. HiS perception, hiloso hy e~

* .

and knowlifge affect his output. Almost w1thout exceptlon, material devel ed

. -
.

&
hac )

llnguﬁstlc and cultural dlfferences. Some of those developed materlals Q?st be

* - o

exten31vely modified beforé’they can become suitable for the needs of children

. -

in other school dlstrlctgi . ‘.. AN .

~

|
seem to be feasible sources:of materiald since no commercial concern would be

- ) . . -, 3 .
4 ’ ‘

, 128 . 13 4 ' ' . o o

. Se
“ . i . X,

' .

! For some ‘smaller minority groups, Tommercially produced materials\do not »
‘ . . \

-
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/a L3
. %& )

. - . .
willing to.produce materials that cannot guarantee profit. So far, the greater

part of materials development has been accomplished by the various local pro+
s . e . .
: T . .o\ .
jec®s, of course with some exceptions, in order to insure appropriate and
, ¢y :

.

relevant content for each Iocalit&. But those devglébers usually do not have

« . &
"easy access to institutions of higher learning or resource centers. There is .
L

R

a great need to not only train developers but also to facilitate exchange of

o

ideas and experiences. A constgnt flow of ‘information about new materials,,ﬁew

techniques and. ngw resources is equally imggxtant as our efforts in &onstantly
) ; - , A

. Cq s g b i ‘ - i

training bilingudl Fwtermal developers: Unique language varieties, unique
s I3 " "ﬁ . . :

cultural varieties and unique needs of each community mué% be considered. It

5 ’ ry

is, therefore, suggested that a "model set" be compiled in such a manner as to

reveal and show basic philosophy method and technique as well as content items
3 . h S

to be incorporated in the material development. Many other localities might

1

adapt the modeiffz/zgjecting local needs inté their own materials.
orei

>

adapted them. However, th¥se materials d4 not ecessarily cénform‘in content,

As to the gn-ﬁa@e materials, some projects have é&ready adoptled or
Cz

’

objectives and progress level to curricula here in America and usually lack,
hyphenated-American's past hfgtory, their endeavors and,their cultural heritage

. 5

as affected by America's environment. Some technical difficulties such as each

’
.

school district's approved list and other difficultigqs such as availahility of

e N - p . P :
new math techniques, etc., are other factors making adoption of foreign-made

M »
’

. : /
materials difficult.

»

M - .
3. _ Typology “of Materials Development Process e .

-
.

. ’o -
Furthermore, this wp}teq has identified five major.-types in text compila-

5 o 3
tion processes. They show model changeg ranging from A model to C model (see -

P . - 4 / *
: Chart.§ and ‘Table 1). i;he first and second types are based exclusively on
Modef A. \The first type is a,diféct adoption either' of fdréign materials

»

without any codsideration given to the American environment ard Aqglo culture

! Kf\\\>\ o ) R
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. . v d . Jo ) L. . Do
or of mateggels deveypggd for Anglo 5tudents without giving~any consideration
. ) * : ‘Q
. ¥ . * .
_t6“Chineqe, Japanese, or' Korean. . ‘

-

- !. - .
.

" The sedond type is a) indirect adoption of materials either of a foreign

©

. . ) ) )
origin or éﬁbluéively compiled for Anglo pupils by tramslating them ‘into a

v N ~ \ . ® " R .
/ﬂ’_;:pil's dominant language. Qbviously neither the first nor the second type is

- 2
b \ . - 4

bicultural.. : VoS : o s

}Typgé three and four are aéaptacioﬁ types and are combinations of A and
) ° \ . .
C mpdels.\ According ta type thr&e mat:erials are rqwrittex\ in the pupil's

\ﬁom1nant language and .some supplemﬁntary materials 1nclud1ng vocabulary lists

s
~

" and annotat1ons to cover ethnic spec1f1cs are added. Accord1ng to type four,

E

texts are modified"and adjusted to incorporate different ethnic considerations.

Type five is the frue bicultural ﬁext coggilation model. Materials are’
'’ . ’ \ - ' )
newly created with ethnic emphasis or f§ousu Type three‘hight be proper-for

&

. \ M
math and gcienge’as,%gil as music and art, and type five might be prope3§for

- - ’ ) <’ . ~
social science and language arts.. / a®

* ’
Materials Development -~ Process /;{//
» - . .

Difeﬂf Adpption\(ﬁbdel A) ;/

N
®

Anglo;apprbéch - Addpt materials based on Angfo culture and
% N * .~ P *
written in English Ae .

°

Non-Anglo approach -- Adopt materials based on NA culture and

written in Non-English NAne
" A L Co
Indirect Adoption (Model A) (J/ A . »

a. Anglo approaéh -~ Trapslate into Ngh-%hglish_those materials
. . i3 ) . N

developed qﬁ the bagis .of Angio culture and ﬁrit:enﬂin En%lish.

A -
.

. ) .
Ae i3 Ane ] - . . C

ﬁon—@nglb qpbrogch ~- Translate ingQ English those materials

developed on thé basis of Nori~Anglo culture and wriften in
Non-English - -NAne ——3 NAe'

130 ~ 136
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ey

/
e

4

.o NAne-——-)(NA + some\A\) e\

. ‘i‘ s
VJ‘,,
(5) Creation (Model c -

a ..

T
&> .

3
) _Adaptation through Supplementation (Model A+C) ) -
! // ' ’ //-\_\ .
Anglo approach -~ Use materials developed on the basis of Anglo
-’

culture and written in English as the blue print, rewrite it in
(&)

Non-English, and write supplements based on Non-Anglo culture

in Non-English

on-Anglo approach -- Use materials aeveloped on the basis of

Non—Anglo culture and written in Non-English as the blue print,

»

rewfite it in English, and write supplements based on Anglo

\ culture in English _ NAne == NAe + Ae supplements

.

& (supplements---vocabulary lists, annotations.in the pupil'

. b
\ dominant language, and supplementary materials to cover ethnic
i ¢

N - - ¢ w ‘
) specifics, etc.) :

il

Adéptation through Modification (Model A4C)

a. V Anglo approach -—- Use materials developed on the basis of Anglo
Y eu]

culture and written ih English as the blue print, rewrite it in
-x\‘ ,

Won-English with some modifications and adjustments to inobrporate'
\

some NA data, viewpoints, values, etc. eAe-——)(A&some NA) ne
§ ‘

Non-Anglo approach -- use -materials developed on the basis ‘of Non-

-

Anglo culture and written in Non—English as the blue print, rewrite

rpo-
- R

¢
’

//}t»fn English with some modifications and adJustments to inco
ratexsomqlA data,\vi\wpoints values, etc.A

i)
g r
» i

.~’

Ethnic approach - Materials developed specifically for ethnic

needs with due;attention paid to comparative considerations

. © -

‘given to both/ﬁnglo and Non-Anglo cultures written in English

(English dpproach) or in Non-English or in both languages.
. i . :

ANAe, ANAne, or ANAe + ANAne

. s,
B T

4

cmeop39

Ae__j Ane + NAne supplements . ’

(=
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4.  Approach Models in Materials Development
. v o §

.

> In order to &evelop bicultural and bilingual materials for. instructional .
’ ? T
purpose, language to be used (monolingual or b111ngual) and cultural «ontent

- o . '
o

such as data, 1nterpretat10n, viewpoints, etc., to be taught, should be con-

~ ]

sidered. Assuming that the materials are written inEnglish,in non-English

(Chinese, Japanese, or ‘Korean), or in two languages in each case with a ,
bicultural approach (types 3, 6, 9), three compilation approach models can be
identified: Holistic, éomparative and Atomistic. Suppose a social studies

\ .
\

ey P
text is compiled on the basis of A model or Atomistic model, then data, contents,

interpretation,and viewpoints for Anglo culture are treated ‘as if Chinese, -

Japanese,'or:ﬁorean cultures do not exist. 'No,gstempt is to be made to relate

the two cultures and to compax:%them- The Anglo culture is not treated as a

part of global human experience. It is treated as if it exists in isolatiom.
v - ;3

Similarly, a social studies text with Chinese, Japanese, or Korean culture

. . ) »

based on the A model is Atomistic, therefore isolated, dogmatic, and fragmented.

.o
|
.

° C model 9% Comparative model is different. While the relationship between

: . !
the specific and the whole is not clear?X?t least the relationship between Anglo

culture and a non-Anglo culture is eétabliphed tﬁrough contrastive and compara-

tive "studies. ~In this way,similarities and differences between two cultures

are identified, and in turn either one of the two cultures will get clearer
- i )

expositions, i

: . LINEN : g

The H model or Holistic model is an ideal one but is not attainable at

présent. In this model, comparison of two cultures and their relatlonsh;p \

must be establlshed flfst and then thelr respectlve relationships with the -

s

. *
vhole of human experiebce must also be established. Since we do not know the

various components of ihe,whole w1th~equal clarity; we have not yet reached

3 ¥

the stage where the relatlonshlps among varlous components and the relationship .

-

v . [4




; between one'component and the whole can be eéggblished. Therefore, we have -
; to be satisfied with the C.model at present (see Chart 3). + « °

As one example of the C modeL~thg.Confﬁ%ian-Buddhist'R;gion involving
N ‘ -3 .

.

»

comparative \gtudies of Chinese,” Japanese, Korean, and Vietnamese cultures is "«
” Q . . N

AY

. presenteﬂ-ﬁere see Chart 4). They shared some elements but alsa had their

own specifics. Any attempt at materials development that proposes to cover

s d - :

L Y - e »
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean cultures without investigating into universal,
, 3 . . ' ¢
semi;pniversal,,semi-specific, and specific eleTjﬂts will result in atomistic,

. fragmente&i and isolated prodhction. Similafily, C model must be used in

* comparing the Judeo=Chrigtian culture and Confucian-Buddhist culture as well

-

as their sub-cultures (gee Chart 5). Thus, biculture texts in America must

v
.

have as broad comparison and as itemized contrast as possible. Compilers must

H// study comparative and cross-cultural as well as interdisnglinary interpreta-
h! N " . -
tions, accumulate data and .develop rather rich reservoirs of knowledge, under- .

s Q »

-

“ standing, and resources. Thus, no text capn claim something. to be an exclusively
. N

' A

Japanese feature when in reality it is shared by Chinese; no text can claim’ '

something wﬁich actually is shared by most people and yet claim it to be specific

.
o

: to Kéréa.‘ Only through this thorough understanding of ‘similarities and dis-
: o N > . ——
. similaEities is it possible for a text to %éfabLe to avoid bias and for the pupik
) N . o N ’ M . \
to develop a balanced, penetrating, and proportioned understanding of himself

~ . 2

-

and human experiences. _Clear and systematic planning in materials .development

N o7

. * of this nature has been discouragingly lacking in most of previous endeavors.
. ' Some corrective measures must be taken. . * ° ‘ s )

3 ’i@‘: s ® . - * S . -
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NA S o7 LT é/
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5. % Subject Treatment

In treating the various subjécts, the m

-

§

]

ost important fgctor is the

~

compiler's understanding of subject matters in providing minority. children ]

with meaningful educationalfexperiﬁhces relevant,to their language and culture,

[y

»

¢

in addition to skills and inPelligenEe developments. We have already discussed

these prqblems elsevhere.

-«

~

.

.

.

v
»

In this section, this writer would like to touch upon the problems of

X . .

cuéficulum organization. Fiast of all, the sequencing of contents of each
N 1

)

v

~

subject must be considered. Should they be sequenced logically according to

the inner structure of the subject matter or should they be gequeniﬁd completely

. tF

on the hfgis of learner's experience? Between the logical orientation and the
. '*‘Tq‘,“-;;t,. . . . . ~ - : : :

experience orjentation, considerations might be given to the combinations of

a

the two with the various kinds of ratios.

Furthermore, the inter-subject relationship mist Also be considered. This
1 PN .

N -

iy o7 . L. Lo e .
might lead possibly to the integrated approach of subjects. -For ‘instance, we

-

may consider Separateasubjects, core-subjects by identifying clusters of related

-

subjectsﬁ.or the integrated subjects, by either placiné common problems facing'

LY o

RkLs its focus or by placing children's immediate experiences at its,

nter. * .- o . -
" v

+ @

Not only the indepth study of the various.subjects(is required but. also

the comparative study of contents of the various subjects ‘as’well as learning

- . ‘ »

styles of the two cultures involved are required.

6. Language Problems - - ® .

Language study as a goal such as language-arts study or second lggguage

*

et

study is one thing, and language as a medium of instruction is another. Problems .

'
< L

of language varieties, variant Ehglish and communication are but a, few of many
of .

involved ones: - . "

- 138144 -

™

LY




. .
14 . -
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Since each different language variety carries different ‘ways of eoncéptur

A
s . . -
3
-~

alizing our human experiences and the wofld, the problem of “medium of instruc- -

tion" involves not .only the communicatiop problem, but also the problem of,

( _~ concept development. Most projects currently supported by federal funds vary

. 4 o~
their "medium of instruction" ratin/or intensity in the classroom depending on_

-

what subjects are being.taught and the language ability of,the ch11dren as well

-
- Kl ,,.-‘“

1

as teachers.’ .
[ .—° o

© A

o The Lau Remedies classified minority ghildren into five categorié%: \éupils

who can speak NEvnnly; pupils who speak mainly NE as well as some English; -
. .

-’ pupils who can speak English and NE both; pupils who speak Englishrand somg NE;

and nupils who .speak Enélish only. But pupils nhb speak NE and a yariant form

of English have not been included.

~—

The "medium of instruction" question alsotaffects the use of teachers.

Some schools have in each classroom an English—-gpeaking teacher and a non-*

. ' J . ”

-

Engllsh-Speaklng teacher. Some have an E teacher and an NE paraprofessional,

., . .,

The E teacher teaches language arts, social studies, science and math in
. ’ .o

English while the NE counterpart teaches language arts and»sociel studies in
N N &

"NE 'and reinforces the other subjects'in“NE. The latter also offers individual

J
+instruction or small group instruction as needed. Some schools rotate NE .’
S teachers by sendlng them to the various classrooms or by.taking ‘out pupils by
grades for NE,.NA 1nstruct10ns. ( _ S . ’
. @ . ;
) . For those pupils who uée wpriant English, materials development and
' classroom berformence will be affected. Should they be encouraged to study ¢
) the so-called Jstandard" Enélish? How relevant is the so-called -standard" i
 English to the plipils' experience? If they do not study the "standard" English,
} " would the1r future be hampered in functioning w1th1n the Engllsh and Anglo
v

culture dominated soclety? Would they be burdened if they should be asked to >y




Y ] <
local community ag well as the familiarity of it by the community people. ' Its

Chinese. This”problem will be complicated further by thie orthography problem.

gy

Factors to be considered in selecting-one variety of language over'.the ..

other as the medium of cifstruction are the acceptance .of that variety by the s

v

. o N . e
use as a written form is also considered. When different dialects exist in ‘a

« .
3 ® s

community, the one which the pupils. speak: and ‘the cemmunityﬂ uses more widel/y,
probably §hould be selected. .. . ’ ST

. e . o . S : v

In an area wnere rapid growth of new immigrants exist, usually we find . :

Narn - . ¢

more monolinguals in WE. Recent' inunigrants usually are initially s’ettled

where they find assistanc“/‘ om ar11er felf&w 1nm11gr%hts, partlcularly those
&

who have not been totallyf aséimllated When puplls.h{:ug type of area,
\ ¢ ‘
especlally an urban area,, ‘enter school, they ‘usually lim1y them§elves 'to the

0 > Py xé % >

‘» L)
use of NE with‘no or? 1ﬁf ed*Engllsh Espec1ally, whemﬁhey dxscover that ’,’
. ,| Ao .7 I
their limited Eng'lis% ig not }the 'x&:t!’andard“J fom, they mlght be reluctant to

e mxb bw%

talk to their English-speakirdg teachers or’ peg;s in Engllshh The1r self-concept

78, B -
- v e d

and educatlonal development processfwnl be’ affected ag‘Versely. . " )
VLN SV S I
Language study as a subject matter 1sxd1f§erent 1,f.rqu?‘w),\anguage as a med1um
b
of instruction. Also, English for speaker? of Englmsh 1s‘d1fferen£ from Engllsh
. . 3
as a second language study. In b111ngua1 educat1on,}tNE W1ll be stud1ed by NE- -
speaking children in their language art class, and ESi. w1ll be studled for" t'he1r '
¢« S
English class. ESL alone cannot be a substitute for 4 b111n§ual program, :Norgnal

b

ESL programs developed so far do not contain .contrgstlc studyof culture, ana
/ .

! ] .
© ¢

»

.

‘do-not consider the affective mnitive development of pupils who are not <,

- . .
¢ -
. - N

wo 146 . .., -
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' VII.  CONCLUSIONS. - : . .

.

ot
N

/". Re .

English speakers, therefore, are not quite propEr as a substitute, for bilingual
programs.’ & (I : /.—4¥¥9 R *
T »

- Ptnbleﬁs in orthography is one impor;aﬁi aspect ‘of the language problem.

.graphy? Can reading ability in NE be transferred into Engli%h'feaﬂing? Jf‘;:
4 - ' ) ‘ :
there is no orthography for the NE, do we develop one? 1In the case, of Ch1nese

as an example, do wi téach Cantonese-Speaklng pup1ls the- Peklng variety and

its orthography*’ Among 20 or more majdr language varieties in Alaska, most

3

]

orthographies have Been either recently developed or yet to be dbveloped, .

Some of them were deﬁeloped on weak linguistic basis. . Do we teach these? In

’ @
some areas where onthography does hot exist, only development of cultural arts

and crafts plus some vocabulary bu11d1ngs are included- in their “curriculum

Do we first teach orthography of Nﬁsgo pupils before theijgevelop English-pfthor .
'

whieh/hégﬂﬁeen built on a piecemeal basis. Do they foster any équal educational

N b_J
- opportunity? Problems still remain.

N
v

. ' Many problems have been considered but have yet to be resolved..vMany
. &

measures have been taken but the results of them have yet to be verified. Many

problems have not‘}et been discovered. With these in mind, let us give more

chought to the analysis of Lau Remed1es and Title VI“1n terms of curr1cu1um and
o .

1nstruct10n31 matérials development. C o ‘

¢ e . L.

’ h o,

) « a"/

- “
N

Our initial question was whether the Lau Remedies satisfy\the equal educational )

: C s . - - (
opportunities stipulations of Title VI. This writer has limited the scope of his

" analysis to‘curriculﬁm and instructional materials development aspect of bilingual/

bicultural/blllterate educational programs 1n terms of. Section 'IIT of lau Rgaidies.
N - R
There are many var:mblée1 ‘both 1ntetnal and external, influencing the outcome -
\

of products. Sanlollnguists,\Psycholinguiegic psycgelogists,,anthrqnologists, and . _

-

¢




¢ g , ° . ,‘
child development specialists offer various theories which in turn affect compilation
rd
/ . . - /\
efforts of materials developers. There are also many operational variables such*as .

’ » .

teachers' training, educational administration, costs and facilities which eventually

d?terminé the fate of .a program. Thid writer has tried to list only some of those

+ 4

variables for consideration. - ) .

-
N . 4

' Many assumptions have been made, although some of them have never been verified. ]

Is a child's self-conceﬁt a key to motivation which in turn provides a key to learn-

- H - -

ingb .Does discrimination afgec; a child's cognitive and affective development skills?

. 3 e _
Does cultural pluralism work in a society liké ours? 1Is it really true that empathy
cén&gt be easi1§ atFaiPed withoutllanguage? Would a chi}d's cognitive an{ affechVg

development be hampered or even disrﬁpted if that chi%%?éhoélé-be asked t;'stﬁdy a

rs L]
-

~
non-dominant language alien to him? Is it really true that all languages are equally
functional even though a particular speaker of, a 1anguagé°is transferred to a community .’

where an entireiy different languagé is used? ‘Further-researches and studies must be

. . . K

made in order to ascertain more scientific and professional views. Nevertheless,_all

. .

. the-above must be”assumed in”order to purSue our analysis. Statistics apd other

. ‘ ,
studies indicate that English language and Anglo-culture-gentered education resulted

“~in many minority children's failuxes” L ‘

L] -

-

4

P

There are many ways to rectify this situation. It has been suggested that one.
-~ ‘ 4 . 4 ’

way to solve\the preblem is to establish bilingual education programs. Lau Remedies
. - . ™

only suggested some‘Options-in-forﬁ.agFrom the curriculum and instructjonal materials
a . . | ’ :

development, aspect alone, equal educa iopél opportunities cannot be attained simply

, ; ‘ ol ; ;

¥ . “
1 -

’by establishing programs 1isted by edies without defining th&'contents of .
those options. Thig writer only listed some of the items which would affect the

\

outcome of compilation efforts. It isggafe to say, however, that bilingual.educatibn
\ : e,
seems to be the besf way available fo offer an equal educational’pportunity to .

"_ minority children if parents and community so wish, and if the program is conducted .
. . i

B ! z . ; \ Thl

v

= - 5

ERIC A ) ! ‘148 -




Ll

.7 educgtlonal opportun1 y. k\ \() g
. . . s,

- \ .- e \
. ‘
- * ¢ \ A e . '
' \ \ ) - - £
\ - .

'/\ . 1 \ , o >

in a thorough way with compiete detalls cons1dered and executed Any half~baked
/ .

job m1ght even hurt the children more. - -

\

Ideally, if we talk about equal educat1onal opportun1ty for all we will have

%
February 1976 1ssue of the Journal of Chinese Language Teachersggjs!!ﬁat1ont Engligh-

t consider the Reciprocal Bil1ngna1 ?chool model or RBLS qodel mentioned in' ‘the
L\

- spea 1ng ch1ldre are entitled' to bilingual education if they so wish. As a matter

of fac » TBLS- mod L or the Transitional Billngual School model atill leads to _

R
a831m11 tion idea and it is a compensatoty education. The MBLS model or the Main-

tenance Bilingual S&hool model can even be considered a partial compensatory program

A Y

because it \geeks onl accommodatlon. oLy the RBLS model offers true equal educa-

tional oppor un1ty;>o %&1 and leads to mutual appreciation. Of course,, Title VI
q .

\does not go tHat far. .

\.

Indeed Lau Remed1es Aé?ll contaln,lnherene-defects such as lacking in content

|

andadetails; lac ing in cla: 1ty as to why treatments must be d1fferent depending .on
N .\ o
‘pupils’ grade lev s (time % maturity variablés?)g and lacking in consideration

’ ¢

.of ‘other variables Buch as var nt Engligh and language variet?ﬁﬁithout orthography.

0 Nevertheless, tﬁe, aye 1ndeed one step foswurd in offer1ng m1nority chlldren equal




» . APPENDIX I
. OCR MEMORANDUM OF 70-5-25 , -

2]

] ’ N
D'EP"JZT.\"&ENT OF HEALT}}. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE" - / ’
OFFICL OF TNC SLCRLTARY LA T
.’ WASNINGTON, D.C. 2008 . % .

* . . : ' -~

- . May 25, 1970

-~ . N . ]

"\ . o ° o . \ .
MENORANDQUY - R L -
( .' ] i . . - . . .‘l . .e._.

7O ¢ School Pistricts With More Than Five Percent

o National Origin-Minérity Group Children

FROM . ¢ J. Stanley Pq;tingar . g .
' " ' Director, Office for.Civil Rights / N

/

SUBJECT :  Ideatificatfon of Discrimination.£nd Denial ‘
. of Services on the Basis of National Origin

.}‘ ) s 8 . . o i w . - * ¢ ‘o‘. :
/ ~ . .: . \.' & L] . < N ..~ . .
- Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of\;séﬁ, and the Dempaximental
Regulation (45 CFR Part 80) prostulgated thereunder, reguire -
that €here be no discriminztion gmmthe basis of race, coloxr
or national oridin in the cperption\of any federally assisted
P PR -\ - C
programs., ° e- . . . _ o .. .

ot L. . R ok
Titleé VI compliance reviews conducted in school districts with
large Spanish-surnamed student -populations by the O0ffide for
Civil Rights have revealeé & nunter of.common.practices which
have the effect of denving eceality of educational opportunity”
. to Spanish-surnamed pupils. Similar practices which have the
effect of discrimination on ‘the basis of national origin exist
in other:locations with respvect to disaévantaged pupils frowm’
other national origin-mirority groups/ for example, Chinese -
bxr Portugese: ' | U ( L

The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify D/¥zW podlicy’ oy
issues conceérning the responsibility'of 'school districts %o
pProvile equzl educaticial opportunity” to national origin-
ninority group caildren éeficient’in Emglish languagé skills.
The following are some of- the major, areas o conccgnlthat

. X¥elate to.compliance with Title VI: - . :
. « 7 ¥ . ‘e . N . R - v * P
(1) “Where inability to spfak and understand the English

N . . ; o

AN

3

-
. P v s
-
N
s ~

. LI .1:)1 4',‘-. ) i ) .
>




-
.

i

s

. - '4 ~ |
— KRR S
. rs . . . .
language excludes national o:-gin-ni ority groun c&x dren
from effective participation in the eoucatxoual s 5T o o.
‘fered by a, schoel dist ;ct. tha district must take affir:
.tive staeps to redtify the language ceficiency in oICET %o
open its xnst:uc:zona..progran to these studexnts.
.‘ f
- (2) School districts must not assign national -origin-
mxno*;;y gToup students to classes for the mentally recarded
on the basis of cxziteria which essencially reasure ox evaluuté
English lancuaﬁe skills; ror may scrool districts éen Yy nationral
rigin-nminérity .¢riovn chiléren access to college Preparatoxys
“courses on a basis, czrec*jﬁhrelaoed to the .failure o the

'school systen to incu lcate -ng;xsh language skills. .

- (3) Any abili&x_s:ggg;n or trackizec svstem -noloved

'by the schasol systein to deal with the ssecial lang:ace SKRill
needs of rational origin-miasrity. .gzoup chkléiren must be
desxgnec to mest such language skill needs as-soox 2s possible
and must not operate 2§ "aa edpcatxonal,ceaouend or %o:aanen:

N

t:acx. s . . . . . -

", (4) School dxst*xets have tha resaonsnb lity to adecLately
notify national or-gin-ﬂxrorxty group. parents of 'school activi-

ties which are called to the attcﬁtion o< othex parenzs. -Such
notice in oxder to de acacuate may naVe to be provicded in a

"langudje other ;h.n Englisa. : . o~ oo C e

School distric:s Hould exanine curreqh pract ces'which,éxist ’
in théxr‘ozstr* ts in oxder assess conanxgnce with the ’
matters’ set forth in tais m anéuena., A school d‘st ict.which

deterrines thh: co“nlaanca o:ob‘nﬂs curren cly exist 1%\~Hdt ’

‘district should’ ixsediazely communicate in we iting with the -
.-Office fer Civ.l Rights en d incdicate what steps -are.dexng ° .
taken .to remadv the sitwatrion. hhe-e ccﬂolzarce cuest‘ons .
arise as tc the suiZicichzy of p** rans designed to T2t

the langetage s%ill negés Of naticnel oz gzn-qxndfi“y q:ouo ’
childzén - alrnacy ot eratxvg in a particular ared, full iafor- )
mation rega7d g sueh programs should be’ orovzdcd. In ,he -
area of sgacigl langaage aas's.ance, the scope of. tlerprogra

and the process for identifying need ani the extent.to wnxch
the‘need is £u1§}11cd should be set forth.. '

2

-




-3- . .

School districts w xch recexve this men oranduﬂ will be "

. contacted shortly regardxng the .availability of technical
assistance and will be provided with any additional infor-

. mation that may be nceded to assist districts-in ach;evxng
‘compliance'witn the law_ané ecual educational opportuu ty
for all children. ffective as of this date the aforementione
_areas of concern wxll be regarded by regional Offxcevgo:
“civil Rights personnel. as a part of theix complian¢e re-
sponsibilities. . .

é:‘




- 3 .
- . 4 N -

- APPENDIX II ' -

; CHAPTER III OF LAU REMEDIES : T {
TIT. Educational Program Selection . by
F. In the third‘stcp the- district nust implcmcnt the
appropriate type(s) of educational wrogrim(s) Jlisted in
. Q ) ! - '/
this Section . (III, 1~5), \dependent upon the degree of
’ . linguistic proficiency of the students in question. If
none seem applicable check with your Ladl coordinator ‘for .
. further action. ‘ Y
1. In the case of the-monolingual speaker of the langu-
. / "
. . ) A
age other than English (speaks the language other
than English exclusively). o .
' . [ . ,
A. At ﬁQé»Elbﬁentary and Intermediate Levels:
‘ ' ! -~
‘ Any one ‘or combination of the folléwing programs
Ll ‘ 4
is acceptable. 3 .
- .o P ]
.1l. Transitional Bilingual Education Program -(TBE)
2. Bilingual/Bicultural Program. ' R
. * I . . 7
‘ 3. Multilingual/kulticultural Program’ (see defi-
. . . ] T
R nitions, page 21), - - . :
S . ’ P ’ ’
RSty In-the case of a TBE, the district must provide pre-
S dictivg data which show that suchlstuqent(h) are
. .' ng," \‘ . I - . Q\‘

’

: - 1 R .
‘ . --1«153 ) . e

— —
'
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¢

Noea ,
Nk . . . . .
ready to make the transition into English and will

3 - ()

v LIRS -
© .

»r 3 'iia‘ ., A - .

succeed cducationglly in content arcas and in the cdu-,
o : .o M . - ~
' e, Y “ o . '

' . » -t . . -~ \
cat’ional program(s) in which he/she is to bd p}accd. &
; B . ' K

B - . < c
This is necessary so the district will not prematurcly
t

[ I >

splace the linguistically/bultuially diffcrcﬁt student

*
a

who is not ready to participate cffectively in an“Engliéh

lan~v»age curriculym in the regular school program (con-
. a ' " -

[ 4

ducied exclusively in English).
Beczuse an ESL program doecs not consider the affective

nor cognitive dcvelopment of students in this category
v - K}

‘and time and maturation variablds are different hore thon
} \

v v
¥

for students at the secondary level, an,ESL‘program is

not appropriate.

- Be At the Secondary Level:.

Option 1 - Such students may receive instruction

’

in sﬁbject‘matteq (examplé: math, science) in the

native language(s) and receive English-as~a-Second

s

, e - . ,
Language (ESL) as a class cemponent (see definitions,

~

&
< ~
-~

page 21). ' o S

Option 2 - Such students ma§ receive required and
o

elective subject matter (examples: math, science,

industrial arts) in the native language(s) and

~4148

»

154




b

’ Ty
12

s

bridge irto English while combining English with

- the natgve language as appropriatc (lcarning

N 5 . ,
English as a first language, in-a natural setting):

a8 »

Option 3:—.SﬁcH‘students may receive ESL or°High * .

intensive Language Training (HILT), (see defini-

<

tion, page 21) in English until tﬁey are_fulky -8

functional iniEﬁgd£§P (can operate equally euccc3§-
e

fully in school in Eng11 sh) then brldge 1nto the

school program for all other students. ™

A district may wish to utilize a TBE"Bilingual/ s

ﬁlcultural or Multlllngual/Multlcultural program in

11eu of the three options presented in this section

L}
°

y * L3 Ld L) ‘ *
(I11.1.5,) . -This is permissible. However, if the ..

necessary prerequisite skills in the native languagc(s)

A

‘have Dot leen taughkt to these Ludents, some form of

e"’ R

compensatory educatlon in the natlve language must bc
' v

provided.
. . .

In any case, students in this category (IIIJ1.B.)

must receive such instruction in a'.manncr that is

155 ‘/

.
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2¢

L]

. ¢ :
expedi tiously, corried out. so thgt the

student

in question will be able to participate to the .
A : _ .
- greatest extent possible in thé rcegular school:
. /‘__)“
At no time can a

2

program as soon as possible.
” :
prograin bé selected in this;;ategory.(III.l.B.)

to place the students in situations where the - .

t

. niethod of instruction. will result in’'a substan-

' tial delay in providing these students witl -the

0

necessary English\language skills needed byyor

required of other students at, the' £ime of gradh-
~.

- ’ rd

ation. ’ "

-

You will generally find that students in thls category
are recent immigrants:
A

In the case of the predominate speéker of the language
other than English (speaks mostly the language other
> :

. than English, but speaks some English) :

A. At the Elementary Level: °

—

Any one or combination of the following pregrams is

acceptable. -




- - 5
-l. TBE | : '
Bilingaéi/nicultural Proyram

3. Multilinéual/Mulqicultural Program

. . 9

>

In the case of a TBE, the district mhst provide predictive

1)

data which show that such,stddcng(s) are rcady to make the

: . ¢
transition into English and will educationally succeed in

——

ety

.
content arcas and the educational

program in gvhich he/she

N ¢
. . - 3 . . , , Lt . . P

e 2 tea s n y TAe et ’ A ¢ ' N '
b 15 to be placed. ' 1 (
. IE] bt @
Since an ESL program does not consider the affective nor

i z ' ’

coénitive development of fhe‘stddents'in this category

-

. and the time and maturation-[%riables are different here
‘ o : | <. :
"than for students ét.the secondary level, an ESL program
. J )

s/
. is not appropriate. ‘

3

.
.
ry .
'y

/ B. At the Intermediate and High.School Levels: ‘ Coa i

The district must provide data relative to the

A

|
student's academic achievement and identifg tHose

S8
»' '

| . { .
. — L, ? ] s AN
students who have been in the school system for le

f
Q !

_ .- .. 11157 |
ERIC - |

. ) ( A
.
L . - -




" ing at;@radc level or better

- 14
. . .
+
'

If the. student(s) who have been in

than a ycar. -

the school systom for lcss than a ycar arc achi.cv-
S , ‘

thc dls*rlct is not
{\‘/\

%sbﬁégéég to provxde addltlonal educational proglam

1f, however the studcnt° who havc,bpcn in the

school system for a ycar ox more are undcrachicving

\

(not achieving at grade lcvcl)

(sce definitions,

page 21) +the district nust submit a plan to reanedy

# - .
-~

the situation.

A S

This

LY

may include smalledr clase iz,

]

\

-

enrichment materials, etc. In either this,case or

Y

tﬁ% case of éfudeﬁts.who are underachieving and have

been in the school sysﬁeﬁ for less than a year,.khg,
remedy must include any one .or combination of the
llowing 1) an ESL, 2) a TBE, 3) a.Bilingual/Bicul- |

tural Program 4) a Multilinguai/hulticulturalﬁProgram.

ut such students may not be plyced in situationé-, b

where all instruction is conducted in the hatiye'
: .,

-
‘e . Ay

the monolingual

N

4

-

language as may be prescribed fon.

152 158
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' : ©o _ €
speaker of a language other than Engiish, 1f the
necessary prerequisite skills in the native langu-~

age hove not been taught. In this case some form
of compensatory education in the native language - 4

-

must be provided.

b sy o, \

~ .

NOTE: You will generally find that students in this catégbry

arc not recent immigrants.

I, .

A+ 1In the'case of the bilingual spedker® (spegks both the

*

=X

s v

language other zz:j;nngliéh ahd English with cqual

eAase) the distri aust provide data relative to the

. ¥
o < . 4

: stuvdent (s) academic achievement. | -

In this case the treatment is the same at the elementé7y,.

'y

] ‘ - . ‘
“intermediate and secondary levels and differs only in -

Y terms of underachievers and those students achlgving .
at grade level or better., o IR .

]

<
Y

A. For the students in this category who are uﬁde;g

achi%vigafjﬁreatment corresponds to the regular .

N
oy

program requirements for all‘raqdalyy/éﬁhnicélly

~ridentifiable c}g;ses or tracks composed of students

N ¢

. ) 2 ‘ RN . . ’
Vo who—are.underacﬁiev1ng, regardless of their language
‘. X A}
!
RN background. \ P €.
. ° ° fﬁ‘r"?
b

—~—— ' . ) ’ {
‘ A L. 153 159
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+ Be For the students in this catcgcuy Wio are’ ac]ucm 1¢§

at grade level or bc\t:@cr, the dié;tr-ict is
\ . ' .

quirced to provgdc addltaoxul cducationad pxoqrau..‘.

not reo- -

@ In the ca e of the predomn.nan.. Spcakcr of Engligh (&poi '.3‘\ﬁ

~E

' Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

MC :: ' 154 . . hi R “. 1“.‘ . f ",

Y ostly Enqligh, t some of a languagg*other than Engli:-rh)
treatment for thesq§ students is the same as IIX, 3 above,.* -
: . .
@ ln the case of the monollngual speakcr of Eng h (spcaks
) English exclusively) treat E’l?c same. as Ir, 3 ab?vc. . }
- L4 . e ’ g ,
NOTL: ESL is a nccessary couponent of all thc'afort%mcntionea‘ ) ‘
’ . ) ' . | "' * .
programs. However, an ESL program may not bé suificient
"as the only program operated by a district to respond to
- T . . .
the educational fleeds of all the types of students descrileo: ‘
- in this®document. ’ e . >
’ % Y , \
) . *s, ) - .
- . H i ~ .
) - " ¥ "
. ‘ . ' - = ‘
N - 2 , v -4 : ' *
° . %
P ‘ , :
0 i - . T . a
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L]

FROM ' Ilovd R. H-r:l-"so':, Director -~ h
mm-m.ary and Seconiary Educatlion! D:!.W.sicn ﬂ oV
SUBJECT: App]_.ication 6 Iou Rensdies . ‘-‘(i'i% . "

! Th Q . . . - re Sha ;-- Y2 ontdah ard ’
ere’ h2s been sgre misumderstarding rega=<¥irsg Che =splical ion am
impleriantaticn of OCR's' Iau Remeldies. Tnis, ther -fo::'e, is.interded
\\'/ . w W’ *cy. ' . . . . . . . ‘.. "

[§

.

Directors, Office for Civil Rights

APPENDIX III\- OCR MEMORANDUM OF 76-4-8
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

-y

DA‘

AY

-

EDUCATION, AND W

OFFICE OF TE SECKLTARY -

»

PR g WIS

. Reglons X - X T
ERlensntary erd Secordary ..duca\.ion

Branch Chiefs, Reglons I - X<
& L3 ' d
: :

The ‘Iau Remadies zre o*lir'-s cnlv to b= u5°d by OCR ::westisa»o"s .
in order to cdetermiine tre acceo»aoi.itv of 2 distict's plart wnich is*

submitted pursuent to receipt’ of 2 lefter of noiccopliance, -

Moreover, the Iau Remedies are not excl :stvés ho'..-ver, vhen & district
" yaries {rom the sug°s\.°d CCR Remedles, a ’cx"e:x is pleced 'upon that |
district to show thzt the Remedies. .s bﬁitt"d in the o-a.n «:ﬂ.l b= effece

‘to cure t:he viola ions. . . O . e .

® -

Pleas° diss*wjrate thls poli"y to yo"* *es*-ct’v- staffs with th.. T
request, téhat they clarify tiese issues whan cealing with Izu districta., -

- e
/ N a ~
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The Rocky Boy Bilingual-Bi ultura{ EdﬁEZEIZ; Progect—xs”beginnlng its

"fifth year in full, 1ndependent nd1ng from the Department of Educatlon

~

e under -the authorlzatlon of the 196 —i&gmen%ary and Secondary Educatlon Act,

x

Title.VII. The Program is a componént of and controlled by the Board of
Educatlon of the Ro\hy Boy School District #87, ‘and is currently operating
j
« in Headstart through eighth gradef . : =

b3

-
- . v o

Past Suppresslon of Lang__ggkand Culture - ) -
Kx 28

- ’

_J// ) Take any group .of Amerxcan Indians and \catalogue the 1n3ust1ces 1n

regards to how the languages and cultures hav been.systematlcally forbidden
L

for long perlods of time. Add speclflc names thé name of the tribe, the

XY

nanes of the BIA Superlntendents, or spec1f1c te chers, etc.), and you will

have a fa1rly complete hlstory of the. suppgessign that group has gone through,
%

Q
>

- . . >
&

Only the names are changed... -

Thisfwau}d suggest to any thinking person that Yhere has always been
. ‘ L ]
within this gountry.a systematic attempt to "Whiten' 411 Yative American
_groups, toA:ive a prhysicai wedge béetween them and the; own_cultures. 'I‘his ’

has been done, egpecially over the past ceixtury known Reservatlon Times, -
\ %" v
under the nobic banner of "Br1ng1ng C1v1lization to the &ndlans -

. .

i
il’ Reservatloq Schools were established to achieve the Noble Aim. Byt

" they are.not,enodgh. For as one employee of the Bureau of Indian Affairs °. i }

- e
e

‘once plaintively complained, "How can we teach them-to speak English.;hen
v . . e ‘e - ° .
they are in our care’but a few hdurs a day, being free for the most of the S
A
2 hours to live in their’ wigwams and speak their own barbarlan tongue?"

Hence, the establishment of boarding faclliﬁiea so that the children"could

S f o',

>

* 7 be phys1cally constralned and forced to learn and speak English only. L>
. What could the Indlan groups do about- it? Nothing. They were enemy

L]

aliens in thelr own co%ntry, and.had absolutelg/np cho1ce in the edugatlonal

o ° 1 - v
\)4 . ‘. - ’ R 157 ° : . . -
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. e A e e — .
’ ) - N ~ l
" destiny of their own children. Reactions took three main directions:

1. Some parents, full of intense pride in their language and culture,
a . . )
s tried withholding their children from the White system. This

. C—-—' * - *
proved ultimately futile: Whites had the force to compSl conformity.
2. Many,sarents found what we might. today call "Compensatory Education"”

as the only rat10na1 solution to the problem. They tried insfilling

the native’ language and culture--and pr1de 1n:both—-1n their ch11-

-
- ~

dren before they went off to school, hoping that the children could . *

then ldarn the things which the White culture had to offer without

N —““—“P--’—wq——having their basic Indidn-ness destroyed. It is primarily because

~ 7 ! - . .
of those parents that the Cree language and culture are still ailive
/ ’ . .
today. They saw the benefits of bilingual-bicultural‘education.

istory now shows, in retrospect, that the third baaic.group of
- pdrents made a valiant but hasty decision, for it was these parents
I ’ R .
' who saw ﬁhe depressing handwriting on’the wall. How wére they to

ow that the United States Governﬁent would in 1968 finally develop

. b "

a social cowscience toward people of different- languagea and clil-

. -~

= /) “,tures? °It was thdse parentS'Gho, t ing to make the best pogsible’
. . - Vv .

ecisions for their children, bought “the qessﬁEE*that the schools *

- . , "

were selllng' and that message yaSato CONFORM. -
. ’ . PR -
t was this last group of parents who. said .to themselves, after hearlng

v

——

R

1t so much from others, "ft s a white w rl out there, and in. order for my

chlldren to succeed, they ylll:have ta speak Engllsa\J/I'knew how hard it .

F -4
was for me when I was in school because I knew only the Gree”language ~- and

A . .
couldn't speak it there anyway. Sp maybe the best way is“to nog/gpeak Cree
Vt/ ’ ‘ ig

) to my children, to/speak only in English‘se that they will be prepared for

. English when the§4get‘to'aehool. Ma&be then my childreh won't have it quite
/

¢
‘ N -

so rough as 1 had it." " o . . .

O .

) 153.164 C . s %
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These parents did not reaiize that by (a) passing Elong‘ng_Cree; and.
. . : ‘ g a
(b) passing along that very hrand of English that' they were ashamed of that

-

they were g1v1ng the1r ch11dren one of the worst poss1b1e handicaps -- 'that v
‘ \—a“
¥

\of not be1ng able to communlcate in ANY language. .
- Little did they know (and more's the pity!) that in 1971 work would -

begin on the regervation that would allow children to speak Cree openly in

- - .

the ‘glassroom -~ and even bé allowed to learn basic educational -concepts

.

through their own native language! This was absolutely unthinkable only a |

few years ago. ~ ' ' \

- & - fe ' ’ /
Jo )
Why Bilingual-Bicultural ‘Educationiin Rocky Boy? ' ;

L)

. - P i
In 1970 the Rocky Boy School was taken over by the community of the

’ ~
Rocky Boy Reservation- after being controlled by the Havre SchoolnBoard since

i

1960. It wasﬂdt this time that the newly elected Indian school board with

* © L .

help from the community, began to look at the ed%cation their children were

o

. . .o ' :
- regelving. . 5 ) s N

° -

Qne of the first\pﬁoblens to be discovered was that some children at

£
Rocky Boy came to schoor with only a slight knowledge of Engl1sh but were

4

7
X

expected ‘to learn the regular school subjects as well-‘ag the Engllsh-speaklng.

s

‘ A" children, but:they were‘also reqh1red to forget the culture»and trad1t1ons

-

"

. they had learned at hgme as soon as they entered the school doors.

-
e P et

) Another probleém which d1sturbed many people in the community ‘wag thaEL

L

other ch11dren knew nothing about the Ch1ppewa-Ctee cglture or language vhen

they entered school and certalnly noth1ng more when they graddated Slnce

[ 4 » -

most of the parents of the Rocky Boy Elementary School ch1ldren had either
g

been sent to boarding schools for their education or hed left the
N A . . ﬂ P

4 LY

. ':15?165 | N
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stil} rece1v1ng totaé instruction in that language. No onIy were they AN
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reservation to find work on the outside, before jobs.had become available af .

P

Rocky Boy, for’ the most part, only those who had remained on the reservation *

for many years still knew the language or much about the culture..

‘e < . . . -

The existence of federal funds for.bllinéual—biculéural edugation at

o . » ’ .
appeared to present a-solutior;to both problems. Children who

. Y ! ‘ \ . .
¢+ . spoke mostlyﬁCree could be taught some subjects in that language, while re-

’ . ~ -

’

ceiving intensive instructign in English until they reached the.réguired

level. Other children, those who spoke no Cree,(could be tgﬁght th language

and partsuof the culture which they were missing’ hopefully,‘the culmina-

.

tion of the two solutions would be children who could apply their knowledge
T - R - . . \
’ ~

3

~

of two cultures and two languageé to create a successful future.

The Rocky. Boy Blllngual Blcu]tural Project. was {hea begun 1n 1970, as
r L}
paf% of the CrowLNorthern Cheyenne-Rocky _Boy blllngual progect w1th central
e
offlcestat Hardln, Montana., After the first year the three reservatlonpgro-

”
-

jects proved. successful for:Rocky Boyband the Board of Education apolied/for
. .- B ' B -
separaée funding which.was received in July of 1971. !
*In 1971 the newly‘hired staff members of the Rocky Boy Bilingual-

.Bicultural ‘Education Project dere'faced with what appeared to be an insur-

N

f

méuntable task: The creation of teaching meaterials and devices in and about
. . o '- . N . - -
the Cree language and in and abost the Chippewa-Cree culture. Needless' to

saff ;o\educational materials existed in'theZCree language and nothing' that
; o .

could be used in the school ex1§ted about the Cree culture.

° o .7

Luckily for the project, the Board of Education had purchased a used .

» N

" offdet pr1nt1ng press in the sprlng of 1971 and darkroom space and photo-

-
°

graphy equlpment wére avallable. Apart)from thls the Cree people had had a

-

written language as old as the Cree themselves which was still used by many

of the tribal eIders: Wlth these bonuses, a lot oﬁ good 1de"" and much hard

s
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work, the staff of the.Rocky hoy Bilingual-Biculgural Education Project has

been able to develop the following materials: (See Appendix A) ! -

~,.
Goals

¢

The goals of, the Rocky Boy Bilingual-Bicultural Educatlon Project, in -

general terms, are the follow1ng' __—

/1. ‘Educational success on the. part of the non-English speaking

~

students is enhanced by permitting them to learn in their first

. . —~ R Ct:. : !
¢ language while they are! learning to communicate jin English.
. rd 0 1‘ 6,7
' 2. To 1mprove the self-image of the Chippewa-Cree ch11dren to the

:

extent thdt they have pride in themselves and their heritage.
Y ' N

3. To create bilingual-bicultural materials which may be used by the °

v

children of the Rdéc¢ky Boy School for many years;
4. To train staff members, both by actual experience and college

\ edﬁcation, to become certified bilingual-bicultural teachers.

» a ‘y )

. Many staff members are currently enrolled and 15 students have

" graduated with a degree in Elemeéntary Education at Northern

E
-

Montana College, Havre, Montana. -

-
.

"5.° To teach tribal government, ekpanded to;the county level,- gstate }

»

level, and o the United States Govermment. -

. 6.. To teach reservatlon geography expanded to worlg geography. t

o 7. To teach History of the Ind1ans as told by the Tribal elders

» 5 .

befofeqthe.comlng of the Europeans,‘Tr1ba1 H%storxf81nce the
b . .7 ' *regervation was eatablished, State ﬁia;orf, and ﬁ.s. History.
- '§: ; To promote better intercu}tumal,pnde;stanaing between the Indian
I . and White-cothnities.‘.mhis in%lu&es teaehing the ::n-lndian
. ‘/studenta ah.appreciation_ef the iénguage and cultu;e of the Indian--

. o) :
,\). ' i 5 :. . 'l . 1.63?1 .
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reservation on which ;hey live. This also includes language

3 .
N instruction in Cree for non-Cree classroom teachers and members .
of the non-Indlan cotiunity in general ‘so that a more congenial

v

and sensitive language atmosphere can’ be establlshed within the

classroom and throughout the local area. .

In short, what I am saying isfthat the educators should start wrth the

.

ohild himself,‘his amﬁediate surroundihgs, and his culture, ett. Too many .

¢ . v '

times, American Indian children are taught ‘about another people's ways of

<
life and many.times it isn't relevant, therefore, they are not interested in

s

school.

\

parents and grandparents; after all,

By using all the resources of our community and using it in the regular

a
[

school curriéulum, we not only get the childreq interested, but also their
education begins at Home:
o 0w

°

. , '. o , .
What is Being Done in the Bilingual-Bicultural Project?

.

L

For-the past five vears the Bilingual-Bicultural Project has been

-

divided into two main divisions: Language Arts and Qulture. Each classl

-

¥

. . . ~ e R U
receives 30 minutes-of language arts and 30 minutes of cultural instruction=-

each day.

~

LY

»

-

. . - - " '
In the area.of language é.rt's< much_ emphasis“is\ placed upgn thg/pral\

]
language up to the first grade,

K

In-éhe first Etéde,chil&ren are familiarized

'w1th the Cree Alphabet wh11e cohcepts pertlﬁént,ep all languages are stressed

orally.

L4

In the second through elgb*h grades,they 1earn and write respect1ve19
* > t :‘_rl
in their own 1anguage. ~With cuItural stories and legends written by’ the

L

b111ngual staff and tr1ba1 elders, the pooks, tapes and fllmstrlps used in _~

these grades ate pr1nted Ln the Blllngual Materlals Qenter at ‘the school.

»

Durlng Eu%ture time the
Te—— ‘;"”‘a

-

qgldren 1earn more about themselves today and about

H
[«
N
X
b
&
&

e . -~
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*
their ancestors of many yeers ago. They learn, for examgieg how the buffalo ‘
was important to°their people and how it was used in daily life. They also ’
learn many things important to modern-day life, for exampie, what Eypes of
jogs exist on the reservation, how the BIA i;fluences their lives, how the
tribal council operates and its powér, etc... S .

- - ' . e
Organization of the Project B .
The Rocky Boy Biiingual—BicuL;ural Education Project is abceuntable to o
the Fed‘gel Programs Officer, Virg{nia Cassel, in the Departﬁent of Educgtiou, ) jg
. }
HEW, in Washington, D.C. . . C -

The project is also accountable to the Board of Education of School -
/Dfstrict #87, Rocky Boy School and to the people of the Rocky Boy Reservation.

The staff of the Rocky Boy Bilingual-Bieulfhral Eduéation Project now

@

!

nuﬁBers nine, eight'of which, are Indian: Helen Pa:ker D1rector, Ethel Parker,

Currlculum Coordlnator Louise Stump, Language and Culture Teacher; Sam Windy

o - -

Boy, Sr., Material Speclallst ‘Mardell Dahlen, Cultural Artlst Rosetta

4

“Sangrey, Secretary, Hazel Ralnlng Bird, Translator; Dola Belcourt, Printer;

v
\ - * !c ~
i

and Kenneth Parker, AV Teghdician.

"

The projeé¢t also contracts wig& many community membeks throughout the

year to come into classrooms dnd. teach a cultural project of to tell ancient '

. v
H}

The Bilingual‘Advisory Board Lo i
. R R ) - . g .
Consistirng 8% seven tribal members, this boarg aids in the develoﬁhent

legerds which have been handed down from genetation to generation. ,“7\\\;; L .

?
.o, ® « . . * ) &
of cultural and linguistic materials for use by the Project. The board also :
reviews materials developed by other.project staff and checks for cultural and -

linguistic accuracy. ' >

Vs e 163, S
163 . o
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invited to attendk meetings of this group. Usually the Board meets bi-monthly
+

and aids the project in er téng goals determining which aspects of the culture

[} -

‘ N

Who Benefits From Bilingual“Bicultdyal Education? .

Who actually benefits from the Rocky)\Boy Bilingual-Biculturél progrdam?

d

- The vhole Rocky Roy Chippewa~Cree Tribe. / We intend to raise the status of

the Cree lanéuage in peopie's eyes, SO that<£o Chi:pewa-Cree ever will again
¥ . . .

need to feel ashame& because he speaks the Cree 1 guage;.bilingualisﬁ is
. ‘&]“ - 3 -

3 ‘..
something to be PROUD of -- net ‘everyone can gd it.

Because of this Bilingual-Bjicultural Educhtion Program, ;hﬁ Tribe now ~
draws attentioq from other parts of the pbuntﬁy and from other Indian groups;
.~ -they watch to see if the Chippewa-Cree can save their lénguage from dying out

the way so many other tribal languages have. During the schdgi year, we have

. -

. ' had many visitors to see what is being dohe. ’ ~
The Tribe benefits économicélly.’ The salaries of thiS'yeér's'bhdget go
[ ’ e . M
to Cﬁippgwa-Cree.Indians ~- as all the Bi}ingual Staff are local people.

3 -
i

The Elders.of the Tribe benefit, not only by the monetary assistance,

but by giving them the respect they are due as the on&§ true experts chcern-‘
- . 7/ . .

-
- . ]

+ ing the ChipppwahCrée; b . ) i . ® o ' Y R
‘ *7’ ’ ‘; & - - ' - R ' -
’ Thl’COmmunity benifits by Qgcoming more educated in the nél ideas of

-
Y

P ; . . - . ’ . L. . .
Indian education, and by seeing educational goals become more in -line with

~ i

‘ -« « .
* " how the Chippewa-Cree want their children educated. We hope to reach many « «-
* , people‘through,the various feasts’and meetings-that ouf ﬁiogram sponsgors.
. 3 . . . ) - - -
.\, “ » 3 ' . .




The Teachers benefit, not only through the various experts in éducation

who gte contracted by the Bilingual Project to pondubt workshops, but .also
“*-» \
by learning some of the ways of the community in which they work. All

A\ ]

teachers throughout the school are free to use members of the bilingual

// staff whenever they qeeq advice gbout/the culture éﬁd'langu;ge or to‘teach :
anything concetning the Indian ways to the students. All teachers are’re-
.duired to learn the bree language which is tauéht on Wédnesday; from 4:00

to 5:00 pm. All teacher assist\tts are in the Curriculum Planning on Wed-
nesdays from 2:00 to 4:00 pm., with Bflingual and Research staff. The
assistants are learning to write lesson plans and ;re currently vgri&ng on
a tulture curriculum which.tan‘?e adapteaothrouéhout the gtades: A}l Cree

speaking aggistants are also learning to read and write the Cree language.

- ¢

All children in our program benefit, both the Chippewa-Cree and the

non-India® Obviously, the Cree child will bénefit by being ablesto ask”

questions, and receive answers in whichever language he is most comfortable -

- -

L |
> with, Cree or qullsh, whichever he chooses. After all, there are manry, many

- .- < o
things which children learn about the world tht can be learned through any
Y - . . ~ 4. . T
languagei what kinds of animals t?ere are in the world; which is up and_down; X

left and righti and other directional concepts; hof tolors are distinguished -

“ ¢

from one~another}-wh£€ it means to be able to read and‘wfité a language.- : - °
But what of the non-Cree speaklng children: How dé‘thsz”benefit'under

thls klnd of operat10n7 Well, ‘learning theories tell us that children learn

N v
-~ .

" a second language -- any language -- during the .formative years of their " o
‘ * N ’ LY )

lives,.before the teen years, éctually‘"program" a specific part of their

bralns 8o that for the yest of their lives, even though they may never use
R .
" that partlcular second language again, it wiil always be easier for them to

learn another foreign language. S ’

.
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Speaking two languages is like seeing the world through two different

pairs of eyes.

# <3
‘ you know at leagt two languages.

>

What about learning about two cultures?

are differept in many respects; they are also quite similar in others.

)

\

In Europe, you are scarceiy'considered

1

"educated" unless

The Indian and white cultures

-

-

For
>

example, the bpffa!ﬁ~brovided life to the Indian as the cow did and still

- does to the white man; the Indian believed in a God as much as did those

‘the Rocky Boy School through Bilingual-Bicultural instruction.

ERIC .

Arurron rovidod o ric IR

whit® men who came to this continent seeking religious freedom, etc.
L]

Chil-
\ ]

dren are taught to apgfeciate the best of both worlds. and to perhapé under-

stand some of the mistakes of the past. Who can argue with the g%%% of

hav1ng chlldren be able to function well in elther the Indian or whlte

society.

-

This,theﬁ, has been a brief summary of what we are attempting to do at

5

r
f *

.

iy

*e
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APPENDIX A ' .

., ) MATEB{ALS DEVELOPMENT .

i

Since no usable materials have ever been ‘Gommercially available to the
bilingual-bicultural project, one of the heaviest areas o centration ~ £

& during the yearé, was in materials developmentgand will continue to be so.

¢ .

By April 1976 all‘ma:erials set down in the following\list wére either

-

partially or fully developed. The following list is accurate as of April 1976.

N

J .. Fully Developed: , -
. (S
1. Booklets: Instructive

A. Written stories
a. The Cree Alphabet Book .
b. The CreerNumber Book | ' .
c. Reading Booklet #1 . . ‘ ’

- d. Reading Booklet #2
e. The Cree Readers Numbers 1-7 :
£. The Rocky Boy Handbook pf Plants , \
" g. Family at Home. l
¢ ' h. The Syllabic Character wcrkbook

i. Porcupine Book . ’ .

o j; Dinner for Grandfather
k. The Little Indian Boyswho didn't Want to Learn

3 1. Instructidfns on making a Hair Roach - e

m. . Indian Sports and Play é ;
" n. Story .of Hardships of Sometimes Whenéver the Hunting Wae Bad
- (Pictures were drawn by the 2nd grade class and made into’a book)

o. Cree Readlng Book Level 1-5 Booklet #1 )
p. Cree Reading Book Level 1-5 Booklet #2
" q. Anigal Colorlng Book (Cree Reader)
. r. Paul Mitchell's Story ) .
. ™s. The Bat Story ‘ )
) ! t. Eagle and Frog Book N . '$
. t . B. Llegends ’ ol
: a. ' Wi-sah-ke-chah~k and the Fox
. b. 'Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the Weasel . o .
s - ¢. Wi-sah~ke-chah-k and the Closing Eyes Dance \‘ﬁ\
d. Wi-sah-ke-chah-k Robs an 0ld Man's Traps .
e. Wi-sah-ke-chah~k Trades Berries for Feathers >
. Wi-gah-ke-chah-k and the Bear
- - g.fwl-sah-ke-chah-k and his Brother B
h. Of Eyeballs and Headaches ‘ .
. i.~ The First ‘Story of Wi~sah-ke-chah-k L
- . - ’ . . . / N 4
.
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.C. ,Cultural and Historical Stories

3 . . .

j. Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the Wolf Skin
k. W1-sah-ke-¢hah-k Captures the Sun :
‘1, " The Fat BQ? and ‘the- ‘Giants 'S
. m. Wi-sah-ke-chah-k-and the Chlckadees . °
n: Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and “the Ducks : : . o
o. Wi-sah~ke-chah~k and the Little Baby L .
p. Wi-sah~ke-chah~k and the Rock - ) ‘ ~
q. The Coyote and the Prairie Dog ’

The Role oﬁ the Cree Grandfather . : . *

The Role of the Cree Grandmother . ' .

The Role of the Cree Father - . )
How Babies got their Names ..

The Economy of the Cree, 1750-185Q ,.

‘How our Ancestors used the Buffalo

- ~ The Buffalo Hunt .
The Cree Irdians, 1400-1885 '

History ofEtIEtlg\gfar : ]
Histdry of Big Bea ca G
Sound Filmstrips

a. The Syllablc Alphabet - .
b. Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the Closing Eyes Dance - s ~

¢. Wi-sah~ke~-chah~k and the Weasel .
d. The Wonderful Round Table .o . ) ‘
e How our Ancestors used the Buffalo s

. £f. The Buffalo Hunt ° ) -

- g« Wi-sah-ke-chpgh-k and the Bear : -

h. Dinner for -Grandfather-

i. Coyote and the Prairie Dog - *
Bilingual Tapes : < o,
a. The Syllabic Alphabet A

1) Cree and English, Book Version

* b. Wi-sah-ke-chah~k and the Weasel

.. 1) Cree and English, Book ‘Version
c. Wi-sah-ke-chah~k and the 01031ng Eyes Dance 4

] 1) Cree and English, Book Version ' i
d. +Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the Fox B .
1) Cree and- English, Book Version \g\ )
e. The Creation of the World . - -
~ 1) Cree N ’
f. The Birth of Wi-sah-ke-chah-k e , s
1) Cree . - o . ;
g. The Three Little Pigs 2 ' ' .
* Cree ‘.
h. enty Other Wi-sah-ke-chah-k Stories - f

i. Thirty Hours of Tape of Rocky Boy Hlstory,

~ . i
- ra 1 A -
. v . )

’

e gy <

a.

b.

c.

d.

e. . .
f. How the Crees used the Teepee ¥ - ‘:?‘s
8.

h.

i.

j.

k.
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Fifteen tapes of Indian Danting and Singing . _gru

je
k.  The Wonderful YRound Table - . ° '
1. Various tapes for Worksheets . . i
m. How our Ancestors used the Buffalo o :
n.  The Buffalo Hunt - .
0.  Wi-sah-ke-chah~k and the Bear ‘ . A\ .
p. Dinner for Grandfather : "
1) English, Book Version
q. ° The Coyote and the Prairie Dog
1) English,  Book Version A
r. . The Rabbit and the Turtle . - _ .
1) English, Book Version ) ’
s.  Paul Mitchel's Story . - o \
1 4 . L * 4
Stories and Histories, Manuqﬁfipt Form . ) v -
1. The Last Mlgration of the Cree i
2.  The Westward Movemént of the Cree . "~
3. Story of the Appaloosa Horse 2 AP
4.  The Maniwho Returned to Life ' 2 .
5. Recolleétions of Recky Boy - George Watson _» '
6. Recollections-df Rocky Boy - Malcolm Mitchel 3
7. Recollections of Rocky Boy - Wind§~Boy L AP
8. chollections of Rocky Boy - Jim Denny s .
9.  Recollecfions of Rocky Boy - Fred Huntley [ . ' .
10. Little Bear's Own Story - Florence Standlng Roqk a.
11. Various Indian Lullabies . .
12, How the 0ld Men Obtained their Songs T
13,  Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the“Sun Dance - g N R .
14, The Rolling Head . . .
15. Wah-to-wah-sis (Blood Child)
16. AThe Coming of the White Man
17. Ch1~Chwah-ey
Looking for a Godmo®her - By Florence Standing Rock k
19, 0-Ko-Mi-Nah-Kos Story - By Windy Boy - . ’
20, . An 01d Story About the Buffalo and ‘the Bear -
21. This Story If by Pat Chief Stick of his Grandfather -
22, Watson's Story . . .o .
23. Grandmother . . ' . T
24, Some -Indian Names of the Past . - . I T
25.  Life of, the Early Indians & By Walter Denny v
26. Some of the 0ld Indian Games for Youngsters - By Whiter Denny
» 27, IndlanLMarrlages ] ‘
28.° Tribal Government ' ) -
29. y. Story anJ ﬁéanlng of-the War Dahce
30. Sométhings Children Should Know, Things thch They Were Taught
31, Raining Bird', rds - By Walter Denny -
32. Respect for H .= By Art Raining Bird '
33. _ Little'Bear § : ’
34. How to Build' Cabin . - . .
35.* A Dog Story . ° . - i
36.  Bear Story - By Walter Denny LT L. "
37. Teepee - By Art Raining Blrd ‘ . - : A
, . . :

L o ‘ »
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38.
39.7
40.
41..
42, -

Household Tools of the Indian Homes g ° »
Story of Hardships of Sometimes whenever the Hunting -was Bad

Rocky Boy StOry

Teepée and“Poles

Art Raining Bird Told the:Following Story - Asklng Sam V. Windy Boy, Jr.
to translate the story.

. Moccasin Trails to.Jet Planes - By Walter Denny v _
44, When an Indian Maiden Becomes a Woman - By Florenée Stand1ng Rock ¢ ///
45, Hunting - By Walter Denny .
46, How the People Made Their Living since 1921 - By Walter Denny
47. This Story is by Windy Boy )
48, Fasting of the People of the Past ’ .
49, Courtship of Indians of the Past, as told by the 01d ‘People
50. History of the Cree Alphabet
51, .Indian Weather Forecast - By Art Raining Bird :
52. ~ Story of the Bear Paws -, By Walter Denny
53. " Wonderful Round Table . ] ,
54. Quillwork ° - : -
55. A Story by Art Raining Bird, Joe Stanley and Charlie Top Sky *
56. Mr. Mitchell's Words of 0ld Rocky Boy -
57. Who Are We as Humans “ 4
, 58, The Cree Sundance : -
59. Teepees and Emergency Homes . oo
€0. How the Horse came About -~ By Sam W1ndy Boy, Sr. .
61, Indian Welcome - By Walter Denny
T 62, Story of Loneman .
63. Word of the Plants . . - . . N
64. * Sports : . . -
65. These are Jim Denny's Wofds - By walter Denny . . . .
66. ‘A Story by Art Raining Bird: ’ - !
67. By Sam Roasting Stick whag he Remembered : .
68. The Boy Who Saved the Vlllage - By Florence Stand1ng Rock N
69. The Man who Couldn' t Pay His Bills - By Florence Standlng Rock’ :
70.  Indian Buffalo Hunt - BysArt Raiping Bird ~ . o )
el 71. - Duties of 'a Mother in her Teepee - By Walter Denny . . b
J2. A Family of Cree -
73. Words of the 0ld Peoplé of the Past = - By. Art Raining Bird . W
74, History — Words of Fred Huntley - By Walter Denny . Lo '
H -75. Story of how the Cree's got the Wardance and- Grassdance e
76. History - By George Denny . » . -
77. The Cat Story - By Sam Windy Boy, Sr. ’ . - . tee T
. -y . . N
5. Animal Posters ‘ . .
A . 8
- Twenty—flve sets ‘of animal poéters utrli21ng Jocal an1mals have .
been completed. . , ¢
™6. Cree Alphabet Charss: . 4
"a. Theée have been placed in all_bilingual classrooms )
' AU * ¢ L N i
° . \
- ¥ - ’
3 S ! -
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7. Cree Games: e T s
' o o )
Q_-. ’Animal bean bag -game / . .
b.  Colors bean bag game ] A *
R Seasons bean bag game ) .
d.  Rhythmic chart games ' ‘ ,
e. Fishing 'game for animals - ’ . .
f. Color spinger game T,
g. Anmals spifier .gamé i .
h. 1s ring toss.game . Vs .
i. , Foods bean bag gam . : .
j.  Syllabic spinner gameN_ - . )
k. Color ring toss game (madé of deer horns) ;e
‘ 1. Rabbit, Rabbit Spinner Game (on countipg mnd numbers) . -
. * .
8. Numbers Posters: . ) ‘ il ~
a. Illustrated Posters, numbers l-lO in Cree and Engllsh have been
placed in all bilingual rooms Py .
9, * Worksheets =~ =~ v ' .
3 ™ < 4
8. More.than four hundred worksheets designed to aid the teacher 1
teaching animals, relationships, feelmgs, Cree Syllabic Characters,
‘e.g., have been created by.the bllmgual staff .
" 10. Vorkbooks: J
. - - S
., a. The Rabbit and the 'mrtle ) ’
b. _ Animal Workbook -
/ ‘Cree Symbol Workbook . .
. 11. V'ideo-tape : ‘ * to- R h
a. Indlan Dance Steps - By Gemld Small and Harriet Standing Rock
- —
12, Sctories (fl'annel board characters are included to go along with the
stories) ) - Can
" a. . Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the Rock AR
- b.  Wi-sah-ke-chah-k and the (1bsing Eyes Dance ",
s ' > .
. 13. Other Instructional liateriali. - ) ,
- L . . . '\\,
' a.  Testing and score Sheets for "language . . *
b. Lesson Plans for Language Arts
c. Language Qutline - . ’
: d. Lesson Plan for Culture Classes e ) )
— ‘e.  Recorded tape (both Engllsh and Cree) of all words taught this year
(5 .tapes) . ,
f., Bulletin Poster for the History of the Church (Luthern Mfsslon) CT
. * Made by the students; Cynthia ‘Rains, Denice Stump, Juanita Belgarde,
f’ Joy Denny. This is Eﬂic';'ne of the classroom projects.
Y . s " f -
171 % ! “\ -
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Jaterials to be developed: (Net fully developed)

“™&# 8, Filmstrip on "Role of the Father'/and "Role of the Mother"
b. Slide collection on the Mopths - by Louise Stump

*c. Map of Rocky Boy Reservation »

d. Culture Guide. ’

15. Calendars: - _ . ‘ s
~ a. A Picture‘Calendar, written in Cree Symbols, is completed:
Stories Written in Cree

‘1. Medicine Man Story . . A
~ 2, Medicine .

. 3. Indian Dance ' "
. Children being taught : :

5. Here.Reservation News '

s . _Q&_\\ga-tés First makés the Sundance . . "
7. a-tos Done Wrong in Powers -
B ] “‘ " . 8. MNa-tos-Poor Coyote . ) ..
9. Na-tos went After Medicine P f\ e T
10. Na-tos Making Money by Power . N '
11. Wi-sah~ke-chah-k Dance ﬁith Mice .
: ‘112. . Wi-sah-ke~-chah~k's Son went Hunting - .
~¥ 13. Ed Little Bear and Low Horn Story

[ —————————14. Na-tos Heals a Broken Bone ) . ‘ @‘ .

15. B. Samatte Story v =

» . 16. : Wi-sah-ke-chah-k was Hungry
17. Real Story of the Earth

LN

5. Buffalo Hunt . . ) ..

6. Cree Alphébet Book -
7. Raining Bird's Tapes on Wiksah—ke-chah-k and the Duck Dance/F;;7§Bck\
" 8. Art Raining Bird's Philosophy on the Sundance, Educatloh and Life #1
9. ‘Art Rairing Bird's Philosophy, Tape #2 . .
| — 10. Art Raining Bird's tape on First Landing of the Whlte man
: 11. Art Raining Bird's tape on Wi-sah-ke-chah-i , ’
. 12. Art Raining Bird's tape on Wi-sah-~ke*chah-k dnd the" Duck Darfce
13. Buffalo War Party by Windy Boy -~ tape #1 . . .o
14, Buffalo War Party by Windy Boy - tape #2 ‘ ‘
15. Interview with Fred Nault - September 20, 1974 (History of Long Ago)

N 16. Harse Story by Art Raining Bird . T . -
17. - Horse- Story and Thanksg1v1ng (Cree) by Art Ralnlng Bird - | '
- : S . T e

-~

© 18. God's Laws were Finished ‘. . 4@1
. - 19. Mud Hand Story . . -
- 20.  When Rocky Boy First got the Reservation ’ . R
‘ ] . : ) : \ 4
) -Lassette Tapes . . s » : \ v

‘1. * The Wonderful.Round Table* . | S

: 2. Wi-sah-ke-cdhak-k:and the Closing Eyes Dance ' .

, . ) 3. Wi-sah- ke—chaﬁ—k and the Weasel . - . . D )

4. Wi-sah-ke-chah-k.and the Bear ) ) . oA
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18. Weird Story by Sam Windy Boy, ‘October 9, 1974 ‘
19, « Interview with Fred Naylt - September Q} 1974, Part 1 and 2
20. . Fred Nault - Part 1 . :
. ‘21.* -Wi-sah-ké-chah=k by Art’ Raining B1rd M
Interview with Fred Nault about Himself ,
23. Side 3 - Four Souls, September 23, 1974 Mark Suagee Interviewer
24.. War Party Story.f#2 ,
25,  Wipdy Boy's talk about O-kl-ml-ha-kos . - \ ‘o
26. By Art-Raining Bird - Horse Story :
27. The Teaching of the Cree Language/simple basic Cree - ,
28, Cree Symbojks Worksheets- - At Home and Colors ke :
29.  Helen Parker's, Early School Life, side 2 Cree Class .
30. _Three Little Pigs . . .—\\'
31.  Porcfpine - 1lst grade . B ‘ .
32.  Christmas Program - 2nd grade . . / . o ’
~ 7
Songs . )
1.  Arapaho War Dance Songs - \ *
2, Grass Dance Songs N
" 3.  Parker Sing8rs Grass Dance #1 ‘ “ ‘
4.  Indian 1970 dance recorded live at Red ‘Lake, Minnesota (War Dance)
5.  Mesquakie Bear Singers - Tama, Ibwa T,
6. Ute Singers at Lame Deer, - June 1974 S L e )
7. Pow-wow songs from Rocky Boy - Haystack Slngers
8. T Parker Jrs., in first grade room
9, Chlppewa-Cree Gircle Dance/Rocky Boy's Slnger&
Cassette Workshops ‘
1. Bili éalb::furday Session, "Side 2 - January i? 1973
2, Rodney So as, Director, Sask., Cultural College - During Teacher
Orientation r August 23, 1973 ' ) )
3. .Bilingual Workshog #3 Art Raining Bird talks about the Wardance -
. May 13, 1972 N
4. Blllngual Workshop #4, Saturday, January 27, 1973 . S
5. Glen Probst Workshop )
Tépes'(Rééls) ' ‘ ' l
Co e
1. W1ndy Boy, Jim Denny - December 1, 1971
2. Walter A. Denny -~ talking N .
3.  Bilingual Workshop : _ ) . 4
4. Bilingual tape :
5. Rose Suthertand - 2-gtories, 2 tong’e twlsters and ‘1 lullaby
6. Establislinent of the Reservation by Huntley -~ tape #1
7. ’'Storfes and Legends by .Huntley - fape #2 .
8. - Raiiting Bird's Story on.Wisah-ke-ehah-k - 3 stories &£
9. Mixed tape: Jim Denny, Sam Roast1ng Stick and Fred Huntley: -
0. Tape #5 - Decembér 1, 1971, Windy Boy and J1m Denny . C
11. Jim Denny - tape £#1 . .
12, Art Rainigg Bird - Prélimingry concerns on the Sundanpe, Philosophy
~ on Educatlon and. Rellglon RPN §
. ! - %
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13,

Py 14 . \\‘

15.

16. .

17.

18.-
19,
20..

21.
22.
123,
2Q.

P . . ©

. Parker Singers : - ) ©
"Art Raining Bird's Philosophy #2 :
W1-sah-ke-chah-k runs away from Mother and causes Floqd

- the world . v

Tape #6 + Huntley and Wlndy Boy ¢
Jim Denny and Fred Huntley- Hlstory #7 ’
#1 Parker Slngers -

‘Little Bear Memqglal < . . .
Jim Denny and Windy Boy’ -1
Cree Language Tape - KOJM Radio Stadlon

Art Raining Bird's story on Wlpsah-ke-chah-k

Tape #9, Sam- ‘Roasting Stlck and ¥im Qany - December 8“
Art‘s&nglng

e

v

H A ! o "Q
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E I Vd ) * N
,h‘ . —
T - e * LIS
' T iza . :
S ;180 Co
@ ' S -
. 0'. - oy .

and remakes®,’
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PANEL III: Excerpts from Discussants' Remarks . 7 ,
DR. MAZON: I aak, and I suggest that we looh at,gilingual educatibn 5’ .
] N » -
‘as a proceaa by whlch we Wlll accompllsh the goal of multlcultural education;
- ’ . P

and by which we-will help Amerlca Aachieve cultural plurallam in realltyx ‘,X

: MS. CHAVEZ: Because a language mlnorlty chxﬂg,%g uniqﬁetin this

country, both llngulstlcally and cultunelly, any  attempts at educatlng h1m

- .

<equally will surely fail if this uniqueness is not realizZed by those charged

&
with his education.,. o

- .
&  d

Materials of a trdnsitional nature aré lacking. When the child transfers,

3 )

he often is placed on skills-oriented material (which) borea the child and

‘L ’ 7
frg&;rates the teacher... *

(When the transitional) -child begina to read in English, say in the
. . 4

third grade, he obvidusly does not .read English at a third grade level. But

¢

from that- moment on a;nce the tranaltlon haa been made, he continues,in

N -

Engllsh even though he may be readlng At the flrst grade level: However, -

[N ~

, -

emot onally he 13 beyond that levelyand the materlala that we are forcei\i://

use are extremely non-relevant to him.... . VoL he
. . ¢ A " . ‘

. ‘ e
Our teachers, regardless of their own ethnic background, ideally should *

r * il

be b111ngual 'Too many taaks have<been delegated to«the paraprofeas1qéel

v

I3

who. is bll;ngual but who’ haa even- less traxnlng thdn the teacher when ig* &

o - . f (R4
comes to blllngpal/blcultural educétlon...’ _ . . T

Many teachers are .now adaptlng materlals, but it is an extremely time-
consumlng task. We must make an effort’ to -share a little b1t more... .
* R v
[

ESL as "an 1n8tructloq?l component 18 vi al since we are preparlng

atudents to’ aucceed in an Englj;h dom;nant apcz;k However ?he materiala

3 ] [

and content matter should be relevant and ahould not ...be.antlaolated sub-. -
~ ~‘t - . . . 4

l

ject. -(Let it) reinfo;ce the child'a own culture as he va&ires/knOVledge N

+ ; . : . : <

‘ o 3 . /
- ! v ‘ ' - '
d / o .5..~ . : )‘:’ r oe
. ' v ' Py . ) 18 b —3.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" relevant in, this sense...

.in the dominant cul’ure{ Very few materials are now available which are

. ~

N N —_—

tendency is to shift the attention solelfztg

tesources, are available, this shift should be

- -

l. »

v

» EY

-

7
N

,‘Onpe the child is redding at grade level in his second 1angu$ge, the

that language. Whenever the ) c

>

)

a&oided. Mater!ais in this -

. 9

‘qyeaéére needed. We meed a variety of -reading programs...which are just as

¢ ~

s

o PP

L ’ . * @ ) . . P - :
exciting and just-as motivating as the readers that we havé in the English.

<

- PN 8 i : . s s .
close attenS}on). It might have some very-positive ramifications in the

integratiofi effort... if Anglo children come dgs\minority échoolé)’for a

v .

: -
meaningful experience, at the secondary level

studies programs, good art progfamé; whatever

’b
counterpart. .t R . et ST
<) . (Dr. Young's proposals regarding reciprocal bilingual programs merit B

.

.Y"
, if-we had good Chicano

it might be, then we could

-

start a process. This would be reciprocgl and ideal...As long as we have

‘to do something about integrating communitie;:\sa‘may be able to do a far -

be&ter job if we look at what our bilingd%l/ﬁicultural prggrg‘s have to ogfggT

B

<

- - - - "\ -
PANEL III: Synopsis of Flgor Discussion v ’
.  There was enthusiastic support for the reciprocal bilingwel councept,. e
the nfed to educste the dominant society. ‘It was pointed out at- teacher

Y

training institutio
, -
sufficient pumbers.

’ N

are not yet-prbducing qualiﬁiéd bilingual tea

.

lingual teacﬂzr training programs need to be.expanded.

s.'.’ :

\

L

e
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.
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PANEL IV: ‘Introductory Statement . Ny ) o
Panel IV addressed(topic "6" (see page 4).  The Principal Investigators
S

' were Dr. Robert Cervantes and Ms. Carmen’ Anna Perez. Dr. Cerﬁantee' paper

P -

was eptltled "Teﬁghgrrgehav1or and Cultural Responsiveness." Ms. Perez'

parer was entitled "Recommended Policies for the Implemenr?tiOn’Ef‘Bilingual

o

- -

Education Teacher Training Programs." Serﬁing as Diséussants _were Mr, Ray
- M .

P

Rodriguez, Dirgctor of the Lau General A581stance Center, ;lﬁiguerque, New

+

%
Mexico and Ms. Sara Gallo A381stant Director for Blllngual Programs- in the

- A} s ]

Houston (TX) Independent School Dlstrlct. The Panel was pre31ded over by

~
-

Ms. Emma J. Rodrlguez member of, the Lau ProJect Adv1sory Board. Dr. e

>

Cervantes' and Ms. Perez! papers are reproduced on the followlng pages.
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"o, patterq and grouping
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k ) INTRO Tl‘tnon

.
-

Mexican Amerrcan children constltute the second largeSt%nanozlgy\group

kS

w1th1n the nation's public school system (Grebler,

v

Moore & Guzman, .1970).

serious in terms
? -
dy -of. educational .

The problems of this group have been, and continueltd be,

.of academic achievement, as evidenced by the present’
. , . . _ ,
research on Mexican Americans (Colemah, 1966; Mayeske, 1969; U.S. Civil

. . -

Rights Commission Reports, 1371, 1974).™".

s

\' The mandate to improre the achievement léyei of Mexican Aaericab .
. chrldren b; providing them with equitable and quality educatigp ste@d from
. ' - ]
.a history of legal action, federal legislation ror compensatory'and bilingual
‘education, and tbe increasing’recognition to deal with the cultural attri- ‘

’

.butes of students. More receditly, the Lau vs. Nighols case had brompted

[
.

. examination of claSj&oom teacheér behaviors and culture responsiveness as °

poténtially critical factors necessary to improve student, achievement out-

J

their

»

comes. Thispaper briefly reviews‘selected teacher behaviors research,

PR

11m1tatlons, and discusses the issues of what may constltute approprlate

¢ .

cultural responsiveness.
. , -
. ‘ tification of Teacher Behaviors -
: A number of eS\sjklonal theorists have long recognized that teacher
! bebavrprs may be one of the most cr1t1cal varlables related to student

1 L]

-

) 1earn1ng. Presumably, if’ teacher behav1o;s could, be 1dent1f1ed the instruc-

- o ¢ ~

tional process.could be mbdlfled to employ effectlve.atrategles which offer
. » 2 e
optlons to increase student 1earﬁ§ng.y . . “

f teacher behaviors,. defined here as the’ ide tifiable
Lve \L
con31stent teacher characterlstlcs and their effects .

" The 1nVestigation

on the learning process, have been{developmeptal and dlyerse. _Rarly -attempts

' 1 Yo T

4
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&
o

to provide measures of teacher and pupil classroom behavior conducted by

Q

ﬁorq ?l9lQ), buckett %%928), Thomas, ég;al (1929) and Wrightstohe (1934), . -

< AN :-\' -
although important development efforts, were based on limited constructg.pﬁﬂﬁ

e '-.
ny-~\

teacher behavior such as author1tar1an versus permissive or projectvversus
- 0

subject-matter metliods. T '

During the 1950's, much of the research in teacher.behaviors focused

on teacher role. Kinney (1952), %or exanple, developed a broad classifica-
.tion schema gf teacher roles\both within and wlthou; the clpseroon: *Fishburn
(1955}/expanded Kinney'e classification system {nfo‘gix areas éf teagher role
as-a dlrector of learning, guidance and counseling, mediator oé.the culture,

lieison between school and comMnity, and member of the school community and

. - -
*teaching profession.

> : :
Havighurst & Neugarten (1957) also developed %Kclassification system.of

3 N . -

>
teacher B‘ﬁgpior into dichotomous constructs of roles in relation to adults

(i.e., employee, ‘cokleague, advisor), 'and pupils (i.e., teacher, disciplinar—
<" :
ian). Nedelsky (1952) had dttempted a classification of situation behaviors

in terms of'teaqher interaction with pupils. Situation behavior included’

og ,—7 -

such adctions as xhe teacher 1nfluenc1ng group attltudes, channeling pupll

attitudes, and teaching basic q'ﬁlls. Thls clagsification schema suffers

(

from the lack of consistency and integration according to Wallen & Travers

« .
(1971). oy S . f

N Teacher Affective and Cognitive Characteristics 3

Teacher personallty and characterlstlcs have, in- addltlon to teack@r\

*~¢=§;: roles, recelvpéilncreased attent:\§$ Teacher attitudes, values, personality,

- o+ . ‘ . . . . I
demographic characteristics, and cognitive abi?ities haveﬁgtnerally been the

. -

focus of educationaid research. The studies in these areas are extensive and

K - ¢ N —_

- have oeen_reviewed by Ge;gels.&’qackson (1971), and-others. - .. )

("

.




"Attitude Inventory (MTAI), and that of Ca%lzs (1953).

rapport w1th the1r students, but, stated that such personallty differences

. & ’ ‘ \

Ve . . | - s \

Particular;y notewcrthy research of té%cher attitudes |were those

conducted by Leeds (1950), resu1t1ng in development of the~M1nnesota Teacher

‘b

The(Leeds study con-
|

cluded that classroom'tescher-pupll re}atlons were assoclaéed with- teacher
attitudes as measured by the MTAI. The Callis study foundlszgnlflcant
titude changes ;n teachers dur1ng teacher trainlng as well as szgn1f1cant
- »
differences;amcng teacher major curricular group1ngs. Although . the MTAI had
been used in research regarding teacher;training institutfdns,sek, teaching“
experience;and‘subject matter, the reported conclusions oflmany studies‘sre

- -

inconsistent (Getzels & Jackson, 1971). .. S

A number of investigations have a}so beerf conducted on teacher attitudds

to other personality measures such as temperament, interest and personality .

. .

constructs inferred in the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the

-

California (Authoritarfanism) F-Scale and gimilar instruments.’ |

.~ !
. . 7 . : i \ 'o'
In their study of the relationship between the MTAI and selected MMPI

scales, Cook & Medley (1955) found s18n1f1cant petsonal1ty differences-be;:;7 ‘. /

- taeen teachers having a high rapport with students, and teachers %ith a low

&
1 Y . * .

were not justified. A»study by Wandt (I954), 1nvest13at1nq the attitudes of:

N 1

superior and inferior teacherf using .an 1nvestigator-spec1f1c.scale, reported

that teacher behavior and attitudes towards both pupils and administrators

» »

are significantly. relatéd.j/Fn : subsequent study,,McGee&(l9551, qging a e

classroom observation measfire :and F-Scale, reporged a positive significant -
. ~ ! < . T
relationship between teachers! bserved authoritarisn classroom behavibr and

r;:gbund\k’;ween gexes, with men,

I 2R ]
1tgx1anism than females.

the F-Scale. Significant differences .y,

LGdgren &

.

Patteg (1958) also réb}f(ted thatVbased on the MTAI afd F-§ ca/.es Gsed tb P

. . -~
N - . © «

)

- ; e ;, lﬁﬁ?-lé;7h e . @ﬁi\
N . s . . ) . .
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_searchers such as Colem&n (1954), Gage, Leav1tt & Stone (1957), Budd & °

cultural responsiveness is teacher values.

nificant role in mediating teacher perceptlons about student behavior.

'standards for Judglng pupil behaviors.

study high school and elementary teachers, the latter group scored

-

significantly more positive with respect to more favorable attitudes toward

children and acceptance of contemporary educational theory.

T

Although a large number of qQther studies have been conducted, itimust

<

be noted that the strength of presume&_relations are.generally abour r=.30
] . ‘

.

or loyer, which raises questions.of generalizaﬁiiity.“/Zdﬁitionally, re-

<
Blakely (1958), are ‘among #hose who have questloned the methodologlcal

psychometric qualities Sf the instruments and/or studies. g . s o
. ‘ ‘- - ? ., > . b
An area that appedrs particularly relevant to teacher-behaviors and .

Getzels (1969) argued the lower

‘class child,. in' contrast to middle class child, may face severe d%soontinuity'

St s v .

between the vallfs We has internalized and those thaE are functional in the

. * e .
school sSefeing. Such discontinqizv might anect not en&y his behavior toward

that school, but tne school's behaq}or tgwdrd him. :

»

Early. studies conducted by Wickman (1928), in the area of_ teacher

>
charagteristics and classroom fnteractionﬂ suggested that middle class teachers
. B i <
internalized the value orientations of tWelr gpclal class and used these as -
» - -
These systems appeared to play a Slg—
> '~,¢ 4
»
N
"In a study of’Chicago'teachers, Becker (1952) found that teachers had

-

conflicting mid@le class value systems that alienat d them from lower class
- - » ,

achers rated the class-

[N
© 5

3 .
room behav1or of dlsadvantaged chlldien.as undes1rab1e even when the ctll- X

students. Dav1dson & Lang (1960) discovered E

-

dren's academic performance was good. Dav1s and Dollard (1940) argued

. .,
‘social class value or1entat10ns of the teacher‘:ntered the teachlng-learnlng
process ia two ways: .one,-by governing the §eacher 8 dfstribution of rewands
- \ . -C .
7o J / /’\ - N \}‘
) 2 ’ t ’ N > e
R L
- ’ y
: Cw 3
* O
i + ’ 180 ° -
-~ = "o '
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.- - . "
and puni ent, and two, by detepmining which‘kinds of pupil behaviors would
be.xe;ardiné‘to the teacher. / 3 t N

. Della éiana & Gage $l§55) were amdng those who proposed that lassroou:‘
behavior is a function of the teacher's character;stlcs as well as pupll

values and needs. Della Piana & Gage poinged.out the findings 6t their re-

N . , { . y
gsearch that positive pupil's affective value (as measured by-..the "My Teacher"

L/
scale) corresporid to teacher's MTAI score, apd hsserted that/the values of

Y

puplls are significant factors 1n ‘the classroom ﬁgectiveness of teaéhers.

<

Al
The MacLeany Gowan & Gowan (1955) investig ion, predicated on the -
!

earlier Allport, Vernon & L1ndzey Study of Values (1951), reported sex and

teacher specialty differences among teacher candidates in econom1c aesthetic
- e o A 7"
and social values. Male education majors scored lowel in economic and higher

N

~ .~
-

in social values than the other males in general. -Woplen majors scored lowver

S

in economic and rellg}ous values and hlgher in theoretlcal values than other .

- "

PNy

women in general.' Slgnlflcant sex, valué and teachzng épeclalty anteractlons

were reported for physlcal educatlon majors only., . -

A recent values study of‘Mexican American teachers and pupils by Munoz .
~N . ¢

.t
(1915) found that low and m1ddle 1ncome students held slmllar ‘school related

4
values which differed slgnlf1cantly from thoigéheld by teachers. Student

‘responses to items related to classroom normative ¢limate, 1nterest level
’ . - * N ! -

-

and educational changes were consistently negative. In contract,\most teachers

eipressed positive opinljons about the classroom. The studv concluded that /

* there vere slgnlflcantdfisparltles between teachers and students regardlng.
their values and perceptlons of classroom exper1ence.< It was po\\ted that
students _have been socla\ized and have internalized certa1n mlddle class

, values or or1entatlons whereas teachers had beth 1nternallzed ‘and rejected
' A
certaln mlddle class values.

\
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: Teacher Personality Characteristics,

One of the most extensive investigations of teacher characteristics was

., -

,that conducted by Ryans‘(1960), the findings of which have beeq discussed

’

elsewvhere. Of particular interest, however, is Ryan's*sthedule pf'nine

.
- P - .

"persiPality" characteristics derived from a large number of teacher groups

based 'on teacher attitqdes,‘vefbaipability, and emotional stability. The

., .
ersonality" characteristics to teacher classroom

~

correlation-of teacher "

v

behavior revealed some Significant differences bet&eeq&age,'length of teach~

. : ”‘ ’ . £ - .
ing experience, sex, elementary versus secondary tegch1n§, and»certaln demo-
. . - . , }
graphic characteristics. . *1. ]
. ' ! 1
A ]

B f
13 N

_ Other studies had revealed similar aithough inconcjlusiv} result

1(ﬁ§ﬁ?§s between
Y Y m—— g -

locus 'of control to classroom emotional climate and teacher interpersonal
. Y

-

“

Cervantes (1975), for example, had found significant relat

A

style. Earlier studies by Dayis & Phares (1967), Lefcourt & WEég,LL969T’EEd

also réﬁorfed that;int al locus teachers tended to be more qQpen, éctively

* N N .
. . 4

sought information, supported innoya;ioh{ and were mQre able toyieégive‘

uncertainties.

~
5

~

Teacﬁér‘Effectivéness

Ty

- Muéh of the early 1940's research in.assessing teacher

tended to be based'on heuristie réﬁper @ﬁan émpirical gfounds.'

4 A Y

the appllcat;l.on of applied and experimental qzlchology and yse of desc

Py , s !
and 1nfere§§:al statistics in treacher and classroom znvestlgat&ons, beginning'

. -

.ih the ‘mid 1950's, had improved the quantification and analysis of'déta.

-
Since ‘then, some ceacher effectiveness has focused on attemptlng to quantlfy

@

tegg%er-effectlveness varlables and drawlng inferences based on macro-lével
A

?

units of analysis such as certain categgrles of observable behaylor in the

-

.

L ]

LY




~
,/

- "classroom. 1In this regard, the work and instrumentation prodiced by Flanders,
~ " * ’
Medley & Mitz&l, Guiford and others have received considerable attention al-

-

though many subsequent studies have produced inconsistent findin%g.

.

5 . " Research involving micro-level anaiysis of teacher behaviors, such as

\

discrete teaching techniques (i.e., type and amount of questioning) in terms

. of learner'outcomes, is scant as evidenced by the reVview of Rosenshine (1976)

and,Soar‘(l97§).~ Rosenshine's review of selected studies did, however, re—

>

veal some consistent patterns such as positive significant correlations in
4 N

- - 4

. use of "direct, narrow dqestions" in reading and math and negative gignifi~-

v _ qant corrFlatrons of '"student independentestudy without teacher, " "student
‘ inattentioh,_misbehavior," and 'time on non—currlcular act1v1ttes." Soar

‘ had demonstrated the serious methodolog;cal issues df attempéégg-ﬁo integrate

, . 4..1.,

research flndlngs but also illustrated-some consxstent treods nth as (1)

®

-

the»exerclse of teacher control of pupils’. learn;ng (1 e.h.openuggassroom

[} :
~ ___‘s-x.

conceps, behav1or mod1f1cat10n) (2). learqgng condltlons (laf.; txghtly

structured group work for concrete subJects ver.aus 1ndependent work for

”

N “
/. LY N R

~ abstract, complex tasks) (3) amount of teacher-pupll 1nteractlon in rela-
%

tion to-pupil hlgh cognitive level activities (4) the interaction of SES ,

¢

.
o

with affective expression: and (5) a’ relationship between SES and internality
. Pl ’
. A * . .

of control.‘

s

, // L . Lo R

’ Al

ﬁ e - Limitation of Teacher Behavior Reséarch

L. ~ - R
‘ ‘ /As the preceding review of selgcted literature on teacher behavioré
4 T ‘\ Vs ) * ' .
{ te suggests,there is a quantity, if not quality, of research available. Careful
\

a

\ examlnatloq of the methodology, 1nstrumenta§10n, research controls or lack'
a

. ~
{ = = » s © -

! of them vividly demonstrate that despite some technologlcal advances-teacher

-

\ ’ . . :
} behav1or tesearch guffers from sevére limitations. > - .

]ERJ!: . C 185 ;o -

s . - . . ’ ’
s ] . .

4 > . .ob
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rl L) ‘ ' *
- l‘ . ’, , . - .
3 Wallen & Trdvers‘gl97l)have pointéﬁ'put, for example, that much of the
~  , research in teacher effectiveness "cap haraly be conceived as constituting .

< ‘

a program of scientific vesearch" (p. 466). Many'sgudies are investigator-

<9

specific which lack well-defined teacher variables, experimental controls or
are based on unreasonable assumption;. Similar observations have been made by

. - N ,/\ '«

Getzels and Jackson (1971), Medley and Mitzel (1963), Ryans (1960), Soar.(1975),
0y b 3

1y . .

A\ .
Rosenshine (1976)' and others.’ ’ : ‘

3 -

Moreover, it must be noted that the methodological limitations cannot
' ! ' v - « <

be separated from the apparent theoretical vacuum in teacher behavior re- -

‘ ' o ‘
search in general, .and with rebqut to the educational. and social needs of
vy ) o .

. . - €
minority students in particular. Indeed, it is this issue wHove all others

[P

. - . { - R

« that must be addressed ift substantive progress is to&hgj@hde to expand-our *, %
' N . < aa 3 — e ]

. L R ST

A .
underssfnging of teacher behavior in terms of cultural responsiveriess to ;?
BEN . ,’\a
. ’ . oL 3 o
¥,
BN

sminority students. )
T ‘4’
%

. Teacher Behaviors and Cultural Resbonsiveness

<

S

v As suggested, there are several basic issues that significantly pertain
' O e . Do
to teacher behaviors and culturalgresponsiveness. . .
' . . . . \ 2o . ) . . QS
. 1. The explication d theoretical foundation; *“° ! "' )
. ’ ' ; - . . 7 i
) "2, THe definition(s) ©f what constifute appropriate cultural®
.. . - responsiveness; - . v R

» - -

A - 3. Teacher behaviors and training.’

T . ] e
Each of these is diScussed in the order Ytaised. °
1 e, Y - 4 .

Explication of Theoretical Foundation ]

T Y ,

o '

* and féachipg practices were appropriate for use in the implementation.and con—' -
R4 PR ' > , . -

..~ duct of programs specifically related to minority children such as those fuﬁdgd'f

.

;\\ . /e . L / - * C '.r <
. e : ) R s S e .
. " v < ’ [ - - ! - ~ v )
) v <! . . ’ ' . A 4 .
- , . [ > . -“ s . ¢
] N > :
) - . \ -. o A N
Qo . 186 292 -
[ERJ!: / ' : oL Y < - : CY
» . * ~ . ~ “- . - +
R - . . N
. o i , . L] » . . N - L] ]

M . * S . St

,

3 - 2" -

s

-

@ y ¢ + ) y * . . . -
;. - It had ‘been commprily assumed that many prevailing educational progéshgs\ ‘ﬂ
' . [y .

L




. - . .

by Ehe'EIementary and Secondary Education Act, Migrant Education and Bilingual~

. . Bicultural education. From an historical perspective, the so~called educa-

tional deficiericies these plograms were to rectify were, to various degrees, :

explained on the basis of the "culture of poverty," "cultural determinism,"

or "cultural deprivation." 1In retrospect, these were nothing more than a

.

. rationalization to excuse the weak develE?ﬁRériﬂf\positive educational pro-'

-~ grams,

.. has been ehe ba81s of proposing magor educatlonal cnpnges. Indeed cthe_—éz=:—— -
rationale for Blllngull—Blcultural programs is based on the unlque soalal ' . :
cultural and educatlonal needs and attrlbutes of Mexican Amerlcan students

whlch somehow must be addressed w1\hgut explication of the theory or process. .

- .

These, however, can hardly- be sa1d to constltute a theoretical .framework.

k3 ’
.

g That Bilingual-Bicultural programs are critical to improving.the Lot
educational status of,Mexican American chil%;en'is not questioned. Rather,

that ‘there is a void in an underlying theory which would serve as*a strong

foundation necessary to successfully meet present and future program and. o

a | > T . ’
' funding challenges. . R o ‘

Galarza (1972), for exAmplé,_haebagmonished that many educational . ' .

[ ]

K]

N ~

. programs directed at-Mexican American students.may represent \nothing more . ’ T

-

: than  a "headstart up short alleys" unless they refLect;a cultural reassertion .
’ - < . A i

¥~

-of the Mexican American community ahd an articulation of an émerging Mexican .

4

N American~concept of education.% Similarly, Chavez (19565 and'DeLeon'Yl959(

,

had ,also- called attention to the need to recognize an emerglng phllosophy of . - .

education for Mexlcan Amerlcansai Ic “is ‘pretisely the articulation of this
»

phllosophy and its expllcatlon into tﬁ/ory that begs attentlon.

[]24}: : . T. - - 187 - ’ . T
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Definitions of Cultural Responsiveness

Anpther serious issue confronting examination of teacher behavjior-
i L4 -

@

) »

related to instruction of minority gtudents is a definition of cultural

responsiveness., Precisely, what is cultural responsiveness? More often
[ i ;

than not™ cultural responsiveness in Bilingual-Bicultural education generally
refers to use .of pupils' home language, such as Spanish, bilingual curricu-
. . )

lum and relevant historical and social everts in the instructional process.
Cultural responsiveness also refers to a certain, but undefined, teacher

-

awareness and sensitivity to Mexican American students aqg/fb reinforce-’
: ,

ment of their pride and cultural heritage. But these global .concepts,’
e .
while important; 'lack empitical precision. ‘ . T

.

More recently, Ramirez and Castafieda (1975)have posited’that Mexican
Y PR

American children are bicognitive and stggested that cognitive styles stem

¢ N o , ¢

from one's socialization (i.e., cgltural) environment’. *While this proposi- ~

s -
tion is interesting, it 1acks/eﬁpirical verification and does not establish
s

q¥ N . s,'.‘ . . y 2
causality/ﬁ%r recognize the possible interaction effects of other variables. .

No doyﬁi the quesf&gg of whether cognitive styles of Mexican Americans ¢

X IS

j}p:fulturally based, which is being researched by the Southwest Educational

N
4 .

‘Deve lopment Laboratpry, will provide timely and imbortént ney Qgta in -,

identifying "cultural responsiveness." ~—— '}\\\h
o :
Last, it is critical .to note that (1) the distinction etween discrete '

‘ -

identifiable cultural attributes from socioeconomic factorg is lacking and

B .

(2Y that possible,rélhtionshipS'bgtween cultural attributes and teacher be-

‘ \
haviors:to pupil learning mérit study. The disciplineq.of‘anthrééology and .
pﬁychology'suggest that™this aggtraction/k; call réultu;al" is.the manifes~
tation of'multiéle fact;is (i.e.,—qorm;, socializatiog; behavigr,iﬁndilan-
guage) and is inhérently c milgx. Pérhaps pur failure {o.delinegte'aiétinct

et ey




L

" educational setting is due to both asking/simplistic questions®and lack of

, -not part1cularly‘useful. To propose that thereAare "unique cultural -

' wider Mexican American cultural context and testable hypotheSes must be

v g "

f\perspectives. § o . . - .

1s akin to the med1at1ng convergence of var1ous soc1al env1ronments,percept1ons

perceptlons, normative 1nfluence and lahguage. 1In this cont?xt, social

N . . s

s

. . \

cultural attributes and thus."appropriatej/cultural resppnses in the .
Al

'y . K ) . N ) . ) v
a theoretical or conceptua{fframework,;-This observation‘led Cervantes '

’ ., -~ .

(1976) .to conclude that the interaction of socloeconomlc, personallty, and

S .

\

pedagoglcal'qlements mer1t 1ncreased attentaon to advance the present body e
of research and thus improve educatlon for Mexican Amerlcans. : S y

Present _day "cultural" concepts ir bilingual-bicultural educatlon are -
\ ,

o
o
J i

var1ables" in education that affect certa1n aspects of thefgeachlng oxr learn- : -

-

ing env1ronment of Mexican Amerlcan students, in 1tself does not prov1de

e .

» E

the illuminating insights required to meet the serious educational problems '

. - -~ ‘_"'“ \
of today. To be useful, specific variables must be identified within the , N

\ » . ¢

articulated. Ip this regard, it may be productive'to'delineate such variables

A
by examination of certa1n soclal and/or cultural regularxtles exhzblted in ‘

Mexican American culture,w1th1n gocial psychologlcal and learning theory

~ o
It may well be that "cultural respon81veness," in the educational mllaeu, ¢
atd communlcatlon modes that constltute .one's micrio-culture 1n the classroom.

That 1s, there are certaln classyoom variableés that a%@!ct’the teach1ng and N

leaxning env1ronment such as’ 1nd1v1dual and collect1ve behaviors, social.

1

-

C . . . "3 . //
Environment refers to social background, value systems and beliefs; 'percep- /

t1ons,refer to'conslstenc1es “of perceptual and cogn1t1ve styles related to | ) /‘
personal;ty vand, communlcation modalities réfer to language, its var1at10n3' |
")\ [aR3

. ° !

and sensory exper1ences. The following Venn d1agram 111ustrates these 1nter- {»f

-
» N -8 . ]

‘ac thnS’-
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\

-

' The ‘symbol "C" designates the convergence and interaction.of these attributes

longitudinal study. : , ( o

3 1 a

In.the Venn‘%iagram A; through Bé represenf profiles of pupil attributes
. & < ’
such--as particular socioegpnomic level (A1), attitudes (A;), cognitive style

(A,), self-concept (B;), la 3 ge dominance (B,) and achievement growth (B,).
3 p 1 ] 2 : 3

‘ 1n the learnlng processw- In this fashion, both teacher behaviors and ?;ctors

‘/' . 's »,

affectlng pupil growth may be exam&ned by factor analysxs, path analysis and/

’

or multlple regre881on technlques. This pgpcedure of developing pupil and .

teacher proflles and examlnlng the1r relatlons .to pupil "achievement has been

useq §ucbessfully by Cervantes, Jones et al (1976) in a‘ recent four-year

L N L

Horépver, this paradigm of "cultural responsiveness" offers the advantage

of being grounded in co;tempo;ary theory and lends itself to vériaBle speci-

f : ¢ N
fication, and hypothesis testing. In sumﬂéry, it is posited‘that "cultural
responsiveqess" in ;d;cation is the process of understanding the manifesta-
}ion and interaction of social,psychological variab}es rgla;ed to feaching
and learning, and mediating these t; maximize pupil achievement. | [
It would appeaf 1bgical to note ‘that some sociél\psychologicai v;;iables

. .’ - + a
can be shown to be predicatively; related to certain cultural contexts. -But y
[ N ' ¢

certainly, "culture" cannot ipso facto be considered the sole determirant of -

differences. Variables related to teacher behaviors and pupil learning

consist of properties that are molded as a result of social and ‘environmental .

co s ) : ’ Pt .
comditions. . ’ . A Y
' < (4 » | .

The introduction of "cultural responsiveness" in education represents

\ ' -

~ ®

é\new and ambiguous dimension. It appears critical that thig area receive’ L

. - . \ - . . 4
* -t .

- research priority. Until this is done.we will be forced to coﬁtindg to rely

»

o N re

on subjective judgments of what constitutes appropriate “aultural fespongive- « :

ness and teather behaviors." . .
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B : s :
Slmuiganeously, attentmon must be directed at altering present teacher .
’0 ‘.

training \progtams to construct the foundation for an empirically based

-

" approac té:?ultural responsiveness.™ (' IR -
~ . - .
- s :
Teacher Traifiing* . ° g

' { .
The passage of °the Bilingual-Bicultural Education "Act of 1968 found

—~

&

most, if not all, schools ill-prepared to meet classroom teacher needs. .
» Ve .

Consequently, many Spanish-surname teachers (and_those who could speak
N . . . 4 .

‘Spanish or had a high céncentration of Mexipan-Aherican pupils) were de-
s : . .

~

became surrogate teachers. To meet the serious shortage of qualified bilin-

gual-bicultural teachers, the process of inservice training has been generally

. ~

T e
RS e

A

" relied upon-toprevide teachers with new skills., . -

- -

v Under ideal circumstances, the ~‘c‘itxa‘lii:,'Lecl bilinguaL'-bioul.turai teacher

v

would be fluent in Span1sh knowledgeable in phonet1cs and oral language °

s
L

development, d1agnost1c techniques, Bmall group-and;lnd1v1dua112ed 1nstruc-

£ T

# \ .

American hxstory and contemporary soc1a1 1ssues, counsellng skrlls‘and a
» - ¢

*host of instructienal strategles in the area of cert1£1catzon, to name a

i

)
'few. The reality is- that few teachigs have all the sk' 1s moted above.

Whlle inservice tra174ng helps: flll the v01d “much more remalns to be done."e '

Pa— .

-

.

‘Normally, much of the present?inservice‘consists of several days of presen-

, « ,

tations by "experté" and may also 1nc1ude handouts, role pleylng, and perhaps
A ‘slmulatlon‘games. Teachers usually have 11tt1e 1nput into 1ssues to be

, addressed or preaentatlonémethods. Moreover, there is generally no individ-"

¢

~ ] : ) 0. o . ‘. ‘Y .
‘,“ual teacher atteht;on nor follow-up in the ciassroom. “'To 1mprove 1nserv1ce
- l <y

traig;ng, teachers should hav%,lnput, 1nc1ud1ng deslgnatlon of'topical 1ssues,

- N > - - . . . ° "’. - -

‘ . y e - . \J 3‘:‘.. ‘ . o
i G R U R

. N0 . . N - o - - .
First, reexamination of the inservice processes and content merits review.

.

tlon technlques baslc knowledge of testxng 1séues and technlques "Mexican 7. .

[/ signated as bilingual-bicuitural teachers; while/;n other classroomd, aides ,/
I =~ - - . B

V]

’

——— .




‘ B ¢ - ! - ! ) ¢ ) \c . N ’ ) - \‘
v ‘ . , N 0 s ) .
. , J l‘ ’ .
small group work add-individﬁalized problem solving, and periodic classroom

\ e ‘ " ' . . E i
> fo}low-up. . \ A . y

. Second, teacher training instftutions”shouid also reexaﬁine course work . -

.. . D 4
Jeading to certification. $Several studleahaveconcluj;d that teachers rate

their'academic preparation as Inadequate to meet the demands placed upon

- 2

them in their teaching hsaignments. Basic coutsé work ahould'inelude learn~

1ng and 11ngulstrc theories ~d1agn09t1c techn1ques, research pr1nC1p1e3 and

4 '

‘ ‘ methods, prescriptive teaching, and a minimum of three semesters of student
;LAteaching under a‘diverse set of educational conditions and in different

socioeconomic areas. , N . )

-

+

Third, it is critical to attempt to define the kinda of additional new
¢ ~ -
.skills b111ngua1-b1cu1tura1 teachers w111 geed three, f1ve, and ten years
» Q .
_ from now. No one, it appears, has addressed the issue of the future of f'? -

bilingual—b1cu1tura1 educathn in terms of pupil or teacher needs. It ié ¢

v

only by examination of future needa that one can bridge the technological -

Ad

gaps that exist. r%uturea plannlng, based on population progectlons, en-

\
\

3 rollment needs, aocral and educatlonal issues, wh11e~apeculative, can.provide

- Sy < :

- helpful insights into designing teacher training programs. o * \' ,°C /
Last, it is important to recognize the coﬁplexity.of shills and”demanda‘ ' .
made of bilingual-bicultural teachers today. One expects teachers to'have a -

Q

. * M\ DU . . .
" large repertoire of teacher behaviors and skills to maximize studept‘learnlng

A
fovi

vis-a-vis cultural responsiveness. Agsuming such a repertoire, it would
appear that teachers could .become important partners, however limlted, in

assisting reJZarchers to deflne what constltutes approprlate teacher behavlor

- ; ’

and cultural reaponalveneaa. Such teachers must begln to receive 1ncreaaed

. N - . 5

recognltlon, supportive and admlnistratlve services, and 1nvolvement in re- -

>

.
’

~

. search that affects them and their pupila.
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Conclusions - - S

It is generally agreed that a complex¥set of factors 1nf1uences the
v .
learning env1ronment of any classroom, 1nc1ud1ng the personallt;es and
o, N
ap111t1es of the teacher and students, currlculum resources, class and

o

:' \‘
schcbl cllmate, Slmll ly, it 1s often assumed thgt the complexity d%

_ fdrces that affect the learning environment are more prdnounced in schools
» - . .
serving predominantly minority group children.‘ Although teachers have been

-

~2
,the subJects of numerous studies, little 19*known about the phenomenon of

) teacher behavior as related to their tlassroom behavior and learner outcomes.

Given the limitations of the present state—of—fh::art, the question of k

O L r . ' ‘e 3 1 | \\

what constitutes appropriate teacher behavigrs and cdltural responsiveness

cannot be answered. ‘The reasons are multiple: a theoretical-void, method-

°

ological and instrumentation limitations, imprecise definitions of behavior

and cultural responsiveness and diversity of intervening variables to narie
T . : *

r

-~
<

but a few. . J

Many of the present efforts to-increase the achievement level of Mexican \

‘ American students have.focused on curriculum and instructional methods with-

- « . ’ ‘ * ) * : 3 ‘. ~ !
f(‘ out concomitant efforts in attempting to determl‘e their relatiomship’ to

» M . * ‘\ ) -
teacher amd pupil behavior profiles. While some curriculum and instructional

4
.

methods, such as“individualized, self-paced instruction,havelnet with some

-

' success -in 1ncre381ng ach1evement of Mexlcig American students, greater

empha31s must be placed on researchlng the teacher-learner processes. In -
LI q, I
this regard, examination of teacher and pupil,persdnality—cognitive attri—

butes, ﬁeacher 1nstruc§&ona ,methods -and modellng, and, learner outcomes
) T © oy , .
appeﬂf”to be the cr1t1cal areas for serioys emp1r1ca1 research ’

Y

In addltlon, the de11neat10n of what’constltutes appropriate teacher

"

behaviors and culturdl responsi@enesssrequire the exam1nat10n of present

— S M ! . '
. . L
‘ . . -
’ Yo -
e - S 194. | : :
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o H

' assumstions underlying bilingual bicultural education. For example; it has

been commonly assumed that Mex1can American students have a low academic
RN

self-conce;??\and—that by enhancing their self-concepts, achievement gains

“~

would.result, Much of the recent research indicates there is np basis for
” ., co . : e
the first assumption. Although~there 18 generally a low significant*rela—
. tionsHip between self—concept and a\kievement self-concept accounts for

less than three percent of the-variance .in academi achievement (Cervantes,
t\

-~ / / .

1976; Sharp, Cervantes and Jones; 1975 Cervantes,‘Jones, et al, 1976).

. Indeed, the question of what constitutes sound pedagogyivefsus cultural
‘ responsiveness, in terms of Mexican American learner characteristics, remains
unanswered. The challenge to teachers, reﬁearchers and school administrators

, N .

appears self evident.

4
N
.
N
-
.

L4

b,

2.
»
i

-

ERIC = s L

x B -




~

Bibliography o . _ p

« N

Budd, W. C. and Blakeley,'Lynda S. Response bias on the Minnesota Teacher .
. Attitude Inventory. Journal of Educational Regearch, 1958, 51, 707-709.

’ . . - . - /)

. < Callis; R. Change in teacher-pupil attitudes re%ated to craining and - ;
experfence. Educatlonal Psychology Measure ent, 1950, 10, 718-727.
Cervantes, Robert A. Locus of Control and Achievement of Mexican Amerlcan
Puplls. National Institute of Education, Washington, D.C,, February.
*1976.0  ° . <

~

eI 4

. Self-Concept, Locus of Control and Achievement it Mexican.
) American Puplls. Paper presented at the Third Arnual Conference on
A "" Bilingual-Bicultural Education, ‘San Francisco, CA, February 1976
and Bernal, Helen. A Comparatlve Analysis of English and Spanish ° \
Reading Performance of Mexican American Students. Natlonal Instltute -/
of Education, Washington, D.C., June 1976.

" and Jones, Earl, et. al. Second Interlm Report on the Edgewood
School Plan. National Institutéwef Ed satlon, Washington, D. C.,
January 1976.

e T v \ A

. Coleman, James, et. al. Equallty of Educatlo al Opportunlty. Washington,
. Db.C., Superlntendent of Public Documents, ‘1966.
.
5 Coleman, W. Susceptibility of the Mlnnesota Teachén Attitude Inventory to
"faking" with ,Experienced Teachers. Educa ional Administrator Superv.,
1954 40 234-237. T ‘

' N

Cook, W. 'W."and Meddey, D: ﬁ. The Relationship Bgtween Minnesota Teacher
- Attitude Inventory Scores and Scores on Certain Scales of ‘the

°

’ . _ Minnesota Multiphasic Persopality Inventory.” Journal of Applied .
'PSZChO].OEZ Y 1955, 39, 123‘-'1 90 * ’ , -: ‘ ‘ el N
T " . : . . \\

Davis, W. L. and Phares, E. Jerry. Internal-External Control.as a Determinant
of Information-Seeking in a Social Influence‘Sltuatlon. Journal of Pers.
1967, 35, 547-561. .- - ' N

¢ . v v - .

.
Deleon, M. W. Wanted: A New Edpcat!onal "Philosophy for the Mexican Amerlcan.
SL}. .Journal of Secondary Educatlon, 1959, 34, 398-402. | >

o

’ Della. P1ana, G. M. and Gage, N. L. Puplls Values and the Validlty of the-
Minnesota Tedcher Attitude Inventory.v»Journal of Educatlonal Psychology
1955 46,-167-178, ‘ , - AN

Fishburn, C.”E. Teacher Role: Perception in the Secondary'\chool of 0ne§

‘Community. Dlssertation abstract, 1955, 15, 1798-1799. TRAN
° - . - ~ &
. Gage, N. L.,Leav1tt, G. S. and Stone, G. C. . The Psychdlogicgl Mean@ng;gﬁ .
Acqu1és¢ence Set for Authoritarianism. Journal Abnormal Sociology .
C Psychology, 1957, 55, 98-103. . ' . ;o ‘
e . . ' i ’ ‘ .
SN o —\\\\ ‘ - . \s J
@ © . . - B 196 ST = s
s . . . : 9 . .
ERIC . 0 . . S MR02 o T

te * 0 . . A - ’ -’ .
(-4 ~ ., . [§ ™ ‘ _;.é,Q L . .

- -




b

N !

v
<>

dalarza Ernesto. ’Mexlcans in the outhwest° A Culture in Process. in
Splcen” Edward H. and Thompsofi, Raymond H...(eds.) Pluﬂal Soclety in ~
the Southwest. New York Weatherbgad Foundation, 1972. '

Getzels J. W. and Jackson, P. W. Teacher Personality and Characteristics:
in Gage, N. L. (ed. )‘Handbook of Repearch on.Teaching. Chicago, Rand
McNally, 1971, . 3 ‘ v
Havighurst, R. J. and Neugarten, B. L. ' Sooiety and Education. Boston, ) S
Allyn and Bacon, 1957. . . oo

.
] . .
.

Kinney, L. B. Measure of a Good *Teacher. ~$an Fraﬁcisco, California Teachers
Assoclatlon, 1952. .

P
. ¥

Leeds, C. H. A Scale for Measuring Teacher-Pupll\Attltudes and Beacher-Pupil
Rapport. Psychology, Monqgraph 1950, 63, No. 6 (Whole no. 312).

Lefeourt, Herbert and W1ne erry. Internal«versus Extérnal Contror of
Relnforcement and DepJoyhent: of Attention in Experimental Situations.
Canadian Journal of Behaviordl’ Sclence, 1969, 3, I. :

N

Lindgren, H. C and Patton, G.M. Attltudes of High Schsol and OEher Teachers

»Toward Children and Current: Educatlonal,Methndologye.,Callfornla Journal,,,a,:,
. of Educationak Research 1958, 9 80-85. ; ‘.

.r’.\.‘ M »

MacLean, M. S., Gowan, M. 'S. and Gowan, J. C. “A Teacher Selection and ' .° .
Counseling Service. Journal of’ Educatlonal Research 1955, 48; 669-674. -

»

Mayeske " George W. EducatlgzaI“Achxevement AmOng'ﬂexlcan Amerlcans. Washlng- -.7“7
ton, D.C., Natjonal Center for Educational Qlaxlstlcs 1969 (Technical

note 22). ) 4

McGee, H. M. Measurement of Authoritarianism and its Relation to.Teachers'
-~ Classroom Behavior. Genetic Psychology Monograph, 1955, 52, 89-146.

Medley, Donald M. and Mitzel, Harold E. Measuring Classroom’ Behavior by .
" Systematic Observation. in Gage, N. L. (ed.) HandbookMf Research.on
Teaching. Chicago:, Rand McNally, 1971. : |
Mufioz, Adolfo. Teacher-Student Valdes. in Cervantes, ‘Robert A. and Jones,
Earl, et. al. - Second Interim Report on the Edgewood School Plan.
National Institute of Educatloﬁ Washington, D.C., January 1976.

\ -
,Nedelsky, R. The Teacher's ﬁole in the Peer Group Duripg Middle ChlldhOOd. SN
, Elementary School Journal 1952, 52, 325 334 . R )
Rosenshine, Barak. Recent Research on Teachlng Behaviors and Student .

Achievement. Paper presented at the National Invitational Conference ,
on Research/pn Teacher Effects, Austin, Texas, February‘1975

Ryans, D. G.//Cﬂaracterlstlcs of Teachers. Washinggon, D.C., "American :'
Councll/on Education, 1960 - 2 -

v

197203 o




Soar, Robert. An Integration of Findings From Four_ qudles of Teacher

Effectiveness.

Paper presented at the Invitational Coriference ‘on

Research on Effective Teaching.

National Ingtitute of Educatlon and

California.Commission on Teacher "Preparation and Llcenslng, San Diego, .

Callfornla, August 26—29 1975. s . . .

[N

Some New Teéchniques for. Studying Social Behayiér.

" _ Thomas, Dorothy S. et. al. Y
R o . , . . . « / .
U.S+ Commission ‘on Civil Rights. Report II. The ﬁnﬁinished Education. : .
e " Washington, D.Cu,'Superintendent of Public Documents,‘1971 - e )
. e t

waard Equality of Educatlon for Mexlcan Amerlcané..

s

»* . Robert IV:

-t

Washingtgn,'D.C.,-supellntendqnt of Publlc Documents, 1971 . ) . .

A

Wallen, Norman E and‘Travefs,c
¢ Teaching Methods,

. Rand McNally &

. Wandt "E.

’

CompZE&, 1971,

Educatlonﬁl Psychology Measurement,‘l954 14, 418- 422

°

chkman, E. K.

s

Children's Behav1or and Teaé?ers
Commonwealth Fund, 1928. . .

obert M. W. 4Analysis and’ Investlgat
in Gag§7 . (ed.) Handbook'of Research og,Teachlng

Attltudes.
jadd

s

New York:

e

9d/df

A Comparlson of the Attitudes of Contrasting Groups of Teachers.




A - 7 B)
¥ + ] - o 2 ‘ ’ . '
. v ! » ' 3
. < « . R 4 . \
N, AY ‘ /. ) v '
X ’ , \ LN
- . ’ A ) L v
-— - . 4 A .
R . - 3 ,
» . 4 = e ’ a
. . t - ' \ 1
. \ : - |
1
- . . \
e . N - . i I . - - * N
) ) . L ] o 7 -
. X . N - - . -~ .
’ . T & 4
v . N , » - ~
L > } by * 4/ ¢ * ) a
5 ) ) ' ) ) '
b, P . \
; . S ’
Nl . . I , " -
Oy e
YI ; ’ . ¢ \\ - M \\J M
U » N . ~ - . 3 - ~
Y - " N %
- * . T o . [} )
/ Q. M ¥ A . ~ * h ‘ ¢ N
. o . . . .
T . . * ’
> * -
. ¢ '] ‘\l -
‘(‘ 7 ~ , 1
s hd " ~ '
» * ~ L2 {' : ‘ ‘ . .
. - RECOM!ENDED PLAN EOR 'DHE DEV,EI’.OPMENT OF A ? ) i
" BILINGUAL TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAM AT THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS '
B . l
. , co, . Carmen A. Perez * .° ’ ‘
%. “~ . N ’ ’ ‘ ’ v
. - University of New York, Albany K ~
h b~ . R , . - - '
; B PR N/ . * - . . .
. ‘ N ey .
N A A ; ;
ofs . . . > ‘ ' A
' > - - s -~ ) rd
o : * » -
o “ . N 'y‘ ~ . . g:l- ¥ . . .
- . ) - .
e . ) X . . R 0 ¥
~ v ) ’ ‘ ; *
) s . ' ‘ s ’ R
‘ , N .

o

PAruntext providea oy enic [l

- ‘e

. ¢
~
. . < ~ e ¢ s *
- s ©
.
-k .
b ~
g v
. 4
o
. d !
L4
[2ad 9 ~ode,
b . =7 ot -
r % *
P .
A -
*
P
{
e
.
1
.
S
.
¢ -

-

vy

’
by .
\ -
- s
-
\
- LN
.~
.
-



- Y N

S ~

-

. My definition of a bilingual teacher is one who is knowlegheable and

N

.

sensitive to two cultures and who possesses knowledges, skills and compe- .
P - - .
£ ’

. ] a
tencies required ' to provide instruction of and through=fgo languages to -

' »

.--; ‘\ »
students who are- bxl;ngual or in the process of becom1ng bilingual and

™ r J
>

a e

bicultural.
If we analyze it.carefully what we expect from a bilingual teacher is

v four in one. We expect the bilingual teacher to be:

.
one - a foreign language Eeacher "
‘ two ~ an ESL teacher -
i_tfhree - a teacher of a given curriculum area in English
four -'a teacher of a given curri¢ulum area in language other than '
English :
L In short the bilingual educator is expected to be a four-in-one .
"super teacher." : . ' ' .
Most of us will agree that the -success of any instructional program
' ‘ i‘
is greatly dependent on the skills, sensitivity and commitment of the in-
/, \ ’ Tredt
. - \
structlonal personnel respon81b1e for its 1mplementatlon. It thereﬁong
h * o *i\"‘ﬂvn.,w
\\\

follows that an effective staff preparation program is the fqyﬁdation on,

'

which to build and implement the b111ngua1 education we consider 1mperat1ve

[ -
' ’

. for the- 1mprovement of educational opportunltles for our b111ngua1 studentp

. The effective b111ngua1 teacher must demonstrate the same competenc1es and

o ’ . ]
~of bilingualism and bigulturalism. Sensitivity and positive attitudes to-

. wards  the social, culturaljlinguistic and,pedagogécaicpeeds pfjfhe minority
: studente\shoufu be.essentia:\:;ahacteristics_of all teachers, but'ones we

» ! < . . .
. demand"espec1a11y of b111ngua1 teachets. We expect'the bilingual teacher to’

v’ .
. 4

.. also be' cognizant of the lea:ning styles assoc1ated w1th the cultural background

'd‘ - .- ,‘20208|.‘-.'m'. ' ' Lt




of the students and be expert at adJustlng teachlng strateg}es accord1ngly.

|
Another expected characterlstlc of the bilingual teacher*ls to be: able

-
\ Py

to ptovide instruction of and through two languages._ This skill requires’ ,

e

knowledge of the curriculum, the terminology associated’with\it and the

'y
.

methods for developlng it accord1ng to the languages and cultures 1?Volved.

Knowing the curriculum and mbthods for. 1ts 1mplementatlon in a partlcular
& /
, . 1A . .
subJect area in one language  is not necessarlly an 1nd1cator of competency
¢ |

to teach the same subject through the other~language. Although teaching

-

methodology can be traqsferred smoothly from one language to the other,
attemptlng to do it in cases where it doesn t apply can be harmful to the

“rec1p1ents of this instruction. This is especially true in thgycase of lan-

+

guage arts and reading instruction where each language must be developed

separately. Us1ng incorrect termlnology when teaching technlcal subjects
e, '

/ ?

such as math or‘scledce can/create a frustrating situhtion for the student
. . @ SHs

who‘has internalized it and is unable to apply it to other‘graé;s.

’ \\In additioh te teaching subject matter through two languages the

y

—a °

b111ngual teacher must also be able’ to teach both languages through the ‘use

of proﬁér f1rst and second language techniques., The skills needed for -

.

effective second language teaching are normally acquired after.in=depth
stuéy'oﬁ gecond language theory, ‘and practice of second language teaching
techniques. . . :
% . hY ] .

-, dn summary, the, teacher must be able to demonstrate minimum:competencies

y

; 'in sound practices of.guiding students to acqulring'the knowledge, skills

s

and attitudes identified and reduired by the local community, and to he a .

bilingudl education ekpert, 4 second Z\Language'expert;'“’speeia:;!.‘ist,w et cetera}

>

'etﬂcetera, et cetera.




‘. : ~ -~ ,? B ’ S
. - .
. .
. . & o
¥ v .
v , . - .
. * N . '
/. v s

-

The bilingual educator must, by necessity, be a ''super teacher," a

"super maestro” and the training program chosen to prepare such an educator .

L]
must be carefully organized. -  Before a school district can begin to imple-

ment the relevant and efficient;staff development program which will produce 4 ¥

- . M

these "super maeecros" it- must formulate staff ~development objeétives and

.

strategses based on °a ZEEtough and realistic needs assessment.
. *

The ideas I'm going to share with you t6da§Aare based on my'éersonal

experiences, as a teacher, a director of an elementary school. bilingual. pro-
) I e
gram and a trainer of teachers at an institution of higher'education. I'm

“

~ . . .
going to suggest a plan designed to provide broad guidelines for the establish-
ment of a preparation program which meets the needs of a school district.

'}'ve divided my plan into three, phases. .

Phése‘I, wnich‘i've cailed "Pteliminari Activities;P involves gathering .
alf the data<peqpssar;::d formulate realfatic objectives. The activities *é-:‘
suggested in Phase II, "Persomnel Needs Assessment," afh\designed to lead the f?
district to selecting the personnel and identifying their indiVidual training '

needs. Upon completion of Phase III "Program Planning" the district should ..
. .

be readyﬂs?-implement a teaching training program tailor-made to meet the

individual and uniqte needs of thé district.’ ' S
o . e

Phage I - Preljiminary Activities - - ' // ' Ce
T ? Camwd Ad , A '
) Phase I is composed of three major components two of which can be : '

. . % -
developed concurrently. Before moving ahead, a district must assess its

instructional needs and identify and adopt the bilingual education phjlosophy,’
. ' "

N

- N . .. - . . s )
it is willing tp supporm‘ Since the staff development program is-intended . :
” e - *

"to prepare Jbilingual teachers to work more, efficiently and ef{ectively with
L

-

the students in the school district they are to serve, it can be planned

¢ ¥
- > . »

L
»r
e

’
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only after the Students' needs are carefully identlfled Asgessment of the

students' academlcfachlevement, 11ngulst1c prof1e1ency and soc1oeconom1c

status wil} dictate the goals and obJectlves of the training program, ’

, Concurrently w1t§:or even before thlspact1v1ty is~conduqted, it is
. h M ‘\
important that the distfictsadopt a philosophical base for its bilingual

program through, the collaboggtlve e/forts of communlty representatlves and
, school officials. Clarlflcation and identification of the tyge of b111ngua1

program which w11l be 1mp1emented will 1nf1uence the goals and objectives of

/ the preparation program to be developed The 1mportance of community in- " ’

ﬂ e . S, . T
t 'volvement in.this activity cannot be overemphasized for if the community
3 I'd

{ does not support an.educational program its potential for success will

g diminish considerably.. . . B

< £ _ The short and long range:objective§ of any educational ‘prégram should.' s
be 1dent1f1ed by members of that community and more spec1f1ca11y by parents | o
of the students most %ffected by the dec131on. Before planning a bilingual
Rrogram a school dlsprlct must decide whether its goais will be\transi;ional'

‘ L or maintenance since this will influence the design to be used and ;he num-ff,

' \ .
ber and type of personnel needed. I am not discussing an English as a

second language program because these must not be put under the category of

The information .obtained from the needs assessment .and the programmat 'c

\\,/'~\\\“—’Bh;losophy adopted should be utlllzed to formulate the educatlonal obJectlves

3 \\ .
for the b111ngua1 program in the district. The obj%cplves should -be used as \\

guidelines for 1dent1fy1£§\the teachlng competenc1es and skllls needed to \\\

1mp1ement a progra? relex::f\fg/;heznéﬁda 1dent1f1edl .This 1nformat10n

should also serve a basis for eQﬁhbliahing the staff qualification most
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' Phase IT - Personnél Needs Assessment : . : ’
L4 ) ' . < . .

Phase II is composed of activities leading to the recrbitment of

. -

personnel and assessment of their comﬁétencies and skills in bilingual edu-
. . ) = 4

cation. A Teason often given by school districts for pot introducing

ﬁilgﬂgual education is the claim of the inaccessibility of qualifiedﬂbilin—

gual instructionel personnel. A few years ago, this was a sad reality, byt '’
“ta v .

s

-

.

. the recent progress made in thé- recruitment and training of indtructional

e

iy .
personnel to work in bilinBual programs has weakened that argument consider-

ably. A well organized rec;uitmenf‘effort will usually produce positive

- . >

results in identifying potential persomnel. Various sources should be Eapped

* -
‘.

¢
in the recruitment effort such as the existing staff, the community. and the

.’ _ colleges and universities. Sometimes recruyiting.outgide of the district or«
state will obtain positive results. Some cities have greater numbers of
b . .

potentiglly good bilingual teachers than others.
\‘Q +
Sometimes the most obvious is overlooked., In trying to locate bilingual

ver

personnel distriéts should start by surveying their ‘own staff for bilingual

.- pevébns who'might be interested and qualif%gd to become bilingual teachers

after soﬁévintensive training. One gdded benefit of this possibility is that
’ ', v ) . o . ) . ’
by reassigrning personnel the district might be able to cut down on the num-
. 4 ’ .

ber of new staff that should be hired.
Retraining programs for bilingual perséns in other fields is another

. . . ‘2 N . .
way in which.districtscan increase their pool of bilingual teachers. This,
has been particularly gucéessful in New Yor% éity through the Bilingﬁal Pupil”

t 1

,Personnel‘Services under the Office of Bflingual Education. Persons with a

¢ minimum df,two years of undergraduate work are given assistance in completing

L] M - *

) .
their degree while participating in a field oriented training program.
v . AN . : T T TR
Trainees are assigned to bilingual projects for-their field training during
] . ‘
’

. - )

. I

Q ~ s . ’ . 2*1 O - ' ‘
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the day and attend eoorses at a college evenings. While in the field the
. . . ‘;
trainees are under the direct supervision of the school staff.-

Througy these collaborative efforts among the college, the Board of

Education and local school districts the number of bilingual personnel has

grown significantly. - "

"\-

_ Once the bilingual staff has bten 1dent1f1ed a second needs assessment:

should be conducted for' the purpose of identifying the strengths and weak- *
- A\ ’ : . . .
nesses of each candidate, As program directors and teacher trainers we

PR 2

sometimes make staff training dgcisions without first examiping the, individ~"

v ew

ual needs of the staff these are intendéd to serve. We advocate and sugpggt -

»

the advantages of individualized instruction for children and ignore this

sound principle when dealing with adults. For example, how often do we take
14

" for granted that bilingual teachers have complete proficiency and command of

3

all the skills in both languages? It is important to determine -their dagree

o

. of bilingualism and prof1c1ency in each language,qgihce it has been observed

-

that teachers domlnant in one language, and 1nsecure in some aspects of the

s

other language have artendency to gonduct most of their instruction through %\“

the'stronger language. This can affect the proper implementation of the
program deslghed and interfere w1th the accompllshment of the stated objec-
~ {;2

tives, The staff needs assessment suggested can reveal thie situation early-
. o ! . .
"} % *

enouéh to make provisions for its imptdyement through staff training activitiess

N Lo : '
In summary, the content of the tg@ining program must reflect the needs

of the instructional personnel.. Steps must’ be taken to insure that these"

1Y
i »

needs are identified catefully and 1mmedlate1y after the staff has been

-

selected. As educators we have no problems accepting the,premise that a.

!‘ ! !

student's education must. be bu11t upon the skills and knowledge he brings to

the school. 1In an effort to follow this philosophy I condgcted a survey of

-
.t

o ' 511

- 205 ., - .
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N '_ o * ‘ ' - ' .','. . . K J}/ R -
the staff training needs for the instru%tional’etaff in two school districts
. . dn New Xork~State by admdnistering a simple questionnaire I develobed. The’; .
P . . : . ' 2
responses: to thenquestiohuaire revealed'some {ncbnéruity winh'the kind of
. N N $ . N
staff” tralnlng program helng(planned by the program admlnlstrators and the

.
N ~

- un1ver31ty.€ The questlonnalre administered- was, answered by 23 teachers and

. 28’pataprofes§10nals, all b111ngual Engllsh—Spanlsh. Ihe respondents were;;
— ‘Aasked to 1dent1fy thexr profe351onal ang edueatronal goals, assess ‘their %%\
prufécieuey inNEéeh langueée'involyed; idhntify their dominant language, |

-

[

list their strengths and wegknesses in teaching.and identify the areas they .
~ .ot . '

N -
v

felt the.greatest need for improvement; Let ?f share some of the results

with you.

o I found that thlS group of bilingual educators make,up a re&@ga /

-

£s

young populatlon w1th the mean age for? paraprofess;onals belng 30 yearqgaf
a¥a- -

29 for the teaching staff. The survey revealed that’ a ma30r1ty ‘of the p

1. ; .
/ professionals have lived more than half their lives in the United States.

.

Eight of the 15 teachers indicated thet they have lived all of their lives

in the United States and all .others have:been here for more than half of
their lives. This information supported their stated reduests'for more

A

“

‘courses in grammar and advanced conversation in Spanish as well as courses -

.
.

‘ig/fuerto Rican history and culture. - L ) .

s )

Sixtyrnine percent of the'paraprofessionaie have worked in the schools

. <. - . . .
for three years or more representing considerable exp rience in.this-field.

This 1nformat10n should be con31dered when pleyning the r profess1onal train-

- Ly
ing program 81nce it can be ant1c1pated thqp’they have acqulred soﬁe degree
by

of 1nstruct10na skllls whrle on ‘the job. Coupled w1th the fact that 57

N

percent 1dent1f;éd a bachelors degree as their educatlonal geal w1th 68 per-

H «
cent w1sh1ng to %ecome certified teachers, every effort should be made to ’ B
\’ . - " : v ’

Lo 212
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——— s 1
"'an emphasis on hmethodology and curriculim through Spanish. °

u
.
\

.
- N [ . P

insure that the training they receive is such that the1r educatlonaltand S
professlonal agpirations are also satisfied. A performan7é baged college

degree oriented‘program might be the most relevant type’for thls gopulatlon

I3

» . \ a
same time recognize the skllls already htqulred on thé job. Through perfor-

4 B
mance based teacher educatlon programs the partlclpaé;s would be able" to N

Although the teachers 8re¥irelatively'young'group, they have a ¢
‘®

respectable amount of exper1ence in educatlon W th 82 percent having taught

e - °

for three or more years. Thelr experlence in blllngual education 1‘.com-

>
paratlvely legs, W1th a relatlvely even distribution among one to four years.

+

This information also .supports their request for a staff training program with"

Respondents were asked to identify the language or 1a£guages in which

they had_received'their education. As can be predicted a majority of. the
paraprofessionals responded that they had recelved their elementary, second«~

~ ary and undergraduate educatlon through English. The teachers indicated an
even higher percentaée with 86 percent 95 percent, and 82 percent hav1qg
received thelr&elementary, secondary and undergraduate educatlon (respectlvely)

, N
N - s

through English, -

Further vérifying the findings discussed thus far 62 pexcent of the .

{ A

paraorofessiénals,aud;7? percent of the teachers responding ddentified them-

selves as English domindnt. The respondents were also agked ‘to rate“their -

= ’ ‘ v

ability ln speaking, reading and writing each language on a scale from ope

toéfive with one being the lowest level of proficlehcy. ) - r ‘e

| . ‘«“213° - L
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‘ According to the mean score obtalned for the. paraprofe831onals for eaéh

sk111 the partlclpants xdentlgged readlng (m=3.6) and wr1t1ng (m=3. 6) in

Spanlsh and wr1t1ng in Eng11§$ (m=3. 9) as their esgkest areas. The teacherﬁ‘

. -

a

also consistently rhted tbelr skills in Spaqlsh considerably, lower thé&n

L

those in English. The respbhsee in the questionnaire indicate that aéqiyi— %

~

]

.

‘ties leading to upgrading language skills are extreme;y important for the '

bilinguel/s;aff in the two school districts. It waé‘repeatedly’idegtified‘

?  as an area of weakness for‘bothkgrodps. ) . - S

//
-~ MEAN SCORES A

</

~

'‘SELF-RATING OF ENGLISH AND SPANISH PROFICIENCY .. . *

- " SPANISH * ENGLISH T -
n . v o .t

Speaking

106

. Reading Writling Speaking _Readjng Writing

4

Totals . 88 8 83

3 . |

3.82 3,52

110  &p 106, °

Mean 3.60 , " 4.78 ' 4.60

. 465

4 o

o . : - ¥

, §» _ =

The 1nformat10n obtained from the sample survey questlonn31re has been :

'-rtn' >

extremely helpful in f rmulatlng the structure, goals and obgectlves of the
s 1

—— -~

’

:7,

inservice program for the two school districts. In summary, the questlonnamre o

revealed that @,majoriey of the staff is youﬁg, Englleh domlnqu, with hlgh

educational and professional espiretioqe. The inférmagiogxsqrengiy ;upports'

. the establishmeet of a college or universiri deéree program Qitﬁ a'%érpng f'x-f‘
emphasis on the Spég}sh,ienguage skills; Puerro Rican QAiEuQQ and a foeue “ - ";

» . 4
L. PSR S

© on the development of teaching gompetencies!througﬁ'spﬁéish: - e

N
oy,

-

It also revealed'the reed for further investigation.' Fdr exaqple,‘in .

T

the next phase of the assgessment stage, Engllsh-and Spanish language instru—

ments will be admlnlstered in order to obtaln more speclfic 1nformat10n on®

> -~
\ )

g h . . : fm~e . . - . ‘; LA ) vf
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individual needs in each locality. A plag to assess teaEhing skills in each

. )

language area must be developed. Techniques for measuring:teaching competen—

-eies.in-a‘systen;ti:\ﬁanner still need -to be identified. ~

‘
. b

Y -

Phase III - Program Planning G .’ . .
- 3 . 4 ".'— h -

The third phase being proposed is the establishment of the methods and

strategies to be. used for the type of teacher preparation program developeJ

<
»

which should be based on the needs)assessed, the obJecttves identified and
b~

the identified strengths and weaknessgs of the staff selected. $egeral

3 Bd Y
"

factors must be considered befogefsignificant plans cgn be formulated.

. One important consideratiQn is the amount of financial‘support available
- < e

for the program 31ncé§pany school districts today are unable to f1nance

tuition for theirzinstruetional staff. Although some federal funds are

% e

available for these activities, the smaller school d\stricts sometimes have

R . - i -

f
\\\\difficulty in qualifying for these funding sources due to the small number

of student dnd staff needing these Bervices. Colleges and universifieés alsb

b

suf fering fron the critical"econqmiélsituation are also financially unable

R . , . ‘ L. DT

( to support the effort. However;'sever%%\schoof‘distrigts,neeaing similar N
services could‘forn,alliances, pool the¥r resgurces, and requeét;funds‘and

services based on their collective needs. In the ebent:;hatchis is possible:’

- e - - s -

agreements might be made between’ the district,‘the university and the person-
. t, ™ .

nel affected so that the three parties-contribute toward the goal.

it 4 ! " . ‘

Every ‘effort should he made, 'however, to'provide the trainees’with some

- 5' . P
y;to receive training and are not motivated ta”

i

;
A -~
X

( - ; ~
significant 1ncentiu$\f:rxparticipating 1n'the staffrdévelopmentzgffort. If:

the persons are not

- - -

- participate actively in it~the plans madg will become an exercisé\*n\futility'

making the stated goals ‘virtually impossible to agcomplish,

215"
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edgclier unions have become extremely powerful 1n some areas of the e -
TN . . /z', S

4 n 9 N - e & ~ DS

--A .

. country and their presence and . agreements c&nnot bé‘ignored. Violation of . 7,

- - v . “ ‘~
.t . . " ‘

. these contracts must be avoided 31nce 1t can lead to complete ineffective- ‘
’ \ ,; S A . .
o ness of any"hlan developed. Fo:;example, in oné‘§chOolxdistrict’in New'Yotg
'& . \ -"\ ) - ‘ . ~
it was diffieult to convince the schovl district to permlt the teachers to -
\

\1

2T receive college credit for their staff training because they are entitled to

N K ks
- , - ' 7 Y » /
* -

receive an increase in salary for each college course completed

3
s
- 2
v ~ < -

e * ~ Vs B ) \f.{ .
. Det1s1ons based on the factors just discussed help to establlsh,parameters

4

leading toward the development of the program's structural and operational

s hl

v - - 5 g - LR
7 < al

planning. Do the assessgd needs warrant the establishment of an inservice

t . ° >

or preservice program? Are beth t&pes‘needed? " For' the purpese of thig pre-
sentation, inservice programs are defined as,training given to bilingual

ﬁersonnel who are in the process of prbViding\instruction to bilingual stu-
: dents. 'Pfeserv1ce training 1s defined as training given to persons not yet
‘} ‘ involved in teaching. This can mean—graduate or undergraduate students
'pfeparing to become bilingual teachers. In_nany instances both types of
‘ y o ‘ .

.’ programs need to be instituted and planned. - y .

Y

Will the program be college based; will it Re condugted by the school

district or will it be a cocperative effort of the 4wo institutions? The

L ,
advantages and disadvantages as they affect'students,;staff, district and’
. 'the college involved must be consideredZ ‘ - 6
! 3 ’ ' L
- 1 strongly believe that a partnershig between the two agencies must be
" ‘ _ SN
) formed. Unfortunately, bilingual programs fg institutions gf higher educa- .
,/// " tion are gtill in their infancy. Colleges and univerSities must still depend

)

. '  on'the expertise in the field. Most colleges cannot afford at this time to .
’ ' coen N i .
hire all of the staff needed in specialized areas in bilingual education to

LRIC | T 01

” N N . . .

framework. The district is now.ready to formulate long range and. short rangEI -




-

do the ﬁind.of work needed. As a matter ofyfact; many colleges in New York
depend on the services of LEA bilingualﬂpersonnel—to conduct many of their

(3

methods courses in bilingual education.

« -
. £

. In any case, a bilingual 'stdff development program cannot be conducted,

. : . <

exclusively in a yniversity setting. Although there are some. courses which

13

. should be taken.on campus (brimarily because some students feel that'their

&

-

program is legitimized through this) no bilingual education program can be
. . . ’ t v )

s
v

complete if students do not spend a significant percEntage of their time in

4
’

o 5

the field.

O
o

If it is to be inservice in nature, withotit' college credit attached,
%y * . . ] ) \ )
% what are other incentives vhich cah-be offered? Perhaps training activities

can be- scheduled durlng thi day. If this cannot be arranged and the in-

»

%tructlonal personnel must attend tra1n1ng activities after school hours,

=~ »

&
short workshops mlght be offered ;:s0 that ‘the personnel can select those which

are of 'interest w1thout feellng that they must make long-term commltments.

Wost of our blingual teachers are sdrious professiongls commltted to
™o« ’

-

\

the concept of bilingual education}and u§ed to making'personal sacrifices
}

1 o -

i in the 1nvbrest of creatlng bettersgducatlonal opportunltles for our younQ-

a

LY

. / sters. we have‘a long Way to gb before we can-make claim to hav1ng flooded

“the - market w1th "s&per teacher ," but the .impact ‘that our blllngual teachers
9 \ v -

have created and w;ll confﬁnue to create has had very, posltlve and signifi-

- -.
» . l \ -

cant affects on the total teachlng personnel.

i

P

’,

-

Some day, P

‘e

z [N

Let us contlhue our. efforts. -

-

-~ ,

-

A 130




. ] P > . . . .“
PANEL IV: Excerpts from Distussants' Remarks

‘
R -

N [
MR. RODRIGUEZ: -Beb (Cervantes) was Egying that we need .to do a great

-

deal more research (befoxe we.can understand what constitutes culturally

résponsive‘feaching); Bqé I ;hink that (we,-as practitioders):mpst take
. P . . ] .

certain liberties. Wéihizf/fg/mﬁke assumptions, even'though “they mayﬁiurn .

4 rd

out wrortg, about wh&t culture is and what good teaching is. . v
; . .

-MS. GALLO: (Iﬁg first step in culturally’ responsive teachiag&;ie to

* °

. , )
- make sure the teacher can teach the Spanish reading readiness and the Spanish

reading before 'we gét into that gray anég.of af{sftive'skillel.. S
. roos . T J -7 -

, . . . / . . .
If the Community wants a maintenance program, let's give them a

s A

maihtgnance program. If’they,want a transitional or ESL program, give them

- . ) » ,
. what they want... It larger districts all of thése alternatives can be pro-

Vvided. For example, in Los Angeles ‘or Houston a maintenance program can be
A reality. But in some commudities its just not going to cut it...
s ‘. j el . D
One important method of tr&ing to train teachers in affective skills
- . . a -

is videotaping techniques. (Videotaping is wery useful as a means of

. recording and idén%}fying) desitrable behaviors in bilingual class;ooms..
- . /~ - . ’ \\ ’ = ‘
~ - 7. N . . .

PANEL IV: Synopsis of Floor Discussion o ‘ ’ ///

.

In 'order for a communjty be able to determine what it wants for its
1 , 3

i A ]

, ' ’ [~ .
t% 1t: . e . . N . |

[ . ‘- . .
chi&dren, it needs to be edpcated concerning the progtam options available
/ < - bt .

Bilingual/bicultural~proggams should. not be held accountable in terms

~ ! N .
? R

of standardized achievement measures unléss the alternative (i.e., traditional.

.

-

[ . «

approaches) are judged by the same criteria. .

v

There needs to be closer caggeratioﬁ.betwéen/fhe reseﬁtbﬁfcommunity agd
3 ‘ B ". [y
"_the practitioners. Research must be relevant to practitioner needs. One reason

.

~ L
-, ST
P
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why thé area of tulturally responsive teaching has been so under-researched o #
N . A . b g
. is t}’xat there has been only negligible funding available thus far for re-- . |
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PANEL V: Introductory Statement , ‘ : . ° »

Panel V addressed.topic wyn (see page 4). The Principal Iﬁvestiga ors

¢ were Dr. John B. Lum and Ms. Marfa E. Torres. Dr. Lum was hnag;é/to attend

. L4 b

ths conference,lbup his paper was read by Dr. Yee. Dr. Lum's paper was - .
»

/entitled "U.S. Office for Civil Rights (DHEW) Lau Remedies:. Administrative
. , - ’ o, .
. Feedback." Ms. Torres' pdper was.entitled "The Five-Way Input Requisites
. " for Educational Programs, Bilingual and Others." Serving as Discussants \

»

were Dr. Blandina Cardenas, Direétor of the Lau Genfral/Assistance Center =--
' . . \
San ‘Antonio, and Mr. Manuel Andrade, Assistant Executive Director of Elemﬁg://///j/
. . . )
tary Education, Denver Public Schools. The panel was presided over by Ms. -

Victoria Bergin, member of the Lau Project Advisory Board. "Dr..Lum's and

:

Ms. Eorres"papers are reproduced on the following pages.
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[ ]
" INTRODUCTIONJBACKGROURD - ' ~
BN - . i > \ .o .
- The purpose of "this paper is to identify administrative problems - "

N

able for Eliminating Past Educational Practices Ruled Unlawful Under Lau

. v. Nichols" (hereafter referred to ag "OCR Remedies™).. Although some effort:

3 .
’

. will also be, spent toward mentiSning‘possiblg solutions, Mdaria Torres' -t <:
paper will explore this area more thoroughly. ¢
. . ’ 4 ‘ h v ° L} . <t 1 '
, , To aid me in the above task, I sent a questionnaire to ‘all the federal '

and state Lau ‘Centers in the U.S. (see Attach@ent A). Two Lau Centers --
S
San ‘Diego and Albuquerquie -- sent repliées, the findings, of which, will be
N i .

<
- -

incorporated into thispaper.
e . .
¥ach of the format of this paper will besdictated by the format of the

OCR Remedies, i.e., comments will be dictated by the order they appear in

-

f  the OCR Remedies, : The OCR Remedigs, in brief, ceme in nine septions; which
} ‘ ) T . - . |
are as follows: . ) : e ., . .

[
L]

1. Identification of Student's Primary Home Language’ R

II. Diagnostic/Prescriptive Approach *,’ , ) -
»
™~ “ III. Educational Program Selection - . " _— b
\'\ [ . ) , ) ° . e . I . e
AR - IV, Requlrjs and Elective Courses . . o ' ' .
> - V. Instructional Personnel Requirements.

.

VI, 'Racialethnic Isolation . o

.,
\,
%,

V%I. 'Notificatiog to Parents . . . @ e S . s f

- »

> . viil, Bvaluation . . -

-

"' IX. Definition of Terms o

I fhipk it is impo?%aptAto point out that the comments written in this

-t »

s paper do not necessarily reflect ﬁy wiéws, They are mentioned only because

- - —~ . !
hd ’ [ - - s N
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they are the issués raised by those in the field. Many of these views, it

.. .
* ¢

might be remembered, seem ‘harsh because they, reflect the-reaction caused by °

the OCR- "April 8th" memo and by the news articles’ engendered by tﬁat‘memo
k
~
(Attachments B, C, B). - . ) .

. ’
'
.

Even the Apr11 22nd memo draft (Attachment E) by the California- Depart—
- L
ment of Educatlon and the San Diego Lau Center (Dobb-Ochoa) have been deemed

\ not acceptable by some. 'This draft states that 1f local school dlstrlcts do

not: follow the OCR Remedies, then they must come up w1th plans that are “at

. a minimum" equally effectlve as the OCR Remedies. LEAs don t take this .

~

April 22nd memo draft seriously because they now feel that the OCR Remedies

. . . /-——
are more than minimal remedies. Therefore, they feel that they do not have

to -come up with plans equal to the OCR Remedies. ‘

é ~
rn

** It might also be important’to know that some of the issues raised have

to do with intefpretatioh more than'implementation. For example, some per-,

. Y
e . " gons “may Egad a part of the OCR Remedies to mean one thing and;someone else
N S Ye s

would read it to mean something~else. Interpretatlon probléms have been’
\ A
put'together with implementatioh problems.in this paper because implementa-
8 " , ‘ - - '
tion of anything is based on interpretations.
. " *

With the above caveats mentioned, attention can now be turned toward
the major purpose of this paper. v T N3 - - .
- i” ° : ' ’

n

~
. - . ‘ t

IMPLEMENTATION?fNTERPRETATION PROBLEMS

Section I has caused innumerable problems, both as to interpretation
- - . - A
and ‘as to implementatikon. The first paragraph equates "ﬁrimagxl'and_"home"
. . \ ' ) N M

"languages as being the same. It has been pointed out that these two words

¢ e .

. . >
ch:d very well be mutually exclusive, i.e., far example, one could have-a
by

ot language:of Chinese and yet his/her primary language could be Englieﬁ;-

o . - : e . 217(,223.": v
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If so, we have a 31tuatlon where a person is already b111ngua1° and, if

-

he/she is blllngual then he/she does not come under the Lau categorles of
non or 11m1ted7Engllsh speaking. -

farthermore, ghe OCR Defini;ions'of primary and hone lapguage - (A)
the student's first acquif?d 1angaage is o;her ‘than énglis , and (Cj the
language most often sngken in the student's home is other than gnglish, re-

»

N
‘gardless of the language spoken by the student -- further exacerbates mis-
understandings."WhaE if a child is English speakjng now even though his/
her fifst acquired 1anguage is other than English? What if a child is =,

English speaking eveh though the}language he/she speaks at home is ather
¥
than English? Do we count thede children as coming under the jurisdiction

5 -

of the Lau Decision? If so, we might be in for a losing, legal battle.

Next, while most anyone can see the wisdom of having the home or primary
1angqage of a child- determined and assessed by persons who are bilingual,in‘
. ‘ T e - . ’ ’
English-.and the languages in question; one can also object that it does not

ﬁake a bilingual-yerson to figure out that:Johnny or Mary are non or limited

«
[N
°

Engllsh speaklng

S

If no one objects to th1s requlrement, however, it should be pointed -

-
-
S

out that 1anguage dominance assessments will,. admlnlstratlvely, require

N v
s extra resources of personnel txme, and money. .
, @ 8
The next requlrement,‘assesslng the degree of linguistic abilities of
- e S

-students, surprisingly, has brought no arguments. In fact, most ,persons

.

felt that it was pedagogically sbund. It was pointed out, however, that the

. s o, . . e ) A}
five categories of students mentioned here -- monolingual speaker of another

. \ . )
language g}her than English, etc. -= are not mutually exclusive of the cate-
° * > i ’ - ¢ . ¥

‘gories’mentioned under the primary and home languages. That is, a student can,

as mentloned ‘before, have a prlmary language 'of, say, Cantorfiese, and yet pre-

=
dominantly speak Engllsh

: a8 224 IR
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Amongzother ways of asse881ng a student's language, 1t was mentioned in

2

the OCR Remedies that observatlon of students communlcatlng w1th their peers

was one means. One person.stated, though that the language a student uses _

with his peers is often a functlon of whom he/she assoclates with. If a

'predomlnantly Spanish speaking person assOclates mostly w1th English speaklng

peers and speaks only English, albeit poorly, then what? Cross validation, o

. 1)

of course, would solve most of” the problems mentioned in cases like this.

Speaking of cross validigion, there is the administrative problem not )
\ )

only of éesources but also of time. How can a-district’.get all these assess- °

'
“

ments dorte at the beginnipg of a school year and still program classes accord-
/

ingly? - Would not much reshuétllng come’gbout’ The suggestion of assessing /” ‘

t

children at the end.of the school year for the following year's placement
. was not met too enthusiastically because summer months could make end-of-the-

} year assessments obsolete when the new school yearacomesﬁiround.
o
To the requlrement that additional cross valldatlon methods be used when e

f\#g child is found to operate in two languages, obJectlons were raised that
Iy
such children were already bilingual and therefor did not .fall under Lau

regulations: ) ' ) . . ’ N 2,
To sum Section I of the OCR'Remedies, meoy‘persons~felt that the most

the Lau Decision really requires is that langugge dominance assessment ghould

be the only requirement, fnd that the 6CR categories of hoheiand primar§ I%EEEB'

guages are over and above the scope of the Lau Decision.

.

Section II starts off by saying that the moBt.effective teaching sty1§<

+ .

must be prescribed after a diagqo:is ig made. One lawyer pointed out to me

that wi\ile the prescription makes pe&agogicel sense, no one can Iegally\man-

date thg¢ so-called most effective teaching. style. The law may prevent some- -
: . ¢ .

thisg’harmful from being taught, but it may not prescribe what it thinks may‘

be the best. ! T 225 . ‘ ‘,

o . ' . - ) . @t ‘~ )
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Section II's next requirement is an assessment of students" responsiveness

\
~ e

to q;fferenﬁ learning styles. While there were no légal boints of interpre-

. tation raised here, an administrative issue was taised. LEAs feel»that\even

4y ’ ¢
Lau Center perspnnel really dey/litfle about learning styles even though

they talk abou it all -.the time. The only terms one ever hears of are "com-

-— A

petitive vs., ooperati&e" learning styles. However, these ase terms that *5-

it any ethnic group consistently. In other words, even though
. [ - . ¥

some ethnic ‘groups might learn 5511 through cooperati@e methods, when and

. . . v N N 7/

hardly ever

under wpat conditions do they use cooperation? Do they compete? How? When? s

2
Furthermore, even if their learning styles were completely cooperative, how

S~ “

does one train them for the competitive realities of the world? Still fur-
ther, what other teachlng styles are éhere besudes c°mpet1t1ve vs. coopera-

an Lau Center personnel really offer help ;n this area? Do ethnic

’ 7

themselves azree what are the best teaching styles for their own

°

v

groups? ( . N
he above requlrement, then, needs clarlfmcatﬁpn and/or expans1on 80’

that/ LEAs- will have somethlng to go on. They do néé?dlsagree with 1t, thef‘

can't get a-good handlt on it. \
. ' s O A

S

The next requlremfnt, ﬁhg; llngulstlcally/cultunally &iﬁfqrent chlldren

'h ”
be brought up to the l¥vel LEAs expect of non-mlnorlfy chlldren, makes all

jus .

he sqnse in the world. Belaeye 1t or not, though,,I have hearSRMachlavellian

.
» .r

words flow around that would twist this fequirement around to hurt these

different children. That is, this requiremgnt cculd be extended ¥ mean
’ . ) e . ) i
that linguistically/culturally differeyt children could be flunked for not

erfoyming as well as non-minority-children, since it is required that they -
v . - '/ -
L

perform at the levels expected of non-minority children 1If there is such

a

[ B ' . I
stretching of this requirement's meaning, it should be pointed out'that the
Py N . : ¢ . ”

i s
'
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1

prescriptive measures must serve to bring about an acceptable level of

. ” ’ - . ) .
performance, and that this level of performance not be divorced‘from educa~
tional objectives set for non-minority students.v L.

Admlnlstratlvely, this requirement strongly indicates thst b111ngusl

servxces and resources must be implemented, gsince, in ‘order to keep up in

{
ti; content areas, one must be taught in a langusge he/she understands.

4

Sectlon I1I, Educstlonal Program Selection, has caused a lot of neg%tiv
/

reactlon, as w1tnessed by Attachments B,‘C, and D. Upon close ex&mlnatlon,

for ndn-Engllsh speakers (as distinct from limited~English speskers)g onr ‘can
[ 4
'see that the three acceptable programs for .remedial action under the Lau

Decision -~ trans1t1onal bilingual education, b1lingual/bicultursl progr

and multilingual/ﬂulticultural program - really are no different from each.

be enforced as written. -I wauld strongly suggest that sdd1tlonal a

2

. a1ternatives be listed besides these three. Bilingual support can be made an
1ntegral part of these additional alternatlves. If OCR does not come up with

more,alternatlves, then the LEAs w111 not hsve much’ to'gulde them by. ’

)
The next requ1rement which is really a requ1rement 1n5reverse, 1s-thst

” )

ESL is not approprlate ‘at the elementary level since it.does not consider the.

-

'cdgn1t1ve or affective development of ele \xsry children. This section has

caused such a howl ‘that a whole book has been written in ‘reaction to it..

(English as a Second Language in-Bilingugl’Education, edé. James Alatis and )

Kristie*Twaddell, l976). First of- sll I doubt thst most anyone can say thst
- 1 [ ‘ ’
ESL has no cognitlve benefit for elementary children. It may nbt be as' effec-'

tive as bilingual education, but to say that it has no- cognitive benefit at

.

411 might be going overb8ard. This statement should be deleted. since it




- . - - - &
- .
. R . L]

“ »* -
»

needlessly‘causes hard feef?ngs. Our purpose can be served just as well by.

LY -
N o

saylng that ESL alone wétld not be deemed. sufficient. : .

At the secondary level,,optlon #2 -~ subJect matters 1n the:natlve

language(s) and learning English ag a ffrst 1anguage in a natural: setting ;-‘

.- . . \ s
is not clear at all as to how a non or limited English speaker is to learn

Bl

English. It ,was even mentioned that this option seens to show that ‘one is -

. ' N - .
Kt . . v «

not even seérious to Iearﬁ English if he/she cﬁooses this: option. .
Although not counted as an option, 'the suggestlon that optlons open for

3

. &

elementary studenty could also be options for secondary students, is reallx;
. ' L . (I ) . ..
- ~ , ) N & N
option #4 for secondary students and_should be 8o listed. , However, the addi-

s

tional requirements that options adoptedhhete ‘ﬁnot~be used if secondary , v
students lack prereqézsite skills in their own native languages until compen-' -
\ " ,‘ t
satory skills in the native language is first give;,téffectiveiy scuttles this
.- option from senpious eensideratibnia No one,-on any largejsce}e baéis,:is‘goigi) 7
to. implement a bilingual program if;‘befbre he/she can’impléﬁent that program,
v ¢ )

he/she must first implement a compensatory program in some other language. ,

- z

.

" Furthermpre, the research that this additional requirement -is based upon --

+ that literac§ in one's first language more easily leads to literacy ind . ¢
’ . . <y T

- - ¢ . ’ . 1 N o ]
second }anguage -- is not that/étrong, espec1ally fogrlgngggges going fgoe

.

one type of écript to another (e.g., Chinese into English). 2 > ) : :

The next statement, that secondary\students cannot be .in programg;that oy

o

would delay their receiving English language skills reQulred of other students .
at grgduation time, may, adganistratively; militate &gainst blllngual educa-
/ N .

. &

tion in that some studies show ‘that bilingual education often takes one longer,

N

to learn English (albeit, more thoroughly). : CoL T e

- M

\. " ) ’ .’t ¢ e
. In diseusg}ng limited English speakers (as distinct from pon-English -

L3

v

speakers), ﬁLntion is made about those elementary school children who have
-~ , . - . , R

‘o

3 . 3
1 . ' ) L R N
Q . ' '
ERIC | 22 . A
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RSN Ln"" o . A 2L -

and have not been,ln’a school system for more than a year. Thls entlre\:f5-”n o

AN
i ~\J4_k‘ "q"’ R A e a4y

dlscu331on of less than one year/more than one year only obfuscates ;hé Cas CelTe

e *u, s ]
e . . . . .

R §3p01nt be1ng made. The point be1ng made - has to do with underachlevement, y e
g . ,. \’
It would be 31mp1er sa1d and mqre ea31ly understood 1f it were Jusﬂ stated S h

. théi 11m1ted—English speakers who are underach1ev1ng must, recelve remedial

! plans from hls/her district. Ty St .
N . . . PR -

R - L S

Also, for these limited-English speakers, thé-option of giving,biiinguai' -
A 4 =

education/compensatory educatlon in one's first language is again given.

»

For the same reasons mentloned with non-English speakers,,hardly any school

)

" "district under court order is ever going to pick this option. This belng so,

-

. the ‘option is somewhat self- ~-defeating. - ‘ .

Py .

The remainder of Section III deals with those who are’of'the other three

‘ . N <

catogorles -=- those who are already b111ngual' those who speak English more,

3 .

A

qu1re treatment for these_ three catogorles of students if they are under—

ach1ev1ng. It has been p01nted out to me that~these requirements may hold

(\\\ no water because the Lau Dec181on deals only yith non and 11m1ted—Engllsh

. “ P
4 a ° .
L2

Needless to say, Section III needs a c nh together of minds.

A [l . ’ 1
* Section IV states that elective courses a@nd co~-curricular activities
&

) must not be racially/ethn%gglly identifidble unless educationally_jhstifiable.

3 -

. What's racially/ethnically i&entifiable? Are7't all bilingual classes S
il

: racially/ethnically identifiable even if they have some dominant English K

b . 4

speakers in them? What is educationally justifiable?' The OCR Remedies,

o] . . » o\ g ’
then, need to clarify this requirement. v .

v
. -

. Section IV next r/gnires that counsellng ensures that minerities enroll

in .electives where they traditionally have not'enrolle&. Administratively,
- ’ - ’

‘s ﬁ‘

-

Q. ' 22029 L o
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a

accountablllty procedures must be set up for this

B‘\
'
.

.t
“

’

-

4

-

equirement.

Thé research

R
department of a dlstrlct could bé involved as well as the counsellng depart-

ment. A checklist showing who is taking what may be all that is required .

.« ¢
té- be "in compliance trith this"requirement.
. - ' —e- '

~

\

¢

Segtion V, Inst?hctional Personnel Requirements, would probably require

much coordination with whoevet handles personnel functions.

There is also

N

a

the strong p0331b111ty that parents and other community persons would also ,

havz‘a role in the ‘selection and tra1n1ng of staff m bers. : \
; Spec1f1c problems under Section V can perhaps be b st summarlzed by |
: referr1ng to Lau GAC 8 ArLa F's (Albuquer\ue) 1etber' . L ,

A substantlal numben have stated hey .anti 1pate

difficulties in stafflng their programs with quhlified

staff in the 1mmed1ate future for these/;easons'

a)., they have tenpred monollngual'teachers :

-

.

i

b)

SR

c)ﬁ

5

they generally do not experience a large staff turp-over
\O .ﬁl

those ‘that do experlence a large staff turn-over,

lose qualified personnel or personnel they have trained

and have to start all over each year .

3

geographlcal 1solat10h and low salar1es make 1t

d1ff1cu%t to attract qualified personnel

¥

n o e) personnelxylth the skills to wbrk wtth Navajo and /

. ’ other Indian 1anguages are very much in demapd and - . .

very scarce ! . K = , ' )

However most school districtg who have voiced these o
concerns have expressed more optimism because of the

temporary alternatives which do provrée more t1me 1n .

Y a “

. = . " . ’ ’ R .
’ Section VI, Rdcial/Ethnic Isolation, has not raised anyoadm1n13trat1ve

* v

- <prob1ems at this t1me. Gu1de11nes fgom such programs as TitlewVII blllngual(

‘@ 2 A Ta

{

programs seem tq have precluded any q estions belng raised under this section. .

& L8 .,‘. O IR
. . N
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. " N \ - : N - 1'\\“. \ v

T'Sect?§n~vi1, Notification tQ Parents of \Students Whose Primary or Hoée

Language ig Other Than English, needs only two comments.’ The first is that ;
s - N .. :

2 .. \ \ . -/ . : ’
mdte\likely@ addltlona;'rqsources would be needed to have notices ttranslated.

»

M A s »
Translating services, of course, would not. necesgarily be done only by g

certified persons. - . o ‘
q

» -
-

- "The second is that the requirement that all aspects of the programs -

v

designed for the 'non and limited-English speaking children must be reported .

i

to their parents. :This all should somehow be delimited to common Sense.

. . .4 >

After all, it was{p01nted out,
S °. \ 8 -

‘Does a music department notify parents about all aspects of its music pro-
TR . . * .

no oné reports everything for any proéram.

. \ ’
grams? TQE point here, then, is that 'some workable guideline be set up for
this requirement in place of the unworkable word "all."

. Section VIII raised only 9ﬁe issue, what to do for the "gixty aays after

" school starts pE?§;gss repo;£4 if needed datd are not yet in. The suggestion

‘ g ) ANt -
passed out sc'far has been 'to report on what data there are that aré avail-
» Ve *

)‘ R ~ >
able at the time of the sixty days bein pqggﬁd. .
~ . R . . "~ , \
& . ) . ‘ .
The last section, Section IX, Definition of Terms, has so far encountered'-—
‘\/ “ ’
no questions, issues, or problems. . o ' °
CONCLUBIONS g o

\ . : Y
In working with, at times, hard“fiose people, I have come Bp some strong °

. 7 . . .
tentative conclusions about the OCR Remedies.

L4

Theré‘is little doqbt that some sec@ions,'particulhrly Section III,
meedlessly rankle many [EAs. If this is the intent ‘of the OCR Remedies, 0.K.

: ~, . s as s . . s s
But -if it is not, it would then merit some judicious and diplomatic Fewrltlng

v

and restructuring. A‘Pinistration of the OCR Remedies would. then more easily

Yo N N . " .
come about. . — o ‘ : ’

N

.- . \ 4 . <7
\ ' e
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< s Se‘eondly s the OCR Task Force that drew up the Remedies .mlght serlously.
LSS

th;ﬁk abo& cutt1ng down Sections I and III to deal on;.y w1th those whom the &
%

- Lau Dec131on. are related to -- non and lm1ted-Engllsh speakers only. For

< the OCR to &ma\blllngual education for those who can already func-t:.on 1n

I3 -
AN

Englishy ‘even if they are underachieving, will probably do the cause of .

' 2,

blllngual educatlon Dittle good 1n the long run. To do so only lesseéns QéR's

, and the Lau Centers credibility. Begides, the Lau Centers will' almost

eertalnly push for b111ngual educatlon for underachl*evlng E&\gllsh speaklng '
- eeﬁulturally different chlldren, anyway. To.demand th13, however, is batting
_ LEAs on ’the head and making the OCR Remedies more difficult -to administer. .

* - The same ends as ordiginally intended can be better achieved b'y‘diplomacy. g

.Third, in helping 9L.EAs to comply with the OCR Remedies, all the Lau
. o= ,
Centers ought to come up évithastandardized checklist ‘thatathe LEAs can use.

This checkllst would be an aid and .could serve to -enhance Lau Centers as
LY . : - M
pos:.tlve forces for soind education. ‘ ’ .

N , L

Fourth, although'already mentioned in’ this paper, it bught to be

emphasized that ‘the OCR Remedies expand its section oh curricular options
- (a8 bilingual as pogsible, of course) so that the document reads, again, as
s ./ \
' :
somethlng pos:.t:.ve , ' os T

-

Lasr.ly, all of the 1nterpretatlon questlons ralsed throughout th:.s paper

)

[ .

should be answered and clar1f1ed. - ) -
One mlght consider oLhe- Summer 1975 OCR Remed:.es .as a document that >

f1eld test1ng . To 1n31st that 1t is a perféct document is-to delude
LA - [

The time for ét tb be more perfectly developed is now. "Effort

= /'
s .
»
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\. . ¢ e d35-NAPL HGSS-AVENUE- S o T—
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA-94102 2
‘ B : Tolephons: W 2y 565-921 e i
7 May 3, 1976 ’
. v -
- 3/ ' ! '
. - * ( | artaceENT A
- .‘\ ° , 5 - ’_;/:\ AJ
. . . ~ g ‘\ W PR Y . ‘ ) \\
Dear . T 4 %: ’ 5 : - )
I am conducting ‘a study 6? ad:inistfative prébiems related
- . to -the impiement;ing of the Office.of the Civil Right's "Task
For¥ce Findings Specifying edies Available for Eliminat:ing
’ "Past Educatiomal Practices Rpled Unlawful Under Lau v. CNi -
chols." i T .
. » ..
* I would appreciate it if or a Knowledgeable member of
> your ‘staff would 3nswer the few qpestions outlined belows,
o Basica]ziy, the following need to be answered:
i ) 1. Have any LEAs had any difficulty -- | .
- " 1in understanding any particular ?
‘ (, . - section’of the Remedies? If so, . . ‘
o 4% > which sections (-for example, - T o
. Sec. II, I,-a)? How many times ' S
// ‘ w have these problems come up? S AT
- g~ 2. Have any LEAs indicq d that cexr- )
VL. "L .tain’sections of the /Remedies are ,
w " < E toQ difficult to implement? Which -,

~, .,

sections? Any sections given?

Please note that in ans

Yoo e :
wering these.questions; I need to

‘Know what the LEAs feel, not

feelings unless y&u'smake it clear that it is

not the’LEAs, -that ydu, are expressing.

- I-woyld -appreciate it if you can havé replies

me by~May 20, 1976. Thank. you. very much. ; '

LA

’

»
. . »
. B

ou. Do not arsver £rom your
your feelings,

sent baqk' to

Sincerely,

HLaize,

1

.%.
.

-t

A‘- PR . , . John Lum, Ph. D. )
: B . + Lad Bilingual Proj. Head
M—éﬂ"”""w&:» v o2y o R, 217 , S
- J". ‘ '*' . . -: 233 " ,.. / ) '




" er tongues rather thanlet the schools s stress spec.a! Eng-

lish m:trucncn

-° ‘
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Monday, Aprit 19, 1976 Yy 0, Au,mn. Tras—Page M }
7 et ——— - " | \‘s JE Ry . .
‘ oj] e . : , ‘- 1
-,T}' 'f“* 353 5 3?{13
“ = : # .\; 3 ¥ f;.
,YT, & » - ] §
l:Lﬁ 7 -Y memo 7 up Gisiind rs,andvz g 2 PN
L UL Womistembet The confusionhas grown out oflﬁst summer's litt2.rol- ’
\\ -\SHI\G TON — 'rhe,?realtn, Education ahd Welfare iced HEW document known as the “*Lauremedizs.* after
Department, sezkin2 to clear up a grovingJ.Sfeduca- a. 1574 Supreme Court rufing (Lau v. Nichols) invoiving
tion issus, Las qu ‘elly"aliiymed that 1t isn ndatory Chm%e-spaag\-nd studnr Ja San Frazzisco. Tha st |
for school &:stricts to ;lar vidd L eldu tions-to  deatss ?L:',nt :;é;ecsxa.e cation prozrams to combai lan- ;
a chndremhasop imary l&rguaga is not Englis guagedaiicie .- . :
The positon, ecpreasnc’i in an interan mamo by HEW's # The Supreme Court did R r“‘l\‘? Sa-\ Franm:ro or ;
Office forCrvil Rights, affects 333 school systemswithan 2ny other school district to start bititguat prozrams for
le;t}:matedl 1 million studentq who spaz‘hhttle onoEng- limited-English-speaking Children so thev might receive .
15 . o 2 tunity. Nospaciiic rem2
)'rhe memo, sent ApfilBto réﬁlonai HEW officials, isin- ::;,%‘;g? d;: s:&%’éﬁ?g"afm ;:l: {ar ihe%hyhas r.oe ff;;'{:; 3 4
‘tended to uclanfy the --mxaun?;rst‘an ds‘t',b)tsomeof speclalpro'xrans AR : ‘
the government's own rights and enforcers 2bout a senst- 5 . .
' hvez’pohcy paper issuad last summe: on thé Hispanic- - Rather, ina majofity decision “tritten by nox,-retlr"(’\ i
—~Justice Wiiliam O. Douglas, the court said, ‘«‘Teacnm : .
American, American Indian, Asian-Areri 20 and other English to tre stu dentso( Chinesa ancest'-yi;on ot e& ,
aftected children. . T - 2 ChdiC . .
\;zany school officials have sharéd thése “misuader-" -Giviog instruction ?.thb group in Chinzse is ano-.ner i -
tandinas™ — particularly-the belieffnzt Washington ‘Theremay beother ]
ivas requiring them to teach these students history, math - But HEW's d'ocu!ment‘\"rf ten b{’-’: tas.s Iorc:. coné g
or otier subjects for at least sevecalAears Ia their moth- posed chiefly of bilingualisr advecales, used emanatic .

language which made it 2ppear that bllmmm p‘o rwams
wereindeedb2ing mandated. - iy e

I 4 ..
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. serme of his coltea gy it privatzly. Shmabadz trad
ogramsto ramglyJan inien a sec_-on-_l, or22nd, time and oot
ety rv_:r" wrkien mamo was s.ed B HEls
' a'*:?‘" —5.T Gifice for Civil ?\Eg}.s ¢ Aprit & Jt 52033 was ot
nELHN to -.r=~ zoousl masdator y‘* setool 2istricts o provide bilizgual educa-
. Gi N2t RKineseis tien.o. anestimalad 1. mildon ehltdren wwho sp2ak litde
’ 3’-?4'“ mayte: " orno Eaglish, ) . .
i S:.') ., ihe CUL.\. B Ph .Ul‘r-ﬂ_,h-o SaaFrancisenor ACC{)" Belcd LQ 80 r'g Ly S;’)'\'qsmaa, :he mi‘:ﬁo SFaz ;v
arv etner 5¢ho0l distris: tolaunch bitin: _v:'.lc ogramsfor  interded to“clafi /At misemiorst ncing’ hysomaef
. ; _1?1 #1032 kmowizdge of the Erglisi languazawas  tha govarnmeat’s own civil rights z22l0ts atout the t:—.sk :
force's 2ecres. . -
t sort of a dzcisionis s g at aad drink for the , There was, of c'u“s no poss: v of "r'us"n
nitents in iz £2deral ureaneracy. Last sum- d-'rssam’.r 1 what tz2 fask focse Laf'z‘"a c’c-é Lavhedy *
, R _saifﬂ, Educatinn, and \'ve iace “iask force”  whocould read n2tuzally had o assune Bt HEW *'d'-d :
20+24 mostly of zdw seates ©f Ginguatism ia the  was rec;.::*:'gs 00l di5tricts o teach forzign laguazs. |
13, isstiad & swessis £3 u.;a, whos2 lanzrage  spealdng cyildren histery, mathk and claer s b}e-:ts {1 :
rr;,z«ie it asosar that the Court :1au mandated ; unma‘ their motner tonguefer several ye ars ratharthan p rmiR- :
Looamams. Ti": cronsuncem:at 32d fhat schoal Cisiots ting the schoats To stross specidi English instruetion. ~, 3
f)-"‘u to be ra gec!:'z the lsm Zeaze deficienciss of Obv---ml'l tha bu"zu.. 72‘!‘\:-.3 oa tha teos LCF’I‘BE
elzmantacy schosi chil 1ren “musr.i 3!3::1&&!‘ tretask  theught trey ceuid zZet away vith 2 fﬁat e Thiska g
fares's remadies — ali of w-hich stz essed bilingual wuca:  comann fm of aezance among activist” liberals 3
tica. . - \.!‘o..;e ccr.n::ced yf now best, and rever ,-..rc! what
, Senzramadies. They gavethess schonlsthechoiceofa  tholawsays. C tiaih 1 20 cthy prolestsizor numarcys
treasitinnal perind” 2imid at hoving studeats laam in  school districts, e_y had to tack dmm. -,
Eaglish ofrer seyarsd 52455, or A “muttitagual muuc.d :

ola, \,‘mo tax

am dxyiansd 1o produce students who muld So urw. HEW has i.fcrm‘::l tre pes

iz aare than two lanpuazss and cul- zm..e* I nog g ’:15’-2:-'- sohicsls, thatir -
wasal m.‘.*-.‘i 1. ren-—dw ;'
%3 3;:.*‘.3c adie. Namercus 2T “enfor- \'.'%eiruc andfnnl ::.a'- ‘rc ‘pot
ATST L sehcol Cistricts that thay had to have  exclusive -
A:n;':.:}l.p:og ams. S22td2, for example, vas Lafor :::.-’:d ’ ~m='..= l th2t a2 —ttil, of Course, BT Haenal
by & regienal divector ihat it v-as “re»-mrw" to su y e farafics accldestally mek2 vaother wistake, 02 pucpoze.
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" BELL, RESIGNS AS EDUCATION CoviMIssroviR' ¥. S. Education Commissioner

Terrel el reslgned yesterday to become head of the U“ah higher education system.
Bell wh > carpe to the Office of Education in Ju=e, 1974, will ezrn $4‘-8 600 in his new_
job, compared with’ 37 860 at CE, In announcing his move, Bell noted he rill "have ‘ !
three kids in college' next year. President Ford  has accep;ed,Bou’s reamn“gmn but )
oo

no successor has bean announced,

In tzlouble over the sec—
ond of three seis of 'guidelines” it sentito school districts last sumr?er, the Office for

OCR SAYS BI.LINGHAL GU IDDL"'\"}"S "MISU\IDERSTOOD" .

Civil Rights has tmd its recxond direc ,pr.:, and education branch chiefs not - force OCR .
bilingual education remodzes on schobl districts. Ina térse note, OCE‘! Elementary an .

S=condary Division direcior Lloyd Henderson says there has been somsa "misunderstandi :
concerning the guidelines and asks reglonal directors to r.lear ;11\_ In‘.t‘er- up w uh the:.;: ., ‘ ,

Sta-[fs, . « . A . i ~, _..'i: A --n. < .._:..
- . .o . . " . - w3 - - - r.o

CRIR S

’ R ) :

Currg ntly,, Seattle, Washmoto*t schoal offxcxa.ls are threatt.nm—‘ f:o sue because Ki’ W 1» )
_ withholding anynew funds from the district on the grounds of alleg;ed violations oBlast .
summer's gmdelmbs. ¥arlier this yea®, OCR revised and modified detailed rules on
discipline sent to all school districts at about the samwie time the b'lmm..al advisory went

.
: i .

‘.lt . . P . el aes e plEN Tl L. L.
© - . .‘ K .,. .._"' (R I ‘..-"'..'.a‘- N ".".'f") ..J":-‘.').,-. . -.:\.\.: o ‘::;' z-’.,,c.r—&‘g~ .
~zer RS * P
. - PN

Lau D-strxcts AFfecLed T Fonowina the 1972 Laut v..Nichols de.c}sion which held. th

school distrjcts can't use prac..xces that "foreclose” meaningful education for non-Englis ’
spaaking younzsters, OCR came’ up with a list 0£:333 school dxsuricts it satad should "ex~ . L
2mine" themsolves for complia ce with Lau, The Supreme Court didn't say, and OCEL ?
mow Insisks 1ts guldﬁllnw don't say either, that como’iance has to take the form-of bi-s P
lingual educatlon, loz’lg 2 sirong ob;ectwe of mhority Eroups. such a3 Sna.nl.:..-su*named . '

--—- -—‘.' " . 3 s e 0
UL Y E' :.-.“i‘i':_:‘_':.?:
S Pa ot

Amerlca.ns. RS RIS .w:;':'_ Hes ] e ".t-:,:_g‘_ Loby R -

P
-

-O---:_Y
-v O -., .

Wha._ OCR dld say, He-xderson poin&s out, ‘Is tha'c bningw.l educaulon is ona vay af meet}. :
the,Lau requirement, bat so is "lmmersion" in English fnstruction, or any other techiti-
que 2 Scheol district can "substantiate," "The Lou Remedles axre guidelines only to be, .
used by OCR Investigators in.order to determine the the acceptability of a district’s plan,

- which 13 submltted pursuant to receipt of a’letter of noncompua.nc Moreover, ihe Lay :
Remedles are not exclusive; however, when a distrlct varles from the suggested OCR .

Femedles, a burden is placed upon that dis trxcu to show %ha" the Remedies submitted jr. 7 A
the p’ an wlll be effective to cure the vlola..;ons. . ’. R .

8 Satnimaitaing . e . - .- PRI - - -
- ..-..Eeuu on . up' w-c-v-')- % 1 m.ﬂs‘.a‘a‘:'m»ou STI90P1 o0 Mawitn 2o -
g‘:’af?, 1J0BmntSradoy NV Y. uw'm uc § &9 rweyam(zc’pxn 1200 P €O LTI 130 AW DA F AT L'y, ,w"fff. -Lb-a“'-rs;v'g:;:’.m
Nish o LW p M t..w—n ton Ve (Wathcnson - .
TN Exreuins titan Bty C Wy s - . PO On N ate 00 ANT 0 ATy it don Ll Lo eiPra D amiasiy
] EOITOA" EMLY C. maau.cu’»unov\W\a'a J:”N) u:mm. N:M.:ﬂdb,tnv-suynn-»\ LR
Eotmd S Vs aufaFasca, Comsteohee dtma.mwﬂm.;.n, 23Q , . [y
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T OTRBA THE OFFICES OF: M : RTTACEMENT E '
< : ) . ‘
Aldaerin Cchoa, Director Fred Dobb, LAY Consultant ~N
LAU C:ne*‘a] Assistzace .Center Qv fice of Bﬂm.a 1 Szcuh.ur-a“! Eduzation
In; iture vor Cultural -Plurelism California State Cepartmsht of Education
7 Diego State University (215) 425-2872 S .
(71 } 23 : r )

5-5193 X . : ..
. - * [y

FOR Ii%EDIATE RELEA ss ‘ April 22, 1976

In respoase to a numbar of issuas raised bty recent ar%ié?es in tha

. hasnxncLon RO>t tno San Diego Evening Tr1bunv,‘and qtber.newspapars con-
ger;1ng thz documznt "Tdsk Force Findings Spacifying Remedies Availadle
for Eliminating Past Educational Practices Ruled Unlawful ﬁﬁder LAY v,
NICéOLS", Rlberto Cchoaz, D1rec;or,lJ%fG=n°ra1 Rssistancé Center at Qan
Diegn State'University and Fred Dobb, LAU ConSultant, California State -

Béﬁ;rtTent pf Education have issuad the following points of c]érffication,
) g . , -
. 1. The OFfice of Civil Rights, Department of Health, Educatio
and Y2lfare ilzmorandum dated April 8 coﬁtains no. naw informati;n.» kccord-
( m2mG, "The Lau Remadies are gu1de11nes onlj to be used hxgj/
Ciyil Rights 1nvest19ators in order to d°tenn1ne th2 accepta-
bility of a district's’ p]an which is sub11*ted pursuant to recaipt-of a
letter o.§non-compl1ance" with Title VI of. the 1964 Civil Rxgnts fict and
HEY regulations pu*suant to the Title. A]] of Lh° lef%nrs of nov—cc.p]]_
ance vhich thirty Ca11.orn1a _school d1str1cLs have a]ready received con-
- - t

. tain cop1es of the Lau Pemedi2s and tha caution that: . i T e

A ' - . ~

%

— . P ? '-/
S s — v ',.Vqluntaty compliance plans vinich set forth educational ’

-

174

1721/ strategies consie
. trategies copsistent with the approaches ouL11n°d in the enc?os-d-docu-
¢ ) qu
meat and which contain tne.ogsfr 1=nents spoc1fled tharein, will b2

‘ eccepted by cﬂls offices School d1str1cts subwztting voluntary comp]1~ s

ance. plans to thIS office wh.ch are not c0051st°nt with th° outlin=g

231
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gpn:o=;u2> cr with other rQQu1red
\

6f submission,

:c;?;L in ensuring equal educat

e timte . ————— -

2 2 Prescriptive/Diagrostic eso
- -

Task Forceé Findings

do not mand atﬂ bilingual classes

a1l students wihose prinary language is sther tihan English, thay do call
uron non-compliance «

stu;;nts Trom other languag

.

instructional prograns to meat those

A
on studant language dominance, g

bilingual program is th
scuad way of, insuring eéffective particjpation
r - s .

. Q.
A bilingu2l proy

developmant as is appropriate to thz langhage pref

. —atd ‘exsar;ience of the student.
" - . . ] =4
3.  In thzir presentation and int2rpre Lat101 -of the lau Remedies *
. cdl, precf -+
to California scnoo: distric tk, the LAY Centers have beoroasitisnl
; r—%»e ange points. For d icts hﬁPEh Have not besh Tound to b2
N © . 0'?";1'_- ’
in non—comp]iancc, tha Remedies provide bxsi-ena set of criteria &y
d-l >f’r)¢'¢‘ 'JJMIJJ

which to evaluau, z* r currentservices to Cﬂlld>~¢ from other 1an guzca
» . . ‘

.

<

bagﬁgrounds.
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It is the purpose of “¢his preeenter to emphasize the need to communicate
b »

- with and involve all parties concerned in the implementatign of any eguca-
tional program. The era of the school superintendent being.the -sole initia-
. ‘ - N -

) . . . e .
tor of all instructional programs/is a thing of the past. "In its place, the M
. \ * ¢ - - ) .
five-way input requisite for the implementation of any instryctional program,

bilingual or otﬁerwise,_now exists and involves: community/board’ adminis-

trétors;,faculty;_students; and parents. ) .

. .
LAY . .

Any of these groups can become the initiator but it takes all five ?"

[y

.

successfully carry out the change. It would certainly be unwise to begin
N \
before agreement has been reached by all -parties concerned. A token effort .

~
-, ’

will resuylt in the educational ekperiment falling victim to community pres-

sure, teacher resistance, student apathy, or administrator exhaustion.

a

In exploring some of the concerns that could be expressed by adminis- - 3 Lo
. ,,J/l‘ *
“

~

. trators contemplating bilingual education and especiafly the Lau Remedies 7/ E
/ . ’ , L ’ "r*' . C
proposed by the OCR Task Force, one can'readilyxsee the implications of these /

°

issues as related to the parties involved. Some of these concerns could be

. . ¢ ’ bl

as follows: N . ) - ) . K

. * - N & . .
[

»

. _ 1. Concerns on the Identlflcatlon/of the Student' s Primary or
Home Language
! . .o -
a. How is the degree of 11ngu}st1c function or ab111ty of
the students determ1ne77

b. How long will this assessment take?
2. Concerns on Describing Diagnostic Prescriptive Meesuree

a. Who{will determine'teaching styles\to be'used? - s

) . b. How is the linguistic/culturally different student’ -

. brought to the educational performance level that is *
. required by the LEA and SEA? \

.

e 3. Concermns on Educational Program Selection

a. Is b111ngu81 education the alternative needed in this . <
school district? . -
#

'“ Q ’ ;242() ' ' , | .
’, K . 234 ' | (




<4

.4'

5.

6.

*,
7.

8'

9'

3 \ - ‘
- <

b. How is b1lingua1 education different from other-programb
that exist in our school system? . ‘ ////

3

¢. What type of bilingual program do we want?' .‘. - o

d. ‘How culturally respomsive does our program Have to be?:

4

.Concerns on Required and Elective Courses

3

- N .4
a. How will local.ahd state standards of accreditation be” L

malntalned° . ,
b. Should the day be longer for the llnguletlc/culturally -
different student? - e e )
Concerns-on Instructional Pensonnel Requirements . é " A ’
a. Who will teach bilingually? \ ‘ :
b.: Where can I get technical assistance? | : \;~ , 6 -
v c. What other specialists andfzqnsaltants will be need&d’ :

! ~—

Concerns on Racial/Ethnic Isolatlon . _ ,"

‘

b. How can we involve the community, particularly parents? ' . , .

Concerns on Evaluation ’ ' ‘ LT N

a. Hoﬁ extensive should the evaluation design be? > .
»

-

b. .Who will develop the evaluatlon des1gn2 e
/

¢. How will p?@grees be meaeured" -
* - .

Other concerns . . E

a. We are already overcrowded, where do we hola "the bilingual

classes? ., ' .

..

b. -Will we have to develop ourown-curriculum?

-

v ~




* accomplished without the cooperation of the student, his parents and even

~
-1

&
~ o

N - R N v, .-

; o <d . .
- o c. Where do we obtain materials and other instructional aids?.

, d. How much will all this cost?: . Sy .
‘JI’ v ! . % N ’ ( - . ° E )

t As a practitioner of bilingual education, the presenter will discuss

possible solutions tq the afovementioned concerns.  Administrators will find =~ *
little differences between concerns for bilingual educatién and concerns for

° [y

. L A .
other innovative educatlonal programs, Tacties in resolv1ng the problems

- -

and in fulfilling the loglstlcs of any educatlonal progrip rémain ba31ca11y ¢ ’
; & * . - : 2
the same, ' : ) ‘ R .

.As possible solutions are discussed, one must remember that this
. - ) ) ¢

practitioner advocates a five-way input requisite.’ Agreement must exlst on . Co
P e

all 1ssues by all parties 1nvolved. Support, both'morally and f1nanc1a11y3
- A
must exist before full 1mp1ementatlon of b111ngua1 edpcatlon can take place.

Ident1f1catlon of the student“s primary or home\language is not easily

)
3 - RS ¥t Lot M

“

% ' ‘ ®. /’
his ‘peers, : To accompllsh-a/r~11;;}ic aséessmgﬁt of the linguistic ability

O{'% . ) re

of students, all resources | st'%e ut1112ed 'Staff with\ghe assistance of

- .
- o 5 - R

a native speakerlof ‘ hOm 1angua§e w&li probably have to de/elop asBess- L
5 & A '
ment measures. ﬂevelopmenQ'of assessmgnt measures.and actgal student evalua- s

tions could take as long as s;xamonfhs dependlng on g;a?f 11ngulst1c prof1c1ency
BT e e e )
and numbers of staff 1nvolved. Lot -§°5 C - .o -\

3
-I 1 - «I'

, lp” ¢ =~ f% 4 . !
In descrzblng diagnostic and prescr1pt1ve mea*ﬁrea for 11ngulst1ca11y

-
F o'

d1fferent pupils, admlnlstrators w111 find tﬁat Chis 5% ::ké con81derab1e'

3
[

t1me, effort, and coordination. In developlng thlw‘Séctlbn of the plan to ]
¢ A . :
remedy past educational pract1ces, adequate stafflng ii necessary.. Student ’ ;

- s Vs 4

records need to be reviewed 1nd1v1dua11y. Staff mugt, develop a reallstlc

° . x » ) s . B
time table to run concurrently with that of identification of linguistic’ v,
— ) r A AN :
progficiency. If adequate staffing does not exist, administrators must seek],: * ‘
- : - * \ R -
: . .
d' B \. y - M )
/ i - .0 .- R . N
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~ ' ‘ : .
. special assistance in this very important component. -
- A 'concern that ariseé*in prescriptive measures[€;~sﬁgk of “the, 11ngulst1c/ .
3

cultdkally different student attaining the q@ucatlonal pe ormance level' that

is requlred by the LEA ‘and the SEAL If diagnostic measefes are valid, tbere

4

N
should be almost no dlfflculty in designing prescriptive measures ‘to atta¥9

-
performance levels set forth. It should be noted here that LEA and SEA ad- ;!
. : o tooa
ministrators must ieview performance levels required and must assure that -

X .‘ - ) . o
these performance levels are realistié. Oné might.ask "Does this mean .,
watering down the curriculum?" And the answer -could be "No, but you cgn .

4 . . - g‘
certainly watch the overflow". ) . '
i ] . . é\g:_.,
In selecting the alternative to meet the needs of speci&l populations,
& . ) E \
\\\ administrators need onlyslook at local achievement testing data in order to

0

understand that E.S.L. and English immersion programs are not recommended
. ' -
- alternatives. Research on.the failure of theée,practices to meet the needs .

of special popula}ions is prolific. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights alone

has published six reports known ds the Mexican American Educational Series

which presents fhe staggering data to justify change. One need only te

-attend a bilingual conference and listen to testimonial after testimonial 3

-
-

on the need for' alternatlves Because of the pedagogical soundness’ of

¢ S -

©
b111ngua1 education, many admlnlstrators have wq;ked towa;d’ the implemen=- ) ?
tation of bilingual education in their: system. Some programs havegflouxlshed,

others have failed. Failure, as the practitioner sees it,‘habpens only when
. , .
v o

h " tokenism 1s the top priority in these programs.

14
<
v

While bilihgual‘eduéation is diffégent in philosophy becausé of its

.

great importance in the development of the self ‘image of a child, -it x..no

dlfferent-from any other approach in its 1mp1ementat10nn\ A good w1lling ,

-

' administrator possessing‘the ‘right ‘managerial skills will- have no prob;ems

A}

¥ .
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) : *- . N
¢ in formhlating the strategy to implement all compenents of a bilingual
4 e
pro%fam.‘ A 1 . ——
_The type of -program and the degree oﬁ cultural responéiveness that )

-~ [

the irogfam=shoﬁld.have must again involve all parties. There must be some
compromiges. ''One step at a time and that done well is the only sure way to
AN

succeed and excel." Many bilingual education programs under ESEA Title VII.

e

°

which initially were tramsitional became maintenance programs due to the

. Missouri philosophy of seeing is believing. Maintaining traditional standards
and accreditation ;:E\(ometimes overwhelm curriculum directors. Planning , -

closely with principals, faculty, counselors and gél,other parties concerned -
. 9 . N A \

can solve the problems of required courses and electives. A native speaker

Y

of the primary language should be represented at all plan?ing sessions. v
Duplication of effort should be elimiriated in sgheduﬂing classes in‘

middle or éécondary schools. Block scheduling should be strongly+considered.

The day for participants in bilingual cation should notvbe‘any_lggggg;ghgg_\y‘ .

N /
. - for any othe¢ student. LAY v, ‘

N Te s

A
Staffing is a problem even when school districtg-have all bilingual . -

. personnel. . So one can well imaé&ne‘the prok#ems faced with inadequate staff.
o -~ .

A good staff development coﬁbonent is a must. School districts must begin
¢ . )

, - 'with what. is available and make-plans for future addition of needed staff.
. . s .

Team teaching, 'cooperative: teaching, etc., can all be utilized. The presenter.
. N . 3 -
a

has foynd that a good professional teacher,even if resisting, is more effective
. / .

than a fair,willing one. : ' - --,__,q—«'T”fﬂfffi
r\'. M kd . o: ) s 3
There must at least be an administrative staff of four persons: a
.- a . 1°Y
L4
director, a curriculum media specialist, an internal evalugtor,.and a

vcommunity»liaiqon.’ An educational auditor who will report to the school

> - ~ e

board would confirm the findings of the project. Existipg ratios of student/

x

teacher caii_ still bé maintaine . g P

/ l T ¥ *‘f“322izi——-‘ . \ B
v ) ’ .
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. ratios prevalent .in the comminity. One way is to evenly d1str1bute pupils.

This can be done hy staff andfodf faculty in the summer’ mont 8. Egnmunlty

1, X
advisory board members can be pAesent at the distribution. On will find

ibution draws little critﬂsinx \

. . \
A '\ Community Outreach'Programs:have been very successfully implemented.

[y

v that a fair equitaple way of dis

So&e school districts use commﬂnit& members fOr instructional purposes, to
1

Y ~ Y

\ help in evaluatlon to speak to students, et/. he possibilltles aré un-

N ¢ *

. 11m1te . One word of caution: Communlty part1c1pa ts need as much orie ta-
_t;pn and staff development actdvities as the professional staff daes.

-: '\ N )
\4' The evsiuation design shoulﬁ be as\comprehensive as possible. Once the
| \ 1 \ .

\
needs asseiiment~1n all components -- 1nstructxona1, currlculum/materlals

- \n

acqulskzlo , staff developmenty-communrty involvement and. _program management
\ | \
/% -~ has been carrled out, realistic long range goals and short term objectives

:

o should be\izveloped -in the same five components. The evaluation deslgn should

a 4

°~- . also prov1d faor on-golng monltorlng and educatlonal é’ﬁitlng. .

The dev o menc of the evaluation design is time consuming and in need
N B 4 8

of ad quate stzf

“* cerned will fac ﬁ\

that is in agreemegt with the concerned groups: Staff gt provide the’/
» \r \ . .
B : RN . 4 . o
i’ leadership. i \\ \
. ,! N .
;Physlcal facllltaes will only be needed if youngetvchlldren are 1nvolved,

-

&
. su¢ as three or four\year olds- Adequate schedg};ng should solve any Yac111ty

hd - . A Y < 2, - s
Kproblem. v 'ﬁ\'_ “ T : RS ‘
-~ K v - » .
Y ‘t7\\‘ Curriculum, ané matenials for b111ngua1 eﬂucatlon proJects have. beev/ln

the development11 stages dince 1963.._ ﬁﬁ—;ators plannlng blllngual educatlon

v - -

- \1,/ ‘ :‘ ! . » . ‘q R -

e ~
ST et 23924577 ; L

especially ine the lower elementary grades will f;nd that some teﬁiiI"ls
[3
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A

-

/several sources: local, 354E3¥and fedérals There must be effort by all three.
‘ » a/ .
To depend entirely on federal funds will cause utter dependence on funding .-

¥ J ' .
available. If not. available, this practitioner can find no better way to

utilize the talents of the profesgﬁonal staff and involve them in an
» . .

B

exciting project. . .

e )

Regarding cost, it has been estimated that S&gingual education where

small numbers of .special populations live will cost about $1,500 & year per

child above what is normally expended. Cost per child is less in school
. , .
districts where speciéf pdpulations live' in greater numbers. Administrators
@ \_/ , 3 - ° > . . ’
worrying about the budget only have to look back at the introduction of the

-~

< . s

P

- ~
They will confirm that innovative programs

¢ (-4

méagrn mathematics approdﬁh, the implemextation of SRA and other reading

programs, speciaI education, etc.

" L)

¢ 4
—~ ~

‘are expensive.

I3

Knowing that innovative ﬁrdjects are expefisive will by no means produce

.

}heﬂrevenuezﬁeeded to carry out the pfojéct. Administrators must look at’
~ . . . -

»

« Y

and chaos if not funded. Alternatives must be explored. S
¢ - . R S‘;D v .
“‘Té conclusion, this practitionerwould like to f§8htify herself as a
A

L4
- N\

bilingual education advocate and to express her opinion that in order for
< \ D .

- .

. . -
bilingual education to succeed the right Réople*will have to néurish ig.

¢ >

» . U \\ / . . : ’ .
. R . )
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* PANEL V:

) " \ . ' , . :\
Excerpts from Discussants' Remarks:

.
Y -

~ i 4
2 DR, CARDENAS ;- I have great d1ff1cu1ty in dea11ng with Dr. Lum's paper
¥ -
- because hé isn't here,and I'm sure that if he'were here he could add- much
. - R

- to what he has to say. I ha%e great d1ff1cu1ty d1fferent1at1ng between his

LA

i posltlons and the’ posltlone of the 1nformat1on that was submitted to h1m.

’

{ a1so do not,have an analysis ‘of the‘gamp;e of infoﬁhation.that was submitted

.

to:him. I do not know; for’example,'whether he askég the question where is

-

Lau.being implemented well and how is that -being done... .- N

PR J | ]

I agree with Dr. Lum
3 o

I’think more importantly,'however, ‘the comments that he has pre-

.. 't/(/‘ - o . . . .
tE‘ﬁhthere is a lack of upderstanding of the Iau
ﬁemediesf

sented reflect a 1ack of openness to understand the Remedles... When someone
- -~ / .

i~

‘N‘,f

ook-fenceg~£y con-

’Zzesn 't want to do anythang =bout a situation he-w111 1

N

. ceivable way out...

>

1

s

Ll

P

. Dr. Lum consistently.states that a student who-is now an... English
> 9
- speaker 'is not of concern: to thé Lau decision (even if he-us) a poor Engllsh
speaker The Lau.Remedles are concerned wlth children who may be of limited

—~
Engllsh-speak1ng ability because they have been part of an environment 1n

2

k]

wh1ch they haye brought to school agsther language and hopefully by extension -

another cu1ture.

‘We know that 1n the state of Texas any student,above shird _

"grade can probably pass an (Engllsh) prof1c1ency test,

Yet he may have

.EKC 7? \‘ ."-. 1

suffefed and mﬁy Be cont1ﬂu1ng to suffer educatlonal damage because of the

. - - v,

fact that he did not speak the 1anguage wheﬁ he came to school, and the

' educatlonal responae he encouhtered was 1nappropr1ate.g,86 we are talklng ’

’

about protect1ng a c1ass of ch11dren throughout their educational‘program.

-

N e ‘a

~-.

I tkink we would be maklng a, blg mlstake if 3} focuaed only on the 1anguage

T . s

L ' i S~
£

I think the Lau Remedies are ;aying to Bchool district put-yoursel

-

fthe student speaks’ ndw... ) - /

4 e

together, take the research and the knowl dge hat is ava11ab1e and come up

Py

r241’f’237 ) L .
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- speaking or bilingual students when th y are underachievinéi The Lau g

- resources... A

o Yo
. ¢ .

w1th a strategy that mﬁkes sense given your present a

e R N

I disagree that there is a demand for blllngual education for English-

¢

\
Remedles _pec1f1ca11y state that und ach1ev1ng blllngual chlldren may have

¢

- one of three optlons that are prescrlbed for limited Engllsh—speaklng students.

i

The function of the Lau Center is to pro:?ﬁe technical assxstancq\:hat

-
1

*

will allow the school district to embark upon {the problem solving, resdurce
- . . + '

identification and implementatioﬁ\{t:ategiéé'that will bring it into com-
: ’ - d ~ |
p¥tance. I would not prétend to go into a schoo} district with a ¢hecklist,

) .
with.a preconceived set of recommendations. )

MR. ANDRADE: 1It's delightful l}owing these charming. people because
. R ‘ . > )

th\y sa1d what I(had intended to say. T ) »

B .
. «
. N
. v . . -
- A *
- . \/ Ld -

*

trying to 1mp1ement the Lau Remedies. - f

..

PANED*V Szné\sas of Floor Discussion

Reseatch suggeéts‘that ESL is unsuccessful as an only program component
1 - /\_ to. had ’
¥ n . ¢ .
because language .taught as a-language is much, less effective than language.

~“ .

taught as a medium of instruction. . < w\)
ég»w Bilingual Edutation'brbgrahswgﬁbﬁlﬁ7ﬁot cost significantly more than’

m1n1mally good monollngual programs v , v

Lo P
S

School districts 'do encounter” frustration even- when,they &ré sincerely-

* 3

&

\
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PANEL VI: Introductery Statement

Panel VI addreased’toplc "I" (see page 4).. Tﬁe Pr1nc1pal Investlgator

< . was Dr: Edward de Av1la. Hla paper was entltled "A Few Thoughte About .

Language Assessment: ‘The Lau Decision Reconsidered."v

. ’ were Pr. Josu? Gonzalez, D1rectbr of the Lau General Aseletance Center --
. Chicago (IL), and Dr. W1111am Milan, Director of the Bllingual General

Agsistance Center, Teachers College, Columbia Un1veg31ty, NEw-York. The

2 .
. . : * N ’ .
panel was presided over by Dr. Frank Trujillo, membér of the Lah Project °
) : ' . )
Advisory Board. Dr. de Avila's paper is reproduced on the following pages.’
. ‘« N
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" _The opinion of the éupreme Court of the United States in the class suit

'

Lau vs. Nichols was delivered ianuary 21,r}974, but its.mandate with respect

to providing oothnglish—epeeﬁing children in this country a 'meaningful .

opportunity to participate in the public educatlonal program" is not yet

close to belng met. In this paper we w111 review the outcome of the Lau

declslon and the.subsequen;,and 1nev1tab1e questlons of language assessment

.

1 which have Ween raised at both the national and district “levels. We will

then discuss 46 currently available language tests in terms of some commonly

) Jo'

accepted notlons about the ‘structure of language and the general questlon of
language acqulsltlon in  relation to development. Finally, we will consider

. .
that the problem identified by the Lau decision-may be a much broader one

which can only be solved through ‘the simultaneous censideration of linguistic,

f:‘"\-..,__wt; . b 1 "

developmental and socio-cultugaﬁ\factors. 4

The problem raised in the Lag action is a matter of language instruction

-

- speclflcally, the fa11ure.of a school system" eesto prov1de English lan-

guage instruction to approx1mate1y 1, 800 students... who do not speak
o

Englxsh..." Thi$ failure v1o}8fes section 601 of the Civil Rights,Act of

L

E S
1964, which bans discrimination based on race; color or national origin in.«

programs receiving federal financial assistance. X
‘. [l

°

Almost immediately after the/igu rulipg,f%he Office of Civil Rights'
(OCR) requited all oiqtricts receivingyfedera} funds‘to conduct a "language
bdg;ey"'to ident%gz those childreo wh;se homeglanguage‘was other theh English.
" When OCR foliowéd up the Lau decision with this survey and compiled a list
of 333 school districts whlch were "out of compl:ance" with' the Lau decision,
- and subsequently prepared a set of guldelines to be followed by these school

- >

dlstrlcts, the 1ssue of language became both a SOCIO-pOlltlcal and legal issue

i

for the entire country At the very heart of this issue, lay the strong -

-~

Q. ! < . | 25 251" -. ' :
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4

implication that school districts found to be out of compliance with the’

v .
’

Lau decision would run the risk of forfeiting federal assistance for special

L

. ~
programs. Insofar as this meant a possible loss of revenue school districts -

- could ill'affofd to lose, district offgcials sought guidance from OCR. .

>

. a :
The upshot'of all this was that OCR, in an effort to assist school .

’
‘e ¢ - o

districts, prepared a set of recommendations which have come to be known as

.
.

the Lau Remedies. The recommendations in the Lau Remedies are meant to help,

[

" school districts from running afoul with the law. As such, questions

per taining to‘assessment,'linguisfic development, classroom placement, pro- .

. -

gram design, and so on, which were normally under the purvieweof the "educa-
A

i o 7.: - . . " . . .
" tors, psychologists, linguists and other social scientist$ became the default

(%

responsibility of OCR officials. And, in-the absence of "good -hard empirical
evidence" OCR officials were called upon to set up recommenddtions to provide

ready-made and practical solutions to some of the knottiest int®llectual

- “,—e » N F.1-3

. .
problems which have for years beset practitioner and researcher alike:

Since the basic issue in the Lau décision was the fact thit the

approximately 1,800 children involved in the_éase'did not speék English,.the

>

question of language assessment became a focgl point in the Lau Remedies. S

¢
-

In fact, it would seem that the issue ofolangﬁagg assessment formed the very

.

basis of the Lau Remedies since all else seems to follow from a determination

of the linguistic make-up ®f the schools. In the following, we would like

,to examine the issue of language assessment. As will be seen, an examina- -

’ s

. . L g .
tion of this issue reveals a far more complicated picture than originally
understood. Unfortunately, this is a picture which is characterized by

L) -

pa;adoxes, dilemmas and any number of unresolved social and political issues
[} N L)
which are mot as amenable to change ag we might think. In fact, it may turn

out as we believe that language per se is not the problem, but rather a
: s

' ’

. . .

2

" ERIC . | . . .
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e ' : v
unique combination of attitudes toward language, ethnicity, self and®

. .
society. & ‘ ,

v

° As a means for helping districts determine whether or notvgbéy had a

civiT rights problefi,, OCR, in the absence of a research basé{ developed a

) “
- five-level system fbr categorizing school childrgn's language patterns:
N

A. Monolingual speaker of the language other than English
(speaks the language other than English exclusively).
r

B. Predominantly speaks the ianguage other than English
(speaks mostly the language other than English, but
speaks some English). '

c. Bilingual (speaks both-the language other than English
and English with equal ease).
s -
D. Predominantly\speaks English (speaks moatiy.English,
but scme of the language other than English).

-

, E. Monolingual speakern of ‘English (speaks English exclusively).

‘9
, . (Lau Remedies, 1975, p. 2),

. - AP - -7 e N 4
i < 7 N ; !

With <he possible exceptions of the two extreme levels (i.e., A and E)

one is immediately struck by the loose manner in which these levels are

]

defined and that as such, they bear no reSemblance to the "'operational ]

definitions" found in the sciences which require that ddfinitions ‘be given \

’

in terms of concrete bperatipns, s%gb as scores on tests, numbers of items

. passed and so 'on. What this means, infortunately; from the“point of view of
1 -« } ' . )

i_ a :esearcgdg; is that there is no clear way of deciding how these categories
| , . 1 . . .

apply to actual behavior, whether it be in the school or in any other lin~

fuistic context. One is also left wondering if the partitions provided in
. L ™~

1

. this system bear any resemblance to the qualitative/quantitative staée§

L} -~
found in second language acquisition. .In which case, it may be that what we

e

are referring to as a language deficlt is simply the natural expression of
‘the’ different levels or.stages of second ladgﬁagé acquisition.
e . 4 - s.e »

. 253

. w7




professionals working in these centers to provide the leadership in working

R}
- . v

From the measurément‘poipt of view, as it will be géen, the five level
system set up by the Lad Task Force lackéd eitqer tﬁéaiéticiluaﬁwéﬁpiEical
basis and,,in that sense, was totallyadictated by the practical need foy

having some system which made sense and could serve as-a’geqﬁral guideline.
: . R , ot .‘ »
The major difficulty lies not so mbch in the fact that the system was arbitrary
. - o .
but that its relation to either theory or explicit measurement procedures

was unstated. ‘in this -very real-way, school districts were left to their
own devices. Ag\will be seen from the following analysis,\échool districts
have been  hard pﬁt to find much in the way of meaningful solutions. éonversely,

not wanting to place itself in the position ‘'of advocacy, OCR has found it

equaldy difficult to offer very concrete recommendations beyond those dealing

with the legal aspects of the court's ruling.

-~

- ¢

-It is fortunate that the Federal Government has, within the past year,

funded a series of Lau Centers whose responsibility is to assisg schools

found to be "out of compliance." It will become the responsibility of the
& . N

-

) A . .
through .and clarifying some of the above-mentioned issues. Insofar as-these

centers are anly now getting settled; the prgsént discussion will not in-
- - . - -

clude their variocus approaches to the different aspects of the problem:

[ -
£

or a more dgcaiied discussion on some of the directions being suggested

by one center on the question of languagé aggessment, the reader is encouraged

to review, nzales‘andQFernandez (1976). By the same.token, the reader

interested i a more detailed discussion of specific problems and recommenda-

tions with r pecf’to the testing of children from Spaniéh—spe?king homes is

- .

referred to—DeAvila and Havassy (1974), as the presept discussion will be

st - e . ) .
Iimited to a more general coverage-of the isgues as they pertain to language

assessment and the Lau Remedies.
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-

The fundamental issue underlying the Lau decision lies in the fact thht‘

. . A .- . \
there are significant numbers of children who are being\denied an equal edu-

>

cational opportunity by virtue of the fact that the& may or may not have the

English 1anguage.skills necéssary for full participation in the current educa-~

tional system. It is, therefore, the responsibility.of the educational .
. i * 3 .

leadership to find ways to assist these children so they can more readily

-

barticipate. As matters-currently stand in the United States, they are not
going to participate if they are not proficient in English.
On the surface, the problem would seem simple enough. If what is

needed is simply providing English language skills;'as many seem fo believe,
. \ & . .
then the solution is simply inh ‘deciding which children are in need and
/ ¢ + > ~ - ‘6 .

aqsigning them to special remedial classes. However, thé'problem ig far

°
IS

™~ more complex é;;rd
. Let us begin by considefing the prdblem of testing and by_asking a
. L S - .

nuniber of questions, independent of Lau, about.testing: Are there availablé

instruments? Are these instruments compatible with the backgrounds of the -

. «children? Were they conceived according to the phonemic/lexicallsyntact%ﬁ"
: L Y
patterns of. the language Ehey are assessing or are they simply translations
. R

of an Engliéh test? Do they provide the kind of info 'tziohlthat will assist

the learner or do they‘simplf fulfill lékal requirements. \ Do they .provide

ontexts (i. e:; does

T

results which are 591§istent across different 1inguistic

the child speak the dame way in all situations)? Do they stand up psycho—

metrichlly? Do they test all of the varlous aspects of language? Does the

v

procedure for écorlng and—interpreting the test cohsifér the pOSBlble in-

fluence of//évelopmental-factors on language acquisition? Do they provide
-9 ‘ v * ' - i o ' 'o . !
AP comparable results across -tests? Do they provide results which simultaneously

.A/ meet legal and educational requirements? Lastly, are there specific programs

*"
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yother than English and Engllsh with equal ease.").

of asking this question is by asking whether or ot "dominahce" in and of
o ?

. matched for each of the five language levels, and 1f . 80, do these programs

‘”carry equal status with other programs, or are they s1mply the old programs

redesigned for the ' culturally dlsedvantaged" in 8 new form? Let us consgi-
. e .

der some of these‘questions. As will be seen, we have no specific set of
. ~ ¢ ,. “'Q -
answers. We do, however, have a great many questions. .’ . 7

¥ Al - .~ ﬁ
From the point of view Lau the only defensible reason fbf testing :\\\

is to determine which childfen do or do not have thée requisite .skills to
. - i * . . M "
allow them to participate in the current educational sSystems, i.e., are they -

sufficiently proficieﬂt in the'English language to participate.in the "ma n;\‘:

stream” monolingual setting. With this‘ettitude many have interpreted the '

problem as one of simply determining whether or not .a child is "dominant" in
. N ‘ - * [

English. \ The unfortunate part here is that whiie a test of language "dominance"

3

may be a convenient way to satisfy the legal aspects of the Lau dec1s1on, it
tells nothing about specific needs of an 1nd1v1dua1 child. A student.who -
scores intehe 79 percentile in English and the_65 percentile in Spanish is

> 2 ‘ ot

eagily classified as "English dominanpt." The real truth is that that child

] ’ . .
may have problems in both languages. Or what about a student who scores in

4

the 65 percentile in both lénguages? Accoriing to the Lau categories, heoof
b1 s N . av

. . . ( .
she‘would be classified as a perfect bilingual ("...speaka~Qoth the lariguage .

&

e

The real problem hrere is that the concept of "domlnance" is iXl~-defined

.as the Lau categorles.* Moreover,,How does the concept -of dominance clarlfy

= oy

-

the relatlgh beCWeen the child's llngulstlc devélopment and school achieve- ~

ment in such a way that we.can aitually do something about it? Ahother way

.

itself determines either what is learned or what can be learned.,
‘:' . - . s ’ . S ‘ -
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s Almost 1mmedlately after receiving the Lau Remedles, school admlnlstrators

SRS, - 2

S o Coesw -

asked for help in dec1d1ng which test to use. The 1mmed1ate answer was tﬁht
. v ¢

they .should use the valid one. But which one is valld’ Inasmuch a8 the OCR

Remedies.speeifically state that the intent behind the district's assessment

RN

#of ligguistic ability is."...to place the student(s) in one of the following
. ! * .7 ) ‘

categoriés by language," then it is the Lau decision that has served ag cri-

.

_______—__ltexloa—va}idatlonaand_the/Instruments a district uses are valld if they can

place students into the five levels or categorles set out in the OCR Remedies.
a

a -

What thls has meant is that to a large extentj the naormal progess of

.

¢

\\//research has been suspended as’a result of the need for a practical action.

Furthermore, this has placed ‘oCcR persdﬁnel in the precarious p031t10n~bf

-~

having to make ludgements about an ingstrumentfs technical properties without

the benefit of research or a backgfonnd in the field, Howevef, problems'

-

associated w1th issues of predictive, concurrent, and other indices of

[ / .

valddity and re11ab111ty are techn1cal 1n nature and not particularly within
~N
the scope of thit discussion. The key point of the present disgyssion is that
] .

these are techpical issues associated with attempts to deal with the question
: S

+ Y -~ .
‘.

of whether or not a test really measures what it purports to.in a reliable %

way. And, with few exeeptions, these issues havgfheen subordinated by prac-

tical necegsity. Therefore, for the moment let us leave the more techmical
1 L]

issues of psychometrics aside and briefly-consider[the question of what to"* -

b N
measure. . : . -
' Baéed,bn.the project Best (1574, 1975) descriptive bibliography of .
] instruments available for use, in“the assessment of bilingual programs and

r

from-data compiled by‘the Texas Education Agency (1975) on oral language

% N - * —

assequent instrumentg, as'wéll as our own examination of available ingtru-

ments, we have eompleted a preliminary analysis of 46 currently available

Ky
~
N N ) “

.
e

Q . N
g . ’ Ay l ¥
ERIC - s

P s e . . . N
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: . s .
Vo . N ' . ‘
. . ‘

language assegsment instruments: twenty of these instruments are classified . .

. »

e . . B . h . -
as 'language dominance! tests; thirty can be classified as "language profi- . N
) N
ciency" tests and eight instruments measure both "dominance" and "proficiency." .

0

Further findings will be discussed below withig thefcontext~of;thehszzggggff~‘~\;N;~\\\~
.of "language. A list of the tests which wé‘examined is pro&ided in Appendix "A".

¢ . . . . X .
It is a '‘generally accepted notion that language congists of four primary : .
' . <. \

subsystems: the phdnemic system (the basic sounds of the 1aﬁguage), the .

»

- .
°

. @ 9 . R
referential system (the "words" of the language), the syntactical system - - /\
(the tules for making meaningful sentences), and the pragmétic’éysfem (the . . \

i . o * N . \ t.
use of language to obtain specific goals). .

-
- .

The foﬁndagion of any language is its phonemic system. It is from this
4 : .

¥

small sét of basic sounds that all ﬁeaningfullwords of the language gre con-

structed. For this reason if the student cannot hear the differehce ygtween ™~ )
- y s

' \, N

these basic sounds (decode them) then he/she will not be ablé to understand

» .

words congtructed from them in daily and instructional conversations. On W

.
-~

the other hand, if the stident cannot pronounce the sounds (encode them) \ o

DI . . \
then others will have difficulties in understanding his/her communications.'

. o . . .
It is these phonemes and the variants or allophones, which present the most \
J

-

\ |

- .

\\\infficulties to the student.moving from one language ‘to another. In addi-

-~

tion there is increasing evidence that familiarity with the phonemiggsystem { o

is a very importdnt aspect of learning to read and write. (C. Chomsky, 1970;/

. N. Chomsky, 1970; Read, 1971).. : X )

2

" 0Of the 46 language assessment instruments we examinéd, only four

\

included a measure of phoneme production; of these, three were tests of

.

~
IS

Sglnish prof{éiepcy, one was a\test of Engiish‘broficiency. We found no

.

ins megE\Ef?qpibef'as a fegt f language dominance which included a mea-

. ~_ 7/ ot
sure of phoneme production. . . . .

- : i
v - .
. N . \
' t . - . . A ’ N i \ e
Q ‘ et~ ‘
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There\gere, however, six tests whlgh/J__ggzed aud1tov; d1scr1m1ndtlon.
: \\ .
Four were tests of laiguage prof1c1enc}, and three- assessed both proflclggcy ‘

\
.

——____ and dominance.

—

EETIS\Qué feellng that the purpose fo

\

.
.
R - ——— s

1nc1ud1ng auditory d1scr1m1nation s
- ’ . \\‘\ \ s -
. ) and phoneme production”items in an assessmeat of language is 1n order to
¢ / o -
252" " determine ‘if the suhfect has ‘a problem with a slgnlflcsnt aspect of language, .
N SRR \ -
* e Eﬁ%ﬁ i. e., does he or she have a communlcatlon problem and thus a ﬂbed for help.

- . <

- \.

Whether a chxld prongunces the 1n1t1a11" " of the Amerlcan Engllsh’word ’ ‘

. "party" as -an h!;irated orzas an unasplrated stop there probably won't be
Y.
5‘\ . "/:n}‘lack of communlcatldn. On the other'hand,”if”the child cannot distin-
' —~
“guish between "sheep"\snd "ch;ap" or "&ellow" and "Jello" in e1thef cod1ng

or encedtﬁ there w1Il llkely be a breakdown in communlcatlon and/or an '

D

'occa31on for r1d1cule, as in the case of a v1s1t1ng foreign student who :

- $ -
- o~ S .
announced, "When I go out to dinner, I always’wash the hostess.”" Thus it - ' -

[

would seem that a measure of auditory d1scr1m1nation or -production should
yaras "\ . SRS
include the s1gn1f1cant sounds in she ‘target, language.
. . LN

h The referent1al system (lexical), the next level of language, consists - -

)

~

?

\\\ ‘
of the mean1ngfuI*unrts-constructed from ﬂhe ba31c phonemes. It ;s this

<
> '. 2

level of "words" (Lexlcal items or morphemes) whlch ultlmately determlnes

<

- ..

th’?meanlng of any sentence (Langacker, 1967).° In add1tion, it appears thst
a knowledge of at\least some lexzcsl items are extremely 1mportaut if note - i

absolutely necessary for acqu1r1 syntax of thg correspondlng language . ” o

- »

(Moeser & Bregma R l972, Moeser &’Olson, 1974) Unfortunately, in -assessing

the repertolre ¥e) referential unzts, substantial_ extrallnguistlc factors

.
. L '
1 [

. . — .

are encountered, art1cu1arly the student’ 8 level of'ﬁnucatlon and experience.

If the’ level of educatlon is high and the env1ronment~offers diverse eg;

-periences’ the student will learn' a wide range of'gorﬂso For the restricted




v

student the opportunity for word acquisition is considerably less. It is .
for this reason that most vocabulary tests correlate very highly with I.Q.

scores (Irwin, 1960) and sociqié;nomic class (e.g., Osser, Wang & Zaid, 1969).

In\gtﬁer articles De Avila and Havassy (1974) have argded against the use of- —
; LT . ' LN S e

vocabulary‘teSts in an attempt t¢ assess.the intellectual develgpment of chil-

'
' S

R ///ﬁren from non-English-speaking backgrounds. ’ N FEA S
¢ ? ‘ ‘
various levels of-lgxiéal ability: the ability to reépond to isolated words.

Forty-three of the 46 tests included in our analysis-claimed td measure .
. / ! . .‘, -t

Q.
L

I 4 .

Twenty-one of these tests assessed aural lexical comprehen31on, 16'measured’

\ ™ t

~ 3 b 3 \ e . - 3 3 b
oral lexical production; and six included a measure of written lexical

- I
N i . <

comprehension (i.e., reading).. ’ . ..
. ? S - - . ' . .
It’ is quite true, as Miller (1965) emphasizes, that a-sentence is not '
5 ' - . -

\

"a linear sum of ‘the significance of the words that comprise it.'". It is

also true that wo;ds in isolation may have different meanings. However,,the

- ‘

.

uﬂfact.that a student has problems w1th American Engllsh lexlcal items is an .

.t .
e N

1nd1cat19n5%f a weakngss whlch may c0ntr1bute Eg/d&fflculty in the mainstream J

~ ,& 4 '
- settlng. Elther thg studg?t haiﬂhad-ittfié or, no experience in the lgnguage.\\\\ ‘\\ .

> = s e
=" In é&ther icase, from ‘the p01nt f view of wﬂzz‘we can 1nfer from fhe Lau

i

decision, the ‘student has a 1anguage need or deflclt which 'may ldmit "the

= P ) PR -
- -~

. . , v
opportunity to_part1c1pate:..‘t o ) o
- N - > ' g s

The'third level of janguage ig the syntactical hystem (the fules for ¥ <

S - ~
: comblnlng“wogds into a° megnlngful sentence) Syntax 18 essentisl for the
v 4 ‘. L ° N
T understandlng of the language becaus the relstlonshlp between words provxdes A, .
B .7

g a maJor contr}butlon to the meanlng of ¢ unlcatlons 1@ that lsnguage. For
*, ’ Ies

A' . [ M v B
example, while the sentence "The cat chages the rat" has the same words as

the sentence "The rat chases the cat", they have very different meanings.
X . - l - N
. . . The meaping‘pf-a sentence- also depehds on how words are grouped. As in
1] . - . 0 '\)

. ) |




)
~

d .. ‘. ) / / "'
. /C—
Miller's (1965) excellent e§amp1e, the sentence, ""They are hunt1ﬂ§’3§§;?!h

[
I3

may have two dlstlnct meadlngs depending on whether we group are huntlng

. ‘ or "hunt1ng dogs. ) ‘ ' / ,. : |

-

The usual method of esse531ng 11ngu15t1c ability (and speclflcally,

syntact1 al ab111ty) is through the analysls of thejfubgect 8 llngulstlc' - .

-

production.

It should be noted that there are a number of problems inherent

.0

-

-

in using thls method to abséss syntax.

. i
1.k

ey,

- 2 .

.
s

TheAheanlhgs of the ‘results are difficult to«interpret ot
because they ‘do not dlstlngulsh between what ‘the sub- ‘s
‘Jedt‘ean dq and what it does do® (McNeill, 1970); .

-

J

stantial effects due/to sqQcioeco

/
omic class have

. Sug
655////\ be n observed (Moore, 1971); 7 o - K

,3.- _Interactions between situationmsand gubcultural - - |

\groups are often found (Brulkman, 1973); ” - \

4, Eﬁ is very difficult to know the exact 1nput the child
i

respondlng to; o .

5. “The interpretation of the results must take into ¥ - Zg
account the age of the subject’; and i
. P . .
6. Variations in syntax do not’ mean communlcatlon 13”'

x

necesgsarily lost.

)

L4
}hirty-four of the tests we examined included items assessing oral

3

-syntax comprehension and\ﬁb,measured\qral syntax prpduction: Thirteen

-

measured written syntax comprehension (i.e., readlng), and nine lneluded

o

’

written syntax production. . .
\ v

<

. 1

>

4
A

N

"'In an effort to isolate those tests which most completely’ covered the

fpuf,components'bf syntacticaI'ability ---listening, speaking; reading and
9
wr1t1ng - we found/ﬁivexanétr ents whlch measured both aural syntax com-
&

prehen51on, and oral pradyetlon as well as written syntax comprehen31on ‘and

™~

~  production. ’ Of thege/f:ve, two were proficiency tests for high 'school and
\/ . in -
.adult students of/iahggages other than Engllsh and three were Spanlsh and
- / S :
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. N , . SR
English "language dominance" tests-covering grades K to 12, Pre.K to 6 and

‘e»’v’*
"~

s N

5

““test’s were classified as tests of "language dominance.’
[ s

v
. '
l , » - -
. N . . . ' LT

K to 12 respectively. e ,
The fourth snbsystigeof language is a person's dbility to use the

N

4 . t

language %or his/her own yds (pra éiCSlﬂ Examples‘éf Qragmatic uge of
" . ’ . M / . -
language include a student's ability to carry out relevaps/taSRS'requiring
- . » ‘ ~ ’ r
language such as playing'with peers, shopping at the store, ;eading a news—_

3
-

paper, asklng d1rect10ns from a pollceman or wrltlng a letter to a ftlend.
- 7

rom our br1ef review it would appear, that this area has gdg;;;Tiy been

Cr
- . LS T

verlooked in both research and application. Only nine of .the 46 tests we
ed included, items which could be c1a351f1ed as pragmatlc.' These
usua;ly tobk the form of an oral interview with the subjegt who was direétly
questioned regardiné%hiélhgr language habits. Ali but one of these eighf

I&\’
/

As a final comment it is of some significance to note that while-the v

4

Lau Remedies encourage the use of prescriptive techniques, only one of the

4 ’

" 46 tests we examined contained any concrete suggestions as to specific

.

'act1v1t1es or exercises to remediate any of the problemg identified. -

.
°
. .

&

S
In: addltlon, ‘De Av1la (1976) has argued that the testing of’a <:h11r1

’

represents a soc1a1 1nteracglon between-three potentlallx’dlatlnct cultures’

v

as reflected by the ‘test administrator, the test itself and the child., In
“ 3 4 * -

those cases where these cultures fail to match results are bound to be -
EN Y -, i 09" . ¥
qnmlous.AAlong the same 11nes, gt is 1mpbreant to bear in mind-that the

o

test- dituatidh prov1des a rather 1;m1ted sample  of behavior requiring the

]
subject's full comprehen81on of thé "demand characters" of the test. Thus,
. ). W Iy
for '"ample, the ch11d who, for whatever reason, prov es térse Qr very short

. g . R L A
ﬁzequincy of lingufstic markers. - While, on the.other-hand, a child whé

. «
. -
- ~
4

' b

3 Ps ‘ . .
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°

offers the-lpné%r response, hasA;he advantage insofar as the probability of

a given marker reéults from the joint function of the child's linguistic and

’ ‘ ~ .

conceptugl&dévelopment in conjunction with the length of the ;espoﬂhe. In
) ‘ ey .
virtually no cases did we find a test which took all of these factors into °

?

account, either ,through pretraining or other procedures. Given the com-

. 8

plexity of the problem, it is probably doub:f/ulzh‘a: one could.

* s Given the myriad of hoth-practical a;d t;;oretical problems assgciated

with ;hevtest%gg ofy what would appear to be millions of chifldren, oh;\might'

. /wondef ;;.a'{:"/woulld be more api;roﬁ;iat'e to test the ling:;;;tic cqtﬁpet;ancy of
the‘%ggcé;rs; thus turning the question/addressed by the iau'aéci;ion arb;nd

™
&

and considering whether the institutions are in a position to provide educa-
I ) _° P . i ‘.
tional services in-a way which is compatible with the linguistic background

.of the children.

4

In summary, our review seems to show that different tests seem to

4 A )
: . I o , .

measure different things. And no single fest seems to measure all of the

various aspects \thought to be important. How well they do measure what , 3
they claim to is s i11~another€question. It would be foolhardy .to attempt

\ , toyeview the multitudinous fashions in which authors have attempted to

\ . .

validate their works. There seems to be no consistent pattern. Moreover,

) .
N +

since. to our knowledge-none_of these instruments was specifically designed

F'dl
¢
to meet Lau requireﬁents, it .would be ‘equally foolhardy to discuss whgthef
» ~ ‘ . ~ ‘
“ or g:; they were validated agaihst the five level category system. In ’

closing, thed, let us consider a few issues in the more general ‘sense.
. . A Py - ] . f

- . . / e » -
If the question involved in the-Lau decision is actually one of language

am

insg;uct;on, then there are thrce alternatives: 1) ESL; 2) immersion in

@ N » o ’ - . -

English; or 3) nasive language immersion}combine& with ESL.
— N ‘ , P

— ) v . \ R v
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In most ESL proérams, the child .is pulled out.of the regular classroom

‘for a short period of time and ‘given instruction in Englishr language arts,

»

then returned to the classroom where ghe/he does not co?:ifhend and cannot

respon& for the rest of the day. This leaves the child wytside of "parti-
cipating" in a full educational experience’. By the same token, it means

that the’ child's linguistic experience (;.e., ESL class tihe),is outside of

- -

the normal educational context. That is, as the child- learns Engliéﬁ she/

he is falling further and further behind.in all of the other subject areas.
In our review of =ome studies of attempts*tg\teach Tanguage to children
N\

findings indicate they have had limited success. \ip<fact, one'of\the ele-\\

;hw_njfﬁhnts of the ﬁzreiter-Englema (1966) preschool program is the teaching of

>

the concept/ of the négative statement such as "this is not paper." Cazden

(1972) cites the work of one ofsher students (Schrager) whdﬁigudied children's
use of negative statements exclusive of a language -leésson which set out t¥%

teach the correct syntactical constructiog, Schrager (1971) found 350 exam-

ples (out of a total of 396) of néﬁatives which did not necessarily.fit the
; . N -

1ntended structure of the language lesson. ) J

To thls we mlght add that Cazden (1971) reV1eJh@ a number of .studies
) P
which attempted to determine the extent to Uhlch linguistic coding ablilty

(i.e., ﬁldgblllty to use: symbols ut81de of th Learned situation) could be
; o ¥
. . - - . ~ , ..

assigted thfbugh 1ntervent1qn. From her rev1ey,fCa2den goncluded '...flrst

in the acquisition of language rse a§ d1st1nct£fr6m language structure, the
. <y

child is aided by what he is encouraged to say, not what he simply hears.
9

@

Second, adults seem to be essential for such jencouragement. Finally, ghemé
- . . Con 3 . - 5 « ° N i)
is a danger thit specified training’vill produce too specific learning."
Y . & °
. R . .
According to- Cazden (1972).the- above limitations to the strugtured

°
L]

acquisition of 1anguage are summarized in fwo paradoxes..- First, while

v
-




.

. '
. -
- < . -
\

—_—

>

parents present no formally structured approach to language instruction all

children seem to learn it as well as to generalize it to novel situationms,"
e

o

and second, whereas all children seem to readily acquire their natural lan--

guageundervndelyvarylng c1ncumstances, agtempts to provide direct language'

-

instruction 1nev1tab1y leads to 11m1ted 1mprovement over fairly short periods

~

of time. To this end Edmonds (1976) has recently'argaed that a full under-
standing of language acquisition will not emerge until.fhe process ,is viewed

within a larger developmental framework. *
¥

%?mpnd's argument has received strong support from two independent

sourcgé. First, Tremaine (1975) has examined "syntax as an instance of"

-

" operational intelligence" defined in the Piagetian sense:
The results strongly suggested that when children learning '
a second language reach the stage of concrete operations,
- comprehension of the syntax of both their native and their
second language improves greatly. In sixty-two out of -
sixty-five independent analyses of variance for the .
- operational factor,' it was found that-childrep classified:
as operational performed signifidantly better in both
. languages than children-classified as non-operational. .

# (1974, p- 48) / L o R

Y -

. . 3y
* 1

4

.
- .

What this meanaq}s that solutlons which focus on Engllsh language def1c1ts

el s

5
w111 be of llmnted success as long as developmental’factors are not taken into

¢ “ ey

- —— —— .y

f
account. - ’

A .

+

Second, De Avila et-al (1976) has shown that the performaﬁce of ove£
» - 5 ‘ hd
i 6 ,000 Mexican Amerlcan chlldren vn a w1de variety .of Plagetman tasks 15
S e
fundgggktally the same as.their Anglo counterparts when' lingulstxc and socio-=.

\

N pultural factors are controlled. On the- uther hand while the conceptual

developmeﬁt of ngican-ﬁmerican chlldngn seems ?o be equal to that of Anglo .

#
children there are distinct differences in school-related achlevement. These

-

§ dlfferences, De Avila (1974) has argued are due to llngulstic and socio~

-
~

N . - ’

- - . R65 . o

,(’
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ases inherent in most of the currently used educational approaches.

© %

e Avila, like Tremaine and others, has recommended an integration

.

cultural
~

As such,

.
* L}

of linguistic and developmental approaches and the dévelopmeht.of programs 3

»

been “nationally adopted in the OCR guidelines for Lau decision compliance

v T 'k , 1976). ‘ '
’ ( r?1 e ) \ - s . A

Complete immersion in English is cert%inly a viable alternative and one

which should have the effect of preparing the child for- pArticipation in thé
. ) s

educational process. Basically this is what we find in the schools today
and there a‘;:'e‘ any fnumber J¥ ;'.t.mnigran.ts f1:0m Europe and ot‘hei' places tfmough-
out tﬁe world, who will speak for ‘this sink-or-swim techniqué. ﬁith respect
to the Chicano,'Latih Amgrigan or an&?cﬁil&,iiving in a Pighly efhnicdlly
homoge?e;us neighborhoo@, the techniﬁﬁe hég;little chanpg‘for_gpccess.' The
. primary reason is that thé children areé simply not” afforded language models

‘oufside of the schoéls which are really aﬁy different from themselves. In -

! ~e - i - ~ )
other words, thene is little motivation for speaking ‘standard English out- °° -
v 4 . . ¥

- . e .

- Y

side’ of the schools, Rurther,‘whf even pry-whénpthefe'is }i}tle in.the‘way
“of pi?itive ?eiﬁforceﬁent for trying. And anythiné less thdrd perfect is
. ‘ y ‘ . o ‘
labeled as "pocho," deficit ot substandard. ' . co. Co

‘Paradoxically, it is also of some value to note that this'method has;.

had the.greqteét guccess of any of the attempts té*prbmoée bilingﬁaliém (see \\\' 7
t ) .

L
N s -

® . ) .
. Cohen, 1975; Lambert & Peal, 1972). The bitter iromy, however, is that it

N

2
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doesn't seem to work in the absence of equal status for both- languages. In .

.

otheﬂ words, Chicano children are s1mp1y not 301ng to want to learn standard

)
English as long as their own language (sub-standard though~it may be) is held
~ . : b3
as an object of scorn and ridicule. > T .

.

Potentially the third alternative is most unique and -enriching. This ’

v
.

approach offers full time instruction (entire curriculum) in the ch%}d's‘
native language with simhltanéous instruction-in English as a second language
in the same way that for quite a few years American students in some school

. \

districts have been receiving instruction #n English with simultaneous in-

struction in French or in Spanish as a second 1anguage. Through this approach

there is no longer any prdblem with getting the 11ngu1st1ca11y different

child to a level at which he or she can.part1c1pate; any child of school age

is already there in his/her native language. The results of this kind of

vprogram a;e multiple. . : v . - -

The 11ngu1st1ca11y dlfferent ‘child becomes a genuipe bilingual.“ The.

. -

] . ; ) s, . .
natlve 1anguage is ma1nta1ned and at the same time the schéol instruction

I

and the’ domlnant Eng11sh 1anguage of the environnent ensure that he/she be- -

.- ! ‘ A

-
. .

cofies prof1c1ent in Engllsh. In addition, a total second langgazj education -

-- whether it be Spanlsh of Chinese —~ could be made available te the ©o-

-t

.American Engllsh-speaklng ch11d ,wlth the concurrent advantages in attitude - L

and 1nte111gence, and at no extra cost to the sghoolﬂﬂistrlct. ‘;1§*
The assumptlon underlying the Lau dec1slon, and for that matter any

—
~ . N

programg aimed at the remediation of an English language deficit, is that
children from. homes ‘where English is not the first 1anguage will fail .in

o o .
the schools as long as,they don't learn English. Given the present attltudl-

-
i .

nal and organlzatlonal structure of the-scﬁbols, this is true. However a

. 7

deeper assumption 1mp11cit in these aPProaches is that unless the chai;’ Y v
‘ - ' L > 4 Cn, ‘ > - N ) e s '/{ %\:
, - . r . - N 26 7_ . Pid ., e s "i .
N doe T
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-

learns English she/ne cannot learn. This is simply not true. It haésthe

net effect of shifting the burden from the adult educator o the child who

¥ N

. -

can do little or nothing. . “ \
¥ ‘3, . '

-

If we wef% to tugn'the question around and forget looking at language
as an end in itself and look at what can be learned through promoting
bilingua}ism; an entirely different picture emerges, Recent work drawngfrom

a vaniety of sources would suggest that the benefit of bilingualism would

.

far exceed any short term educational (or linguistic) deficits.’

» 4 .
. ’ In bf‘far‘the most rigorously controlled eeries of experiments on the.‘ i
;relatlonshlp between 1anguage, intellectual development and school related ¢
acplevement Peal and Lambert (1962) matched monollngual and bilingual groups
¢ " to show that: - ) ‘ - )

. s
H3 E .
A i

The picture that emerges of the French/English bilingual '
in Montreal is that of.a youngster whose wider experiences
"in two cultures have given him advantages which a monolin-
gual does not enjoy. Intellectually his experience with
two language systems seems to have left him with.,a mental .-
flexibility, a superiority in concept formation, and a -

. more diversified .set of mental abilities, in the sense

. that the patterns of abilities developed by .bilinguals

. were more heterogeneous...In contrast, the monolingual
appears to have a more unitary structure of intelligence
which he must use for all types of, 1ﬁte11ectua1 tasks

~ ’ (Peal and Lambert,. 1963, p. 6. . [

Further review of the literature on bilingualism would tendyto support

\ . . - »

“?he above conclusions in research conducted throughout the world f gﬁ Singapore

(Tortanee,‘et. al{, 1970), Switzerland (Balkan, 1971) s‘Sodth Affica (Ianoco-

Worrall, 1972), Israel and New York(Ben Zeev, 1972) Westetn Canada (Cummlns

ted

and GuluStan, 1973 Mbntreal (Scott, 1973) and from the United States on

o (3

Cnicano bopulations (De.Avila and Havassy,, 1975, 1976; Cohen, 1975; Feldman

“

‘ N and- Shen, 1972). Accarding to Lambert (1976), there have not been any recent )

g U - K]
contradictions to these positive findihgsvyééch show def{nite advantages on

* [N

measures of cognitive flexibility, creétivity and diversity. Finallys*research

e -
® 3 R N - R ’ -
' « [ . \
) .

~ ) ©o o .




. R -
-
¢
a8 ’

-

~

.

°‘
. seem to provide further, if not stronger support for the contention that

.
¢

.

We thus come to what.is perhaps the Ultimate probl ‘whi
issue addressed by the Lau decision.is legal and its solution
&

, which is that the
the very problem that praduced the original litigation.

cuts ‘across every level of American society.
is but one facet.

* 2

Tyis problem really,
The problem addressed by Lau
As such, Lau is an indirect attempt to address the prob-

_lem_of language status through level means which unfontunately arg_not based
on what we know about education, or more importantly, dbout how and what

chlldren learn. ‘That it produces as many questions as 1t _attempts to answer

- is good. in.that it meaus that the educator, test developer and/or any other

perscn workxng with children for whom Englxsh is not the primary language,

v
B
=

will have to think'a 11tt1e b1t more*about what they are doing, lest we all
become co-conspirators.

‘ 2

o®

*

implications drawn from the study of "metalinguistics" (Cazden, 1972),wou1d

4

bilingualism is an 1nte11ectuaitasset, and not a deficit as has been believed.




-Appendix A® o

List of Language Tests Examined
J

. -

. A" . N
Assegsment Program of Eglly Ledrning Skills (APPEL) = . ;

Auditory Dlecrimination Test (ADT) o ) » - :"' S
Auditory Pointing Test (APT) - ) - :

Auetin Spanish Articulation Test (AUSTIN)

3§Qﬁc Inventory’of Natural Language (BINL)

"\v/; Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) | ' ’

Cemprehensive Englisﬁ Language Test (CELT) & '.

. ¥ * R
City College Language Domlnance Tests for Spanish-English Blllnguals )
Ambiguous VerBal Stimulus Test and Flex1b111ty Test to.Measure Language

Domlnance 1n Spanlsh-Engllsh Bilinguals (CITY COLLEGE)' '

ES

D1agnost1c Text' for Students of Engllsh as a Second Language (DIAGNOSTIC)\
i«  Dos Amlgos Vgrbal Language Scale (DOS -AMIGOS) . >

‘PrOJECt Frontier Student Placement Questronnalre (FRONTIER) -

Gloria & Dav1d (GDLA)

Hebrew Language‘Tests (HEBREW)

T

Ilyin Oral Interview (ILYIN) - ’ *

- -

o ' . <. ‘.
Language Usage (INTER-AMERICAN) '

Inter-American Series: Comprehension of Oral Language and CIA
James Language Dominance Test (JAMES) -
Language Ability Scale in English and Spanish (LAS)

Language ‘Dominance Index Form (IDIF) ..

‘ .

Language Dominance Survey'(LDS) .

Language. Fa¢ility Test (LFT) ' B
MATSSEA-CAL ‘ ' L

' . : |
MLAJCooperaxﬁve Foreign Language Tests. (MLA) »

Marysville Test of Language Dominance (MTLD) . . - /
) f
. - . ' v - . ’ . -
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N . . .o
Michigan Qral.Language Production Tests (MOLPT)

Navajo-English Languageﬁ?ominance.Ahseasment (NAVAJO-SPOLSKY) ﬁfﬁf

Orientation in American'English Placement & Proficiency Tests (OAE)-

Oral Language Inventory (OLI) "

.

oral Language Proflgaency Test (OLPT) . E :
Oral Placement Test and Oral Production Test (ORAL:\\—\\

. Placement Tests for Speakers of Other:Languageg:?}LACEMENT-ABE).

1
L]

Pupil's Language Usage Inventory QPLUI) Lo

Peahody Pictyre Vocabulary Test (PPVT)
a
Pruebas de Puerto Rlcb. Engllsh Language Test (PRUEBAS)

Spanlsh-Engllsh Language{Performance Sample (SELPS) ‘ -

Engllsh Phonemic Unit Productlon Test & Spanish Phonemlc Unit Production

Test (SKOCZYLAS) e, _ .
¢ . - . - '

Home Bilingual Usage Estimate {SKOCZYLAS)

-~

Spolsky Spanlsh-Engllsh Language Domlnance Asseggment . (SPOLQKY )

Screening Test for Aud1tory Comprehen81on of Language (STACL-Short Form)

L4

SWCEL Test of\Oral English Productlon (SWCEL~-Eng. )

SWCEL Spanish Oral Capacity Test (SWCEL-Span.) ..

Test og Auditor§ Comp ﬁ;nsion.of Language (TACL-Long Form)
) Testefof Basic Language Competence in English and Spanish (TBLC)
Test of Language .Dominanee. (TOLD) ¢, '

ZIP Test: Langdage'Fagrllty Section (Z1IP)
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,‘ig\\xcoges, we don’t even, have a basis to argue its relevance foplearning. - Any

“«f

" ERIC

‘
kﬂﬁwﬂﬁ

- DR. MILAN: As longaswecontinue to define {'dominance" in terms of test

+ yielding an objective measure of competence, it may actually produce a ready

PANELMWI': Excerpts from Discussants' Remarks ' .

\
.

’
-

test, no matter how pgychometrically valid, defies the most crucial principle \»f

. .

of sociolinguistics:  contextualization... Let us not forget that the testing
*experience is also a sogial sitoetion,le very abnormal one. As such, the” =

testing context can impoSe serious inhibitions on the student. Rather than

. . . . - S
ing of very limited performance... . vl y
- il N . ‘ ’ . ¢
’ . R
On the issue of pPagmatics, ag a sociolinguist I am forced to frown upos..
. . i « 1

a test tﬁ%ﬁ’will consist of self-report items in which childhen describe -
: . t M - s
their own language behavior. 'Such questionnaires are notoriously unréliable...

" With regard-to English immersion programs, I wish we could put an eyﬁ ..

“once and for all to the myth that the so-called immersion method is a viable

alternatlve in American eddcation... The success of those rlgorously con-
'~ -
trolled experlmehts\thAt we read. about are 1arge1y the result of the ideal

5 ~
3

" cireumstances under whlch they Vere conducted. Lambert, Tucker pnd Glles.,. e -

were not deallng with ch11dren of 1ow socloeconomzc background. They d1d not .¢v "
oy ) ~ .
have to work with teachers who hold no expectations for theée children and

, . ‘ ‘ N
-thus cause thém to perform accordingly. They were not fackd with minority : R4

community attitudes towards the majority culture wgich are detriméhf?i to

‘ 4 . ! ¢,
‘the acquisitidn of the majority language. They did not have to deal wlth at ot
) . A,
~8chool system that 1s~b831ca!1y hostile to the populatlon 1n questlon.,.

- o - 3

Are we talklng about the school as a speech communlty? If 80, could ’ 'Agizl

v’ s o ‘ N R v
< it be that we nave there a speech commmnlty with w1despread ntra—gtoup*“
i (A . » ® "
multiljngualism with patterns-we must 1garn. 1 mean, could 1ﬁ\be that the :
- . o

student's use of hid natlve vernacular at - homeﬁand in the peer group may be v




’

.

v

-

< "

due .to soc1a1 pressurés rather than .to linguistic competence”
BN

*all, languages may not be the issuei.. .

g
A

LSY

Perhaps, after

4
.

as determrned by multlple,comm

’ '

I would call "&omlnance" the highest rate of effectlve language usage

Y

1ty-def1ned soclollngulstlc constructs, 1n

[y - -t

If «s0

Y

other wordg, diversity of domains through a broad‘repertoire range.

def%ped, thlen and only then, will the measure of dominance have any relevance
: ) . )
to learning. oL . ‘ )

'

, @ " ' L ’ M
Do we give up on the tests complétely‘and say Q!‘cannot use .

DR. GONZALEZ:

measures like- that, or do we... use the 1nstruments, imperfect though they -

>

may be, USlng the best-thlnklng available, and accept for ourselves very

I thlnk that if we at least know that the 1nstruments .

~ -

inodest expectatlons?

"are faulty, that.the information they provide does not préscribe instrucétion,

<

) - » 3 " T \ 0
then we can use them with some benefit (until better ones are deéveloped)...

i

ERI

PAruntext provided by enic [l

?

Q

~

' PANEL VI:'

Al

\

a

A Y

t
~—

(We have to use common-sense alterdatives in the classroom.)
. < . - )

’
B LY . .

The teacher

N

does conduct research projécts in the classroom every day.

o

-\
. ‘ K

The teacher does

mot run to the computer in the

>

feed all the stuff in and wait

.

instruction.

. ~

4
/

;

Synopsis of Floor Discussion .

evening after goingihome'from the class and

st

1

for it the next mornlgg“ggfore cont1nu1ng w1th

A} . ¢ !

i

‘“"Dr. Troike (C%nter for Applled Llngulstacs) urged

“

A
the méc\ssaty of studying

q

language in a much mo Sﬁprehensxve way than tradltlonal assessment 1nstruments

do.

In pgrtlcular he felt that phonological criteria and vocabulary xtems

.

&ere

- b

’

» A
relatlvely unimportant as indices of language competence.
) , e >

It was necessary, he ¢

. I . R "‘ , - -
argued, to concentraté bn social-intez?ctional aspects of speegh behavior. Fur-
e
’ : -
thermore, the test1ng must be carrled on in cpntext-bound situations. Traditional

L.

-

. FE
~ 7
1nstruments are ﬁot d:tagnostxc because they are atomlstlc.

.
i . .

“They élso fail to

IN
) take ‘nto account reglonal and soclﬁl(varxetles within English.

276
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PANEL VII:

. i /

Introductory Statement o

Panél VII addressed tapic "4" (see page 4).

t

was Dr. Gustavo Gonzdlez.

His paper was entitled

1 3 4

The Principal Invéstigaton

"The Lau/Remediqé Psycho- ©

llngulszlc Considerations in Educational Program Selectlon. ] Serv1ng asg .
‘ wer
'Dlscussants were Dr. Rudolph Tr01ke, Dlreetor of the Cen;er for Applled
Llngulstics in Arllngton, Vlrglnla, Mr. Bernle Martinez, PrOJect Director -’
of the Center for Cross=-Cultural Edﬁcq ion in Denver, Colorado. The panel
4' g .
was pre91ded over by Ms. Lucille Echohawk, member of the Lau Project. Advisory
Boardﬂ Dr. Gonzalez paper is reproduced on the following pages.
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. THE, LAU REMEDIEé' PSYCHOLINGUISTIC CONSIDERATIONS .. T
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The issue of 1nequa11ty of educational opportunlty for llngulsﬁ:cally

N !(
different school children has existed for,many yegps Publlc school offi-

. cials: and teachers resldlng in areas with gizable numbers of non—English

- of the Anglo population.1 .

~

Instpuctlcdal program.

dominant children have been well aware of the/instructional "proBlem",posed
- !

by these-studentg?/ﬁgiefe remedies have Been provided, these have befn limit-
?ed to fnglish as a seccnd‘language tlasses lastdné at moet fcrty minlites a
day; in many cases,”’ the student is denied even this bare imum and is ex-
pected to plgzi.b" the language through excosure to sub}gct matter ptesegted

-

ewclu81ve1y fn English. * The failure of these' apprbaches in meeting the needs
. . ' Lot

.

of the_ linguistic minority population has been accurately documented Hn-tn?{
. ¢ . 4 - N

. . ) .
appdlling drop-out rate for non-English-dominant students compared to that

- v
b

The judicial system has played ah 1ncrea81ngly 81gn1f1cant role in fur-

#
therlng the cause of equal educatlondl o’%ortunlty for linguistically and

A
)

culturflly d1fferent'groups. In rullng ‘against the plalntlff in San Antonlo
{

School, Board vs Rodrlgue;, the courts denied the contention that'educatlon

H .
was a &i@nt’@hafbis guatanteéd by‘khe Coristitution.2 Lau vs. Nichols pro-~
/‘) -
vadef}a dlfferene challenge for the- courts. The plaintiffs 1n thls case
4
argued that the clvfl rlghts of noneEngllsh-speaklng Chlnese chlldren in San -

-

Fgagclscq weredgelng‘v1013ted becauee publlc “school ipstructign was conducted

(exclu81vely f% Engllsh a language the chlldren could not understand; This - °©

dlfference in language preclided thezr meanlngful part1c1pat10n in the schools
3 The Supreme Court dec}ded in fan;t of the niaintiff,

o . \ \ P
). . . a . .
9 PR B — R N
. R - PR

* 2

-

) L]
1y.s. Commission on Civil. nghtsz The Mekican American Education. Study. -
<geport #2: The Unflnlshed Education. Washlngton, D. Ggw 1971,

2San Antonlo School q‘ard v, Rddriguez, 411 U S. 1 (1973)
3Lau-vs Nlchols, 414 U S. at 566 .
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greelng that the ch11dren s right had been violated under Tltle VI of the
ClVll nghts Act. The-schoois have an affirmative obllgatlon to provide - A .
.. students unable to speak and?onderstand English a meaningful opportunit; to T
A ,oartdcipate in their schoo%s' instructionaItprogram. . . B

Y. As is common in such court cases, the decision h&nded down did not

) - ~

soecffy remedies; the closest the ruling Ciﬁe to g;ythlng approxrmatlng g

“w o
* :

remedy was in its conc1u81onnthaiﬁfapproprlate re11ef" should be prov1ded. }

+

Faced w1th the task of enforcing the decree, the Offlce for Civil nghts,

’ v -8

Department of H?nlth, Educatlon, and.ﬁelfare developed'arset “of guidelines

. A . ' . ’ , . " . é ’ ‘

to-be used by its own investigators in determining’which school districts
o ! N - -

wer& in compliahce with the Lau decigion. The document, developed in_the . o
- summer of 1973, sets forth useful and important ipformation for districts . ¢ y

4 needing_toXcomply with the S;%reme Co;rt ruling, and'coV!rs items ranging .
l,from ident{fication of students eligible.for ref;et under ng; to the types >
of programé acceptable for prowdding such relief.

The ultlmate_résult of dlstrlct compilance nlth Lau should be the-

. plapgning, development, and 1mp1ementatlon of an 1ns€ructloﬁa1 program that T K

»

adequately meets the,educatlonal needs of the non-Engllsh or limited English-

. speaking group. Many d1verse factors need to,be taken into account in carry-
. oo . »
dlng out this activity.' One of the.most important of?these is ‘the psycho— y

- -

11ngu1st1c aspect 1nvolved in natlve language m81ntenance and second 1anguag¢f

4 !

Y

L -

¢ 1earn1ng, espec1a11y the relatlonshlp betwéen the two. The }mpg;tance’of ~.

~——_ i— language 1n 1ns§ructlon was clbarly evident in the arguments ptesented be- :><
P ) Y

fore the Supreme Court, and in the ruling itself. Althoﬂgh an adequate‘i




-

- ‘;‘)'

N
R

"o .

. & N - .

educational plan consists of more than langnage instruction, it is clear

that ianghage must play a central role in any Lau educational plan.
-

' ks identified by the Offlce for ClVll Rights in 1ts summer 1975

document, the target population can be linguistic

A

11 classified‘into the
folYowing categorieS' 1) monolingual in a language ,ther than Engllsh 2)
domlnanﬁ>1nla language other than English; and 3) blll‘ al. Each categofy

,1s d1v1ded 1nto two major levels‘ elamentary/lnterme ate and secondary.

~ . ’ et

For each group and within each 1evel, the overrxdlng concern 1s the acqu1~

51tlon oﬁrthose English language skllls that w1ll enable the pup11 to
' ~ -

-partlcrpate fully and expeditiously in the regular instructional program of

the schoal. Indeed, where bilingual programs are allowed, such inclqsion is -

with the clear understanding ghat, the proposed program must not result in

S

delay in acquisitioy-of Englishllanguage skills (OCR report, P. 9)

¢ Our primary concern, theréfore, is that group of children who for a

- ¢
¢

. ;
" variety of regsons and under a variety of 1inguistic and social-circumstances, .

Id

has acquired-a flrst language that is other than Engllsh and who will be

expected to function in Engllsh within the span of the program. Two ques-

v
]

tions are of paramount importance here' In what ways are the achISltlon

(flrst language) procesg and the second-language-learnlng process. similar
) . :
Qand in what ways -are they d1fferent° Fhat 1nfluence-does-the flrst language.

s
tn v v

d‘?

exert on the learning of the»second’ The research literature provides some

L4

. A :
tentat1ve answers to -these questlons. * 9

v

. A significant part of the liferature supports the gonclusion that first 9
; R s

s es ', ;] L. N
-and ‘second language acquisition by children follow similar courses, These
. . = ‘ - - % » .
. . 7 s - - N - e

investigations have exEJined the order in which parts of the language (such

. e .- xS
L4

as the morphology or Syntax)s are acqqired. In ‘stidies conductgd by Dulay

- .

. 2

and Burt (1972, 1973, similarities wefe noted in native and second language ;

3

. SR N
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) learning processes. The evidence came from speech samples of lOO Spanish- ' Nﬁ\

- L}
a >

spea 1ng chll&ren betgeen the ages of f1ve and elght years, The,majorlty of

<
second language speech prod ion (the Spanish-speaking child learn1ng>

Engllsh) exh1b1ted the“same patterns as were found in children learnlng

' . L
- 3 - 3 . * ¢ - \\‘ t“ \“‘*‘.’-
English as a first (or nat1ve) language, B . e S

Natalicio and Natalicio (19215 investigatefﬂthe'aoquisition oé'English
. - - e
pluralizatlon rules through use gf nonsense words, an approach very similar
. Js - (
“ -, to that of Berko (1958). Native Eﬁélish‘and’uative_Spanish—speakiug c¢hil-
dren~from grades one“through ghree,aud grade te;>wé;e used asﬁsubjects. ‘:‘ .
'; Both groups of speakers,exhihlted a similar order of acquisltion of plural;

ization rules. In a study of gord order comparing English-speaking students

Tlearning French in Switzerland with native French-speaking children, Erwin %
- - N . )
Tripp (1973) reports similar strategies between thf'two groups in the inter- .
’ ' . ‘ ‘
‘ pretatiogffof NVN (Noun - Verb - Noun) sequences. . -~

Another slmllaiity that has been noted between first and second 1anguage
. L]
acqulsltlon is that of overregularlzatlon, a process through which 1rregular

%

Co : ﬁgorms (such,as teet,.went) are brought 1nto gonformlty w1th the 'regular" )
. : . ‘:v —'F" - - 'Y v
. R .o , - -

forms yieldin ‘deviant forms. Under this process, the plural of foot would

N\

\
be rendered(as foots (the roo:‘?oot plus the plural marker -sO, the past

‘tense of g_ would be goed (the oot go plus the past tense merker ~ed)..

Erwin (1964) and Dulay and Burt (1972) report the substitution of regular _y

‘

. verb ﬁorms for irregular forms. "Gonzalez ‘(in press) observed such forms as

\

growed for g in his study of the speech of native- Span1sh—speak1ﬁ§ \

*\f=§;: migrant childpeh learnlng.Engllsh\gn the elementary school.’ This same pro- _
: - R S .o, . - )
cess was e{ident in native acquisition of Spdﬁiéh as_exemPlified by sabo for

* sé& ("I know") and-ero-for soy ("I am,” reported 1n Gonzalez, l968, p. 61).




Not all stud1es report slmllarlty in order of acquisition between f1rst -

. g .
and second language. Cancino, Rosansky, and Schumann (1974) in the1r 8
- of learning English as a second language by two adults, two adoleseents, and

»

two children (all of. whom spoke Spenish\as a first language), found that

[

mone of the1r subjects followed the native language sequence for acqulsltlon'

~

of the negative reported by Kllma ,and_Bellu i (1966) Hakuta (1974) studied
£ .

the speech development of 'a Japanese girl learning English as a second lan-

guage,

A comparlson of English morphological development with Brown's. . | E

\

long1tud1nal data (1973) led to the conclusion that the Japan%se subject did

., not follow the same order of acqu1s1tlon. Gonz&lez (1974) noted that his

3

‘o . native Spanish-speaking subJects were more advanced in question formation S
d . )

. than the English-speaking children aé similar chronplogical levels studied

by Brewn, Cazden and Bellugi (1969). Based on the available findings, the A

"

most’ we can conclude is .that, - for those'linguistic phenomena that have been” ./ ) o
= %“k '
studied, there_ do gppear to be differences in order of acqulsltlon Between

4

‘

N native and non-nat1ve speakers of a‘language.' The processes operating in
— »

. natlve and non-native language ac

%

qusltlon (such as overregularlzatlon),

3
@
" howéver, appear to apply equall§§weli in both situations.

leferences be~

4 - Y - ) b . .
tween first and second language acquisition thus seem to lie in the order of

3

s . o
acquisition of different aspects of the langlage (such as plural format{bn)
i . -

- ‘ ~ -

andﬁnot in the different,language-learning strategies used. -

r

Within second langua@ learning itself, studies sdggest ‘that some o
patterns exists Hatch (1?24) found similar seqhences of acquisition of

- .

. g ¥ . ‘s . Ceqd - .
English apxiliary, auxlllaty\ negative, and auxlllary‘lnverslon in ques-

tions by- chlldren from differe t language backg ounds, 1nclud1ng Spanlsh

‘-—(/
s
v
[
®
LY
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LA

stages. Other studies (Fathman, l975 Dulay and Burt, 1974a, 1974b) have
F .

focused on dlfferent elements of the language and arrlved at similar con

» - ~ 4

clusicns.n )

hThe struc?u;e of the'child]s‘fi 't language has’an important ;
on his‘learning of his aecond,langua‘e' Thrdugh’language habits acquired .. -
as part of his fi;st language, the child h ; learned a;certain way uf arti-

oculating individual sounds, of arranging sounds in sequences, and of;ekpressing
, - . ‘ e

.

. S, - . . R . -
concepts using certain word order. The child's first tendency upon coming
: . T he e i1es : u
in contact with the second language will be to filter the®second language
] ) 3 7 - N ) 0 .

_ input through his first language habits and structures, substitutinngounas .

b

and structures from his first language for those in the new languagé. Effects

from the first language can be manifested at the phonological mquhol%gical

and ayntactic .évels. Gonzalez (1n press) cites examples of Spanlsh 1nfluence
on English; .Hakuta (l974) provides examples of Japanése language lnfluence

oh English. In bth cases, modiffcations in the second language.(Engllsh)

are based’ un the f.irst janguage system. - ’ ) ;&* ' '
‘Aside from enrors'stemming directl; f?om the. first language (integlingual ‘

interference)! errofs have been reperted in’%everal gtudies uhich cannot be -

" f v 0 * ';‘ - N .
.traced direetly to the first langugge. This type of error, called intralingual

innerference, resulta from the structure inherent to the language being-iea;ned; .

4 .

-

as such, it poses problems for the learner regardless of his flrst language.

background. Examples of this\in English 1nclude i .can to speak French and

#ake him to do* 1t (R1chards, 1973). Interferenz/}from the flrst language thus

cannot account for all second language difficulties; predlctlon of éEj?rs on

the basis of 2nterlingual interference seems to be more successful at some

3
o

levels than others. According to Richards (‘373), this type of predlctlon is

most accuragetlﬁ the area of phonology en& least accu{ate in'the area of sin}ax.
: . ‘ ) . . .
e o ~ , . ) . ’ . . . - T
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An ;mportant féctor }n learning a second language that is often overlooked

J

\
- is that of attitudes ‘toward the }anguage being iearn#d Lambert and Gardner

s
’ft p—

(1972) found that the student's attitude toward the tar =ianguage and its

-~

native speakers was a better predictor of success than was his lﬁisulstlc N
L %% .

N

aptitude. The research f1nd1ngs cited in Feenstra (1969) underscore the im-

. »
¥ -

portance-of parental.and teacher’ att1tudes[toward the second 1anguage. Spolsky

.

(1969) notes that the’ Engllsh proflclevcy of | fore1gn studenﬁs attending Amer1can e
} S . -7
-universities is s1gn1f1cent1y related 'to tbe@r desire t0'identify with speakers
. . ’ T N . '
of English rather than with speakers of their o ative tongue. Space does
. . ° ‘ <

not allow the ineusion oi;gther research results bearing on thls area. ‘Suffice .

: !
. B L/

..

o it to say that language attitude is a powerful factor that must be taken into ’
—_—4
account 1n the successful de81gn and 1mp1ementatlon of any second language ... - — . _
* T T 1]
v, ' program. . . ) e .

-

o
Equally 1mp0rtant in second language instructional programs is the

¢ .

- teacher's attitude toward the language background of thggchlldren 1earn1ng

k Y
the second language. Research by Frender, Brown, and&%ambert (1970) Rosenthal

-~

and Jacobson (1998), and Sellgman, Tucker, and Lambert (in pres )-suggests
that teachers %go are 1nsens1t1ve to local var1et1es of 1mport t world. lan—

guages begln by acting nega%}vely towards the child's variety of the language,

i 4

proceedmng to evaluate negatlvely eveén the nonverbal performance of‘the pupmls.

L]

These findings are especially. important 'in view of the history -of "Engllsh

only" instruction that has dominated the educational treatment of non—English

. 'speaking minonity gropp>a{n the United Stateé., They conf1rm the long—held
-, , L4
. susplclon that language m1nor1ty student failure cénn(t be attrlb\\ed solely

<

-

to llnzplstlc d1fferenceq\

The research 11terature, though extens1ve, fa11s to present us ‘with a., .

4 . - .
‘ ¢

cohesive and comp%ehenslve view of- language acqu1s1tlon-and gecond language

‘

» L.

, . ‘e
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- v

learning.. The nature of the research is.such that only one small aspect of
- . . A .

‘the totality and complexity of language is carefully studied at a Eime (the

v

plural morpheme and word order are examples). The*%ype~o£;ig§grmation cur-

’ T, . ! : » ’ H
‘ rently available can at mo&t prowide isolated bits of informatiuny;b;;emzan=*\\a g
L Az . "

&

- -

tribu;}on,to tﬂa,planniné, development, and implemenEation of -an acceptable
Lau educational program is uncléar. It would be necessary‘to_extrapolate,-

perhaps  dangerously, in férder to bfidge the chasm:between what" we know and 4

Nits application to educational solutions. . &. .. .
. ., * ‘1

‘ Y

il

g)/ L A great need exists for studies documentlng Engllsh 1anguage diffﬁculﬁxes :

encountered by all language groups covered under Lau at the dlffereng age

i ~

levels. 'Studies aimed at identifying the most effective methode], giei for l

- N

3
presenting both tonténf.material and 1anguage under conditions such as would )
\ . . i —— —— N ) — e . .( —— - -

be found in Lau programs, are sorely needed bther _than 1ntu1t10n, there is /

g

| 1itt1e basis for ingy sound dec131ops regardlng whlch 1anguage (Engllsh or
o’ {he 1anguage other‘than Engllgh) would 1end 1tse1f more readlly for presentlng

' different content material (sc1ence,'math, soc1a1 science, h}srory). Some

- . . - - - - 3 . ! N . !
. important areas remain virgin territory (acquisition of semantic elements in

. . ~ . ’

- - g

second‘laﬂ@ua&e learning), while others Have barely been touched (theqﬁcduisi- .
L . : ° ( : “ o v ’W
tion of- Ch1nese, Japanese, and Spanlsh as first 1anguages) © S REERN

. “ »

The Offlce for C¥vil Righgs iask Farce Report of éummer 1975 1eaves " .
. s N 5 : “
unanswered some questlpns that need to be c1ar1f1ed before enforcement cf Lau..- ,,

. l
’ ° '

\ .
can take plikce.: Ihe section dgaling w1th the determlnatlon of 11ngulsﬁlc

~

ab111t1es does not. Spec1fy what skills will be measured (pp. 1-2)' Hopefully,. /.

- s
it will include ag agssessment of gﬁ% sklllé of listening, speaklng, readlng,
N &
and writing. This assessment'shoulq be und

taken by someone langulstﬁgarly T }

-knowledggable about the lang&ages being 8s¢ssed, pre@erably;a person 71uent

.

. . - ' l : : OO DR
~in_the languages, or a team of ;BE . : . v /. ' /T
. : ' "ol \ : , .
v o ~
> \ i
\ 7 /\ . 28(\ . - - )
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"cipate fully in the "regular"

. to be used to make this determination.

. ¢
* . 4

v

The use/6f the term "functional" in describing linguistic ability is -

ambiguous. _ﬁoes it mean sufficient fluency to enable the student
r

r ¥

school curriculum? If this is so, and if

posession of such fluency eliminates any possibility of receiving any in-

to parti-

I3

struction in the first language, why assess the first language?
¢ . ‘ ‘ )
On page 4, reference is made to "language dominance," yet .the term is
7 . R .
ities

Does the term refer to the pﬁpils' superior abil

- —

4y .
not defined'anywhere.‘

\
3

in‘one 1anguage compared to the other (superior ablllty in Spanish when com- Q

pared to English woulﬁ/ge a def1n1t10n of Spanlsh domlnant)° (0)4 18 the term’

being used to refer to domains in which each language is used (e.g., home,

! -
. .

church, echool)? The-emphasis on school achievement would seem to indicate
that the first definition is more appropriate; yet, the imgz;ﬁance given to
N - * ~ B :

the environments in which the child uges each langwage argues in favor of the

. *

o~

Second definition. If*it is a combination of these twd, its exact nature

should be clearly spelled out. ' e .

A ~o.

Student readiness to make the transition (pp. 6-7) from a Transitional

Bilingual'Education.(TBE)*program to English raises questions about the basis

Is this readiress to be judged on a

'

.
.

combination of adequate llngu1st1c performance, cognitive gains, and so .forth?

.

What alout the student's emotldnal readlness to make the change” Are there

any guggested yardsticks (performance at "grade 1evel" on yeag-end criterion-

referenced tests covering the different content areas, performance on some

’ bl

v

sort of 1anguage /easure "that 1nc0rporates 11ngu18t1c structures typxcal of

Pie

the grade level: at the end of the year)ﬁ .. '
_— . ’ .o
- The role of ESL dnstruction ﬁg% monolingual (other than English) students

. 7 -l 3 -

> w
option 1) is not well deflﬁed Is

,at the secondary level (p. 7,.section B,

.

ESL 1nstruct10n !ntended to be a component of every class, or a ‘component of

P4

. . ' ray. . . :
. | 1287

»

%
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\

>
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- (=}

the program, to be treated as afgéparéte content area?’ If the fhrqer, wilkl
‘ . ,

\

. . ‘ Y
the expected outcomes be the same Qr‘.ggferent'from those of ‘the students ‘in

» - : C. R & ’ . .
the "regular"” -program? Will the emphasis be on the acquigition of language °

.
- —

skills, knowledge, or both? If ESL-is a progtam component,, a subject area

like the rest, what provisions will be maag to integrate the concepts learned

.~ « -

in other classes with the acquisition of English language skills? . This typ'e~

of interface would certainly accelerate the s?udentﬂs entry into the "regular"

*

program and increase his participation in it.

.
1

A clarlflcatloh is needed regard1ng the meaning of the phrase "while

-
comb1n1ng Eng11sh with the nativé language as appropriate -(p. 8 ,®ption 2).'

1Y
*Is this comblning intended as a replacement or as a sungIément,to ESL in- .

f
v

o

'

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
g

+

*

struction? Or, is reference here tg:a teaching technigque whereby the teacher

. .
. .
' \

uses whichever lénguage is required to convey the necessary meganing? Dqes’

"appropriate’” refer, to the teacher's language abilities or the student's needs’

. .« ¥

Another phrase that seems vague ié.found on page 8, option 3., The

&
5

in question is "can operate equably successfully in school in English," ;Do 8’

¢

"equally" as used here refer fo parallel competence,in‘native'language an

4 N -

English? If 8o, *how would HILT or ESL 1nstruct10n develop th1s parall
- i R

petenﬁe, spec1f1ca11y that as referring to the nat1ve language? QF \

.
-

be 11ngu1stica11y/cu1tura11y fam111ar W1tb the background of the sfudents to

. e

be affected (p. 15, under Instruct10na1 Personnel Requlrements). It #s not

. 4 o

nearly adequate for 1nstruct10nal personnel to bé merely 11ngu1st1ca11_

a

culturally familiar with these ‘aspects;} ab111ty 1n the sk111 areas, of listen-
. Py

1ng, speak1ng, reading, and writing in both languages involved is cr1t1ca1
- L} ' -4

for apy teachers engaged. in programs descrlbed in 1. A., I.B., ITI.A., and part‘:

-

of II.B. Fam111ar1ty may suffice for ESL instruction, but not for learning o
‘e . < v : . .

« ,
- .
. . «
" > . -~ . v

- . . .
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The Task gprce report reqi¥res or sugges;gxthat 1nstruct10na1 personnel i "




-
]

situations in which information is to be conveyed using the student's native

. ,
language. . , .

_ On page 16, the iqpression given is that all skills (language proficiency

1ncluded) can.bg developed through 1nserv1ce tralnlng, and that a given N

—_ e — [ Ty s
»

' >

number of contact hourE&will cert fy someone as competent in the area. I
would like to.syggest that at least with'respect to language fluency, compe- -

tency be determined on the basif of examination. I remain unconvinced that

g 3 . . ° o . ‘ 3 A
ilnservice or preservice training sesgions of the type conducted in schools

{

todey can'develop fljfncy in a/ second language for teachers.
p

The courts have/provided the opportunity for the initiation of meaningful
changes in the education of bur children. The Office for Civil Rights report

?

has provided the Plrst step on the long road to full enforcement:of the court ~°
[ 3 B . .

decision. It is hoped that this conference will continue thls enormous task -,

~
and provide for .our childfen the-educational future they deserve.
’ ' v’ ; -

. ”

- ’ g -
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. PANEL VIL:. Excetpts from Discussants' Remarks .
A . . s/
MR. MARTINEZ: I would like to see those that have -presented papars

.

- N * .

R ; s - )
raise question§, fine, agd discuss questions aAd see if we can find a

to them. But, also, what, §o they see as recommendations and how do we apply

; -— . e o -~

that research information into the practical -agpects of ;togrgm implementa-

. ' : . %
tion. I haven't heard-too many answers... I would like to see the résearchers
. A . R
make some recommendations. I'think Dr, Cazden yésterday morning presented

- 4 K >

some good ghings as- far as recommendations...,

-

4

In( ddition to the ﬁigroscopic view of the researchers I think we have

tq depend very much on (common sense). As we try new‘things‘tﬁere are going

to be errors. That is not necessarily a yesearch app:oacﬁ, but its a pracs,

N

tical approach.

v

.

. c . : .
DR. TROIKE: Based on the studies' that we've been looking at over the

3

past year, the kind of information that we've been gatherihg, i(ypuld say

that ESL should not be a part of any program at the elementary ievel, at
a A .

least. And L. would, in fact, urge fhat;the Guidelines be modified to this
. ) -/

effect... . .\ ' \ *
P

. 2 *

One of the problems that does come up in language evaluation... (iz ,

@

*

caugsed by the fact that) many children from non-Engli h-speaking'backgrouﬁds "

brought up in an English-speaking educational environment

’ N

( - A
writing are quite inappropriate. This is especially true for many Am
. . | -~ i >
Indian languages, some‘of\which do not yet have well-develdped writing -

traditions...
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o

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7

“ERIC

. #he identification of children raises special problems. HEW released
\. . ~ - f \ .
a study a while back which showed that if children are identified and ‘labeled

t -

as anyth%ng, this is going to affect teacher behavior toward them... T

We need to look bggong;jusﬁ whether there is a language domigaﬁ?e’of a
4 ) Al W

non~English variety versus English dominance, aqa focus instead on what is

the content of that English capability. And this is where formal kindg of

] ( \

kat grammatical features, arenot
& -

14 N !

- N 4
. R y

3

People in the field have not really, to date, recognized the extent'\
v \ . .
o## the lack of research. There has been an assumption that it is there, and

N

we only need to pull it together to use it. But thérqg@é@ply hgg not been
/ ’ N ,

[
grammatical testing, testing that just looks

" *going ;o.be adequate. ..

&>

. .
research.done §on many of these issues): I think that people who are con-

/

cegﬁé?fwith‘biliﬁ§ﬁ$l education in any aspect-of the field need to create

¢ . . .
pressure and awareness for more research to be done.

B
—

r ‘t‘ * ’ N ". ’ . R to \
PANEL VII: Synopsis of Floor Discussion : ;

"

" The apgropriateness va. inappropriateness of ESL as a prbg%am %meonent

- 4
at the elementary level was discussed with proponents on both sides of the

question. ’ .o ’

-

-

-
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PANEL VIII: Introductory|Statement - 'a .

L .

’
[S

- v N - -

. pénel VIII adaressed)topic "8'" (see page 4). .The Pgincipal Invesfiéators ,. \;

< ! N o o —
authvred paper waf entltled "Trends in B111ngual Edication and the Law."
»

were'%}. Herbéft Teitelbaum and Mr. Richard J. Hiller, Their jointly .

"Serving as Dlscussants were Mr. Sanford ‘Rosen, Legal D;rector of the Mexican -
@ L )
American Legal Defense and Educational Fund, and Mr. Kelly Frels, Staff " e

~ ~ ’ \

. Attorney with Bracewell and Patterson of Houstén Texas. The panel/was pfqr‘
. :

-sided over by Ms. Maria Ramirez, member of the Léu Project Adviso ABoard. .’

-~

Mr. Teltelbaum and Mr. Hllter S paper 1s‘repr9duc§d‘on ;he follow1ng pages.
° . s. . - ‘//"\ \\ \. ¢ . N /"’
’ \ ’ * ' \ v

.
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) <
~ . Bilingual education, which ghould be voluntarily introduced into schools

6 . ; . . . o~
but often is not, can be requi;;Bbe*a school district through either state
v legislation, federal legislation and regulations, or judicial.decree. This
t L
N, . . .
paper focuses on the latter two devices, and,in particular fwo recent eyents

. '
~ * - ~N

{

. . \\7

which haye done much to help mudgy already muddy waters surrounding the obliga--
. R (A . J N N .

| ]

. : AT < . ‘ wp e
tions of school districts towards language minotity students: The 1975 "Lau |
) ’ :

} ' . ¥
Remgdies" and sge case of Otero v. Mesa JCounty School District No. 51.1 .

. A - 4
® . . B . Ny

-

Ah Overview of the Case Law o - ‘ d

Although court ordered bilingual programs predafe Lau v. Nichols,z that
~ '

. . .. 3. . : ] )
case represents the most important judicial beneﬁ/;;;k for those who advocaﬁe

bilingual education-as a means toward achieving efuality in education for lanR

: " ‘ N . N N 2
. \<f guage minority children. The United States Supreme Court unanimously determined

¢ -

,in Lau that federally funded school districts must éffirmatively provide to

-~ ] ‘ .

national origin minority students with English language disabilities, services

- -
Y .

'  which will secure for them equal access tb the instructional progx;am..3 As is
’ ‘ \: !

2 : . .
L) o l \
1ciw No. 74-W-279 «D. Colo. December 31, 1975). .
e . « . , v . . } .
<, 2414 U.S. 563 (1974). . : . . * ‘ S

? 4 :
.o ; .
" 3The Lau decision was premised on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
. 42 U.S.C. S2000d, and its regulations and guidelines, one of which, commonly
referred to as the May 25, 1970 Memorandum, requires that: '"Where inability
o to speak and -understand the 'English language excludes national origin-minority
group childrer from effective participhtion in the educational program offered .
by a school district, the district must take affirmative steps to réctify the
language ‘deficieficy in order tg open its irfstructional pﬁogram to these students."
. 35 Fed. Reg. 11595. In August 1974 Congress enacted the Equal Educational Op-
portunity Act 8f 1974 which contains a provision (20 U.S.C.,Sl703(f).)which )
codifies into federal legislation the, Supreme Court's holding ‘in Lau, and the 3
May #25, 1970 Memorandum. The section states: "No state shall deny equal ’
¢educational opportunity to an individual on account of ‘his or her race, color;
sex, or national origim, by-(£) the failure by an educational agency to take
appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede equal participa-
_tion by its students in its instructional programs.” Unlike  42"U.S.C. 52000d
and its regulations and guidelines, the proscription of 20 U.S.C. S1703 applies
to a}l schogl districts regardless of their:receipt of federal agsistance.

&
(3

* " » ‘ (~' §
% , ' 290 Z,JU ‘-
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its practice, the High Court avoided prescribing a particular remed& and, as
A : . -
in all educational rights lawsuits, sent the case back to the lower court to
. + N . »”

forge appropriate relief. In Brown v. Board of Education® busing was not

W - .
ordered, nor racial ratios fixed, nor compensatory pro%rams devised, nor

school discipline codes revised. At least in-the first instance, these are

~-
.

chores for trial judges. ' : ‘ Cy

Accordingly, the. Supreme Court- in Lau did not mandate bilingual education.

‘o

.

» : . \, T e . ‘
Nevertheless, there is a developing judicial trend, beginning several years A

. - .
’

prior to Lau, which points to bilingual education as the appropriate remedy.
. - v X t

For example, in desegregation cases invblving so-called tri-ethnic communities,
A ‘ .

bilingual programs, of one sort or another were ordered tpo compensate for the
Vd v . ' N . -
effects.of past discrimination. In 1971 in United States v. Texas;5 a federal
*
district court mandated a comprehen31ve bilingual program for the San Felrpe
[ 4

Del Rlo Consolldated Independent School Dlstrlct‘affectlng currldulum, staff- LT -

' -
s °

ing, "student 8331gnment, classroom organization, community involvement,”
e

P ¢ ‘ . - . ' .
special education, funding, and evaluation. Implementation, however, was

‘tied to the ayailability of adequate federal grants. '
- . . L

G‘*’ . Other pre-Lau cases, most notaBly from Texas (e.g., Arviin V. Waep ‘ .
Independent School District;6 United States‘v. Texas (Austln) contained /
I .

[N

remedial orders mandatlng bilingual education to .secure an equal educatlonal -

¢ s

opportunlty for language minority youngsters.

-

I ’ '
- h347 U.S. 483 (1954). -

-

» ‘
5342 F. Supp. 24, 27 38 (E.D. Tex. 1971), aff'd per curium, 466 F. 2d 518 )
(5th C1r. 1972). °

6373 F. Supp. 1264 (W.D. Tex. 1973), aff'd in part, rev'd as to ther 1ssdes,
495 F. 2d 499 (5th Cir. 1974).

(
. .

-

7c1v._,No. 73-3301 (4.D. Tex. 8/1/73).
4
’ /\ -
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~

%?1netropoli§. Morgan v. Kerriganlo and Bradley v. Milliken,11 the latter a

’

_ Since Lau, the introduction or strengthening of bilingual education '
— . = . }

programs in pchooI districts under court jufisdiction has continued. Serna

v. Portales Municiégl Schoolg® required such programs as the fulfillment of

2

the federal rights of Chicano children living in Portales, New Mexigo, and

€ \

Aspira of New York ;.Jboard of‘Education of the City of New York,,9 ordered

. . : 3
bilingual education, with the cdnsent of the defendents, to meet the educa-

4 . : -

tional needs of Pgerto Rican and. other Hispanic school children in that

o

]

4

desegregation case'7h Detroit and the former in Boston, both requirad’bilin-_

-

. ) . . .
gual instruction ag/component parts of the overall desegregation plans ordered

for schoels in thgse cities. 1In Morgan, Judge Garrity's bilingual educakbion

P / s ey o .
) mandate derivedlppt only from theJ{assachusetts Transitional Bilingual Educa-

tion Act,.but from Lau as well, and extended bilingual programs to:yindefgarten

and vocatdonal education classes.— Most recently, in Evans v. Buchanan, the
. . . = '
"o . N . \ »
Court in adopting a metropolitan desegregation plan affecting Wilmington, -~
J A \
. o ~ . X :
Delaware anﬂ thé surrounding suburban school districts, prohibited the reduc-

tion of existing bilingual programs and cautioned responsible eddcational
‘ P o ) ;\. L. ) .
officialg. to complyfwith fedef%l requirémentg relating to language minorities.
A o, .
4 .

— o -
8499 F. 24 1147 (10th Cir. 1974). S -
\/ . ’ * e ,
‘972 Civ. 4002 (S.D.N.Y. August 29, 1974); alke, 57 F.R.D. 62 (S.D.N.Y. 1973);
65/F.R.D. 541 (S.D.N.Y. 1975);°394 F. Supp. 1161 ($.D.N.Y. 1975). KIS
. . o, . t oy,
10,01 F. Supp. 216, 242 {D. Mass. 1975), aff'd 523 F. 2d 917 (1st Cir. 1975).°

/

13402 F. Supp. 1096, 1144 (E.D. Mich. 1975). . N 2R
) ) '/ . S .
2Civ. Nos. 18i6-18§2 (D. Del. May 19, 1976). .

’ " + Ky
- Y

o * . o
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-
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N

|

: Although in Keyes y, Denver Schbol Dlstrlct No. 1,13 the Tenth Circuit

[y -

Court of Appeais reversed portlons of the lower courx'e{desegregatlon order

.’

Qeallng with Chicano children (the CaFdenas plan), it sent the case back to

N .
o7 7 .

; the trial judge for a determination %f 'to whether the Lau rights of the

Denver students were being met. The plan rejected by the Tenth Circuit
. & i )

~J
clearly ‘was the mogt far—reachlng and dbmprehen81ve ever yroposed, going ‘well

»

beyond merely blllngual educatlon even as defined by the Colorado leglslaﬁure

- «

in its recent Bilingual Education Act. And, despite the Tenth Circuit's

-
- - - ) 3 \ ) -/ - -
ruling that rectifying linguistic, c¢ultural‘and other incompatabilities be-
. \ b -

1

tween students and schools is net required by the Fourteenth Amendment, .and

—

.that bifingual_education canhot be a substitute for desegregation,. it did.
- . r -

not overrqle'or limit its pronouncéments in the Serna case, which ‘it also
*

decided, ‘or limit the authority of the district ‘court hpon the }emand of ‘the
. L . ) g oo > B
case to mandate bilingual programs for sﬁhdepts)with English ladguage problems.

Looking at the.pest five years of"Titigation, then, courts have mote'

. ca . * . : » R .
and more relied on' bilingual education as a remedy. Indeed, even the words

- . ‘ -
» .

of limitation found in San Antonio Independent School v. i{odriguezﬂz,]‘4 have,
not stopped courts in ordering bilingual programs once a violation of federal -

. ) I ) N
law is ‘established. o - .

.

~ . '

- ~ 1t o )
13521 F. 24 465 (10th Cir."1975), eert. denied, U.S. ¢ 46 L.Ed 2d

657 (1976). That the Supreme -Court declined to review the'Tenth Circuit °
decision in Keyes cannot be construed as approval or adoptlon of the
“.lower court's decisions The decision not to review a case may- be based .
upon many factors not the least of which is the congestlon of the Supreme'_
.Court's dockét. . v 7 .

~

- 1y
~ .

44'11 U.s. 1 (1973). The Supreme Court in Rodrlguez said, among other
things, that developlng educational policy does not fall within a court's
expertise. But see, Morales v. Shamnon, 516 F. 2d 411, 414-415 (Sth Cir, . ~
1975). - ! ' )

. > C -
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The Otero ‘Case

_ Oterd represents a breach in a cons1stently well constructed Jud1c1al mandate'

' for bilingual education. °

4

e

AN

Much controversy is now stirring among educators and lawyers over a
. -
IQecent dec1slon ent1tled Otero v, HMesa County VallAy S@hool Dlstrlct, handed

down December 31, 1975 by a Colorado federal d1str1ct COUEt « For iome,

-

o\‘

Adm1ttedly, the decision should be viewed by pro-

'

ponents of bilingual educatlon as a dlsruptlon of the momentum deﬁeloped*byn
-A

other courss during ‘the l970fs;

- . >

1

In that sénse, Otero is an aberratlon and

should not be construed as & death knell to court’ ordered b111ngual education.

Apart from the need to place Otero aga1nst the backdrop of the past

v

five years of the éuccesses athieved in bilingual education litigatlon, it
) \ ' o T

° N R

- ~ z N . . S . ; .
is crucial to point ‘out that the opinion, itself, does not modify- the princi-

- o N

"Lau v. ‘Nichols, Serna v. Portales, United

T
»

ples established iniprior -cases.
) N .
States v. Texas, Aspira, and Morgan are alive and well and still governing

V-4 . ‘ .
Onc€ passed the frequent, gratuitous, and injudicious

;school boards.

) P
. LI «?

counsel and expert witnesses, anyone read1ng

’

. - .
_comments regarding plaintiffs’

the declslon should rgallze ;hat the Otéro courttne1ther made new law, " nor

-

>

v
’

-

narrowly interpreted prior law. Judge Winner only found that plalntlffs

.
LY

did not produce the necessary facts to establlsh a v1olatlon.of their edu-
- I3 1. - . /s LY -
.o - Lo .
cational rights as defined in Lau.and Serna, two/cases by which he was bound.

»
b

The Otero plaintiffs: ten Chicano childrén each suing through an adult e

s

/

- - <

parent or guard1an, were either enrolled or
~

claxmed\that‘thelr r1ghﬁs under Title VI and

,»-.

had dr0pped out of school

They

e®equal protéctlon clduse of

\ the Fourteenth Amendment ‘to the CQnStltutlon of the Un1ted States were be1ng -

-

v1olated because the school d1str1ct dld not "take into’ aecount ttheir lip-

» .
- . €

guistic and cultural d1fferences,' and as,a result the students were

v v

. L
prov1de[d] an inadequate or. unequal" educatlon. Before Otero wa§\decided,
'\ .
.the Tenth Clrcu1t in Keyes rejected the Cardenas Plan..

~

»

»

'294:300




Relying heavily on the language in Keyes that the Constitution does not

. Y . -
require a school distriet. to "adapt to the cultural and economic needs of

~minority students,™ the Otero court predictably found that courts in t:2\3§

» -

. S

Tenth Circuit were not constitutionalIy mandated to resolve the cultural

-~

—— . -

1ncompatab111t1es between the Chlcano child and the school by the 1ntroduc-

- = —— 3
M o

tion of a comprehensive bilingual- program. . ‘3 . '
: 7 . . o .

. ¢ ' . :
The application of Lau and Serna was the only theory available to the

. -

-~

'Mesa County plaintiff: school childreh, wsince these decisions were not based-

-

on the Constitution but solely on Title VI. However, Judge Winnér gutted

that aspect of plalntlffs' case by rullng that they” did not prove there were

. ‘e

sufficient students (even pethaps, any students), in the district with

English language deficiency to trigger .Lau rights. Chooging to find the

.
-~

defendant school district's experts more persuasive, .the court placed-vir-
I P _ P

-tually no value on a survey presénted by plaintiffs through which they

A

attempted to satisfy the Sernd standard-of\dqunstratlng a auff1c1ently

nuferous class of students with Engllsh language dlfflculta.es.15 Socio-
1

economic qeprivation, and not langgage, the Otero court reasoned was the
barrier to full enjoyment of the edﬁcational benefits offered by the school
.

district. Simply put, the court determined there were no children in the °
. ’ P . '

school district who had Enélish language &éficiencies for purposes of setting

‘Y

in motion the mandate of, Lau.
. ‘ R . . — * °
As with all litigation, the discretion of the Otero trial court in

E]

making factual findings*was broad. Althéﬂgh idle speculation as to whether

~

L4

t

N N G’ - > . s .
léAlthough the upreme Court's opinion in Lau d1d not raibe any requirement
as to numbgrs:of ellglble chlldren ngcessary ‘create ights to spec1ai
programs, ti un's cpncu:r opinion did, and ;the Tenth’

Circuit in &bpt’ Justice Blackmun's caveat.

M A v e Provided by ERC
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<

. the Otero outcome would have been different before another judg? adds nothing
, Y

to one's understanding of the opinion, it does help put the case in perspec- ’

- i 4 . N . ) . -
. tive. ( Judges obviously differ from one another, and -differ most in their -
Y

® . ) ’ + . \ ~
interpretatioh of facts. What is unfortinate in OT®¥o is not the court's ~

* . R - l
view of the law,.put its interpreté&i?n of the facts regarding language dis-

Py
~

abilities among~the plainti}fs. For this reéson,;Otero is of little prece-

“\<\R,rdentia1 value, since factual findings are binding on other courts in but a
=St \ ‘

} ) T A
few instances. —_ - N
¥ ~\‘V ’ ~ ‘
o ]
-8 N -
The Lau Remedies: Background - = . J
4 ‘ R ey _
, In the summer of 1975 the U. S. Office of Education and the Office for—==_____

, "
14

Civil Rights jointly issued to the heads of state educatignal agencies the
findings of its national task forée, made up of ehucatqrs predominantly.l6

The findipgs, among other things, outlined thé educational approaches found

to be appropriaté "affirmative steps" desgigned to-'"open the instructional . Toe
program" to non-English dominant 'students. . /
. Where Lau violations have been determined to &ist in4§¢ﬁbol systems
b . ‘/ -~

receiving federal financial assistance, the school districté are required .
. * [ ' ) )
to deve%pp compliance plans consistent with the "Lau Remedies" or demonstrate
4 tr .
affirmatively'that alternative plans will be "equdlly effective in ensuring

T : . 7
equal educational opportunity."1 . . .

16

"EvaluatNon of Volyntary Compliance Plans designed to eliminate educational
practices\which defiy hon-English ‘dominant: students equal educational’
I opwfrtunit ' Symfmer 1975. ° .
. ~ -

17"Conceivably, other methods of achieving the goals set by the "Lau Remedies"
. may exist, but the Office for Clvil Rights will accept an alternative approach
~ only if theré is a reasonable basis to believe“that it is at least as, effec—
tive as the guidance set in the "Lau Remedies." Letter from Lloyd R. Henderson,
Direqtor, Elementary and Secondary Education Division, Office for Civil Rights,
to Rosa Castro Feinberg, Lau General Assigtance Center (B), School of Education,
o University of Miami, dated March 15, 1976, ’

B

t
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Clearly, these "Lau Remedies," wh1ch have received the approval of the

N

N . “
,Secretary of HEW, are similar in purposelto the May 25L 1970 Memorandum up-.

held in Lau v. Nichols, and ag\such m1nimally are entitled to grg;t—weigﬂzj

_as an agency ihterpfetatioh. An intrans;gent school board intent on resist-

ing the "Lau Remedies' as beyond the scope of HEW's powers, ultimétely should

meet the same fate as the San Francisco School Board in Lau.

~—

Preliminary Consideratfons

-

' The '"Lau Remedies” are: applicable to school distriéts that are found

" to be in non-compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights

/

' ( I

Act of 1964, the HEW regulations promulgated pursiant thereto (45 C.F:R.

., + - N \

. . : .. 8
Part &Q), and the May 25, 1970 Memorandum interpreting these regulapions.l

. . ‘ , i i ~) ‘ » 4 N

Eﬁt, on what basis is a school district determined to be ﬁn non-compliance?

Must the strictures of the "Lau Remedies" be adhered to.if a school district

. -

is to avgid %ommitting Lau violations? Are the, "Lau Remedies" tdbe given -
’ - \ '. 3 . - . ! ~ ‘. * : ) ) il 3 - -
anyywe1ghq at all* in determining non-compliance? Expressed otherwise, if. N

. '\.\ f

Y

the "Lau Remedies" are the remedial standards against which to mpeasure the

[ . . .
appropriateness of an educational plgn designed to eliminate fpagt practices
L s U e
found unlawful, what is the standard of liability to be applied in deter-

.
S
- .

mining ‘whether past or existing educational practices are unlawful? Theése

critical questions’are as yet unanswered, but the Lau de¢ision, itself, and r‘)‘

. . . LI .
70CR compliance reviews, paét‘and ongoing, provide some guidance.

L1

' We know from Lau that school'districts violate Title VI if they fail . "

to ‘tase affirmative steps to rectify the ‘English language deficiencies of

-

~

= . )
. . v ,
. .

Sugra, n.3. Although OCR's initial enforcement efforts are fécused on .
- the 333 Lau districts, identified inm. January 1975, the scope of th2 "Lau '
Remedies" extends Spyond these districts. Des1gnat1on as a Lauozgstriét‘
. did not signify, at least from OCR's perbpective, a determinatjon of non- /
compl1ance but was based upon data 1nd1ca ing a probab111ty of violations.



4 . N . £

tbéir national origin minority group children 8o as. to open the instructional

program to them. Lau also teaches that districts which offer its non-English
. - . » © . ; . /
speaking students the same course of instruction provided to its English f

_égeaking students, violate Title VI. Likewise, it }hculd|be apparent, that E\
' I

merely offering the standard fare remedialaprograms, designed for and pro-
.vided to undérachieving English speaking students, can scarcely constitute f>

“the "affirmative steps" contemplated by the May 25, 1970 Memorandum. !
But, what of 'ESL? Would providing ESL alone all students with

fnglish 1anguaée deficiencies enable a’schoolpdistric to escape a finding N
of non-compliance, and, thus, avoid the '"Lau Remedies" altogether? The "Lau R
Remedies" find ESL, alone, an inappropriate program for'eiEmentary school

students and monolingual, non-énéiigh}speaking, intermediate level students.

. 1
It tould seem, then, that giving these same students only ESL would-also
¢ ~ . 4

. £2. . L S s . :
constitute inadequate "affirmative steps,” and thus, violate Title VI.
q )

In determining whkther Title VI violations exist where’bnly ESL is

» A}
offered, loczl school districts may be allowed the opportunity to affirma-

. tively show that ESL has proven effective in opening the instructional system ; F
- . o ' : il

to students with linguistic deficiencies. This should present for them ‘

formidggle problems19 gsince- the burden of proof should be theirs. . -

k -In asse331ng the merits and effectiveness of ESL, or other alternative o

.

approaches advanced by local school authorities, OCR in all probability will -

adopt the Same standards as used in 1ts past compllance reviews. That is,

.
.

i it will analyze“relevant indicia such as student achievement data; retention,
' . ’ - . ¢

-
(

~ — . \ -

19For example,- the New York~City public schools'(now Sperating under the - o

mandate f a Consent Decree requiring bilingual education) would have
been hard pressed to demonstrate ‘that ESL, alone, given since 1954, is
adequate in.the face of data substantiating the dispropoytionately high
dropout and retention rates, and- disproportionately low Zchievement
- scores and graduation rates of its Hispanic students. C{ - T .
- P -. 304 ; .A
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iy

: VI will be relying on the same indicia.

...,k OSSOy A AR AR A
. A

] C . i

ana drop out rateg>~ promotlon and’graduatlon statlstlcs, and ab111ty grouping ‘]
) /

and tracking. MpteoVer, OCR ‘can be expected to evaluate ‘the language assess-
) - * .

ment procedures utilized° the\curriculum; staff development"and evaluation
\

systemé -used. ’ Pr1¥ate 1nd1v1duals seeklng to establish a claim undgr T1t1e

4

The Force and Effect of the "Lau Remedies" //
q 2 f
Whether viewed and applie& as a remedial standard or a standard of .

. °7
\ . .
liability, or both, it is assumed, of course, that the "Lau Remedies" are .

°

valid and enforceable. Unéoubtedlb; 8 ﬁe recalcitrant school officials will

challenge such an assumption. The rationale given by ét least one school’
' ' \ B

’

district, the Seattle public schpols, for defyiné the "Lau Remedies" is

‘o . . N
that failing to pub%}sh them in the Federal Rﬁglster, renders the "Lau

‘ . \ » |
Remedies", without the "force of law."20 N ' -

“While it is true that statements of general policy, or interpretations
- . ) - ' - A

-
of general applicability, formulated or adopted by a federal agency must be !

LY

published-in the Federal Register,21 local school districts which have actual

notice of the '"Lau Remedies," are not immunized frofy sanctions flowing' from

vt . N\ . AL . - . .
violations,_ even if the "Lau Remedies" remain unpyb

i

20petter from Peter E. Holmes, Director of OCR to Dr. J. Loren Torxel, Super-
intendent, "Seattle Public Schools, November 24, 1975. The "force of law"
generally connotes that which has the force and effect of a statute, creatlng
legally binding rlghts and obligations. .

> 4
-

5 U.S.C. 8552 (a) (1) (D)("The Administrative Procedure Act™). See also, ,
42 U.S.C. 81508 ("The Federal Reglster Act") which enumeratés categories-of ,
documents required to be published in the Federal Register. s

-
2

21

22 U.S.C. $552 (a) (1)-(E). See, Rodriguez v. Swank, 318 F. Supp. 289, 295
(N.D. 1I11. 1970) aff'd 403 U.S. 901 (1971) (welfare case)j; Kessler v. F.C.C.
326 F. 2d 673, 690 (D.C. Cir. 1963); U.S. v. Aarons, 310 F. 2d. 341 (2d cCir.
1962). . . . .
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Considering that the "Lau Rémedies" have been widely disseminate', it

“a &

is ddfficult to 1mag1ne thatvaﬁ'offendlng school off1c1aI‘¥ull be ablle to
’ ¢ /
assert successfully lack of actual notice. The courts have consistenjﬁz

refused to follow blindly the requirement of publication in the Federal’
- Register in circumstances when to do so would amount' to a wooden application
, i ) T .
of the rule.23 ' \ -

~ . One may be permitted to wonder why the ''Lau Remedies" have yet to ‘be .

9 °

published in the Federal Register. The May éS, 1970 Memorandum at issue in
Lau was published with dispatch in July 1970. Neither OCR nor the U.S.

. Office of Education has offered any reason why publication has not been
' . .- .
effected, except to represent, when pressed, that publication is imminent.
. . ;

- Recent pronouncements by OCR (March 15 1976); indicate that the '"'Lau

Remedies will appear shortly in the Federal Reglster. n2h -

OCR has stated that it is "not using the, 'Lau Remedies' as a regulation
* )

. with the foreg of law," but’ that the "Lau Remedies" are "entitled to weight

as an agency interpretation" and are to be considered ''guidance having a

S -t 2 c S »
. uniform purpose as the May 25 Memorandum."25 Whether labeled a guideline,
) ¥

- Y ‘ 3
Lt - - . \

’

v ‘

23fhorpe v. Housing Authority of Durham, 393 U S. 268 276 (1969) (upholdlng
a HUD Circular not published in the Federal Register requ1r1ng notice to
tenants residing in federally assistéd housing projects prior to their
eviction); Like v. Carter, 448 F. 2d 798, 803-804 (8th Cir. 1971) (reject-
ing arguments that the HEW Handbook of Public A881stance Administration

. did not have the force and effect of law because it was ‘not published in

(suggesting that distribution of a federal agency pplicy under the auspices
of that agency may be sufficient in, lieu of publlcatlon in the Federal
Register). . ;o

/ ) | ' f‘

24 :

"Letter from Henderson to Feinberg, supra, n. 17.
Q\ 5 Y :

25 . e i .

~

the Federal Register); Andrews v. Knowlton, 509 F. 24 898, 905 (2d Cir,, 1975).




or an agency interpretation entitled to great weight, or a regulat

disregard them.

Thére is ample reason to believe that the courts will rely heavily on

‘%
the standards set forth-in the "Lau Remedies." The Lau decision must be

read not only as upholding the tfay 25, 1970 Memorandum, but as reaffi‘.z;m{ng

the authority of HEW to issue and enforce reasonable interpretative\guide-
A S |

lines consistent with the mandate of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rigﬂps Act
) . !

prohibiting nationallorigin discrimination in federally assisted schools.

The unanimous ruling in Lau firmly buttresses HEW's authority to "fix the

¥

|

io§ﬁnavi?g.'

the force of law, it is pristine clear that school districts are not. free to

et

o
e

terms on which [the Feder;i Sovernment's]) money allotments to the states
s ’
shall be disbursed."

And, Justice Stewart, in his doncurring opinion re-
1] 1 ‘

v

'ﬁaikeq,that,ﬂ"the Department has reasoqabiy aﬁd consistently interpreted

paragraph 601 [Title VI] to require affirmative remedial efforts to give
il ” A v .

. -

“ gpecial attention to linguistically deprived children."

P\ ) . ) :
School districts will have difficulty convincing the coufts that the

"Lau Remedies'" are unreasonable or inconsistent with Title-VI.

Programmatic

options are presented, bilingual education is not, strictly speaking, mandated

J
"ag thg only possible approach to complia'nce,"26 and alternative'educational

programs gie to be considered and accepted 'if shown to be.equally effective.

. . . )
1f viewed as a federal agency interpretation, the "Lau Remedies'" will not be

N
. upset unless they are found .to be plainly erroneous.

v

In the past, in the context of school.desegregation‘cases, courts relied
heavily on_analogous HEW standards in formulat ;
!

Z?g,ﬁeligf. HEW's Office of
Educa;ionvfifét issued‘desegregatioqwguideline in April 1965, which "fixed

A

26; otter from Holmes to Troxel, supra, n. 2

o.“\\ -
; p ,

. -
, -
rd
. 7 &

W £ - ey . 23(i§;\\\ ’
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the minimum standards] to be used in detérmining the qualifications for®

.

schqols applying for federal financial aid."?’ School didtricts were given

t

several choices for satisfying Title VI requirements. The courts gonsistently

.' -

4 -

> [N

attacﬁgd g;eét‘weight to these guidelines.
“  In 1966, and again in 1968, HEW issued revised guidelines' relating to

'school‘desegregation, and again courts accorded them 'serious judicial defer-

. o "28

ence, respectful con81derat10n, and great welght, albeit refusing to

abdicate their constitutional responsibilities to HEW entirely.

T ’ ' CONCLUSION

.

sBilingual—bicultural educatioé is a-Fg¥atiyely new phenomenon to both
courts and legis}afures. Creating new legal rights and duties predictaply

alsé will create uncertain;ies. Despite Otero and the April 8th Hgggerson\

-

memorandum, a clear trend has been established obligating schooiAagEhoritigs

N » -

to adopt bilingual programs as a means to secure for language minority

schooi children an equal educational opportuniti. .

. N

-

7singleton v. Jackson Mundicipal Separate School District, 348 F. 2d 729,
7 , .

30, n.6 (5th Cir. 1965).

Nh—_~._L}/“\\

8Un1ted States v. Jefferson County Board of Education, 380 F. 2d 385 390
~”' (5th Cir.) (en banc), ‘cert. dfnied sub. nom. Caddo Parish School Board v. -
United States, 380 U.S. 840 (1967). See also, Kemp v. Beasley, 389 F. 2d
178, 185 (8th Cir. 1968); Whittenberg v. Greenville County School District,

. 298 F. Supp. 784 (S.C.D.C. 1969).
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PANEL VIII; Eice:pts‘from Discugsantg' Remarks °

-

MR. ROSEN: The major. point to wbich\I would add a li;tle'hore‘empheqis
» } . . A ) ) .
is the fact that when you deal with E/Lubjecq such as bildggual education,

think you delude yourselves if you attempt to treat it as a ﬁoﬁ—bolitical,

issue or a non-legal issue..’. . e ’
N ; » . . - F] ‘ . .
There is a very close analogy between (the legal and political aspects

-

of - b111ngual educatlon) and Brown vs. the Board of Education in 1954 known
g ' L] *
as Brown I, and Brown vs. the Board of Educatlon in 1955, known as Brown 1T

and its progeny. v At be§€‘we vé reached Brown I with respect to bitingual

at

1
education. We've found out in the context of the Lau case that there is a
P , , ‘ . .

violation of law, not Constitutional violation... *
) .

-

It is very important that (advances in| the legitimization‘bf bilingual
.educatlon§ not occur.by just mere chance. good deal of focus has to be

——

v +
more attention must be given to (lobbying)

on the possibility of additional action withjr the Congress.é, A great deal
i

‘the. legislative bodies of the
. .. . . vy o
states... Additionally, however, we must:--not forfet thé courts. We can't

stop going to the courts to attempt to impleﬁent bilingual'edgcation, though g

we must take mgre~cafe in selecting those cases through which we attenpt to
‘ : 3 ~ i “

bring these issues:-to judicial,fruifion... One other forum cannot be ignored
-- that of the school board itself. . 4

&
S ,
\ * - ’ ' . hd
. MR. FRELS: 1 do not feel that lawyers should make policy decisions

)

°

_ for echooi boards... . . e ’ ’k‘
;Thetlew doesntt require bilipgual prqgrams'goé'(Eﬂgl@sh-language
deficient schood pﬁildreﬂ). It_requires érograms\which ;}ll'remedy tbi?e
deficiencies so that the student will be able to {ixeaningfl'xllyl par;:ﬁcipate'

in educational programs of the district.

\ g . &
_3033()59°




[N
Ak
S

LY

‘f S

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" should be).

~.

. .Too many times I think that lawyers, particularly ciQiI rights-
. \ .

lawyersﬁgplaintiff's lawyeﬁf, téhd.to forget thrat there is a first step of

. S i .
identifying the students who have these language deficiencies to the extgnt
> - :
that: they jare unable to sﬂ%ak or to understand‘ﬁ%glish so that they can g@ .

3 - A .

. R i . . - . . * r. . - .
meanlngféiiy*partlclpate in the educational program. Too many times we go : )

- I . IS < £
. .. , . - o . “
to the.sgcond step of the remedy... . .

The problem in providing (bilingual programs fer a very few children)

. ‘ . Q ’
is that the remedy will probably involve transporting those students to some K
N R ‘n K ) ..Q

other part of the district where you can concentrate students in sufficient,

’ +

numbers to be economicgl. School districts mist be careful in doing ﬁﬁis
)

so that in concentrating national origin groups in schools they cannot be
?

, . i \ . ] \
later-accused of racial or ethni€ discrimination.s.

< ’ ¢ @

:. Another problem is that bilingual teachers, in bBeing mosgly from the . ) ~

14 . ? . N "
same national origin group as the students whom they will teach (can be the
‘ ? ‘ N I .
cause of\still'further ethnic concentration)... . ) -

. v
v -

. < . ®
I agree that the major focus in bilingual education will changenfromv

. "o - -

.7 : o o
the courtroom to the statehouse and local school district. %AIts success
. ‘ Q ' ’ . .

_ —there will depend on) whether ‘educators are able t¢ produce validated studiés .

sto show that studeﬁtg (actually need special programs and what thosé‘prqgrams
. . . 4 kY . =

» ! { . 3.

- . - v . ¢
o .

PANEL VIII: Synopsis of Floor;Discussion -

The issue of whether'the/Lau principle might be extended to cover

[N

. . . R . : ‘
speakers of non-standard English dialects was d{gcugsed without complete-

. ¢ . . 3
resolution. , . T

- ~

Participants agreed that there was need not only, for dssessment instru- ) |

—
2

mentg development, but also for case study research to substantiate .the
,\. . AY R “ .

¢ . s

P



®. - ' ;

benefits of comprehensivle bilingudal/bicultural programs such as that advocated

’ - -2
by the Cardenas Plan. . B
{ 4 .
IS N . N

" The issue of racial concen.ration raisgd by Mr. Frels did not seem to

pPOSe ar insurmountable problem.

s
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' SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: DQ(? AND DON'TS

-

L : . < 4

By

p . s ‘ . -
", It was often pointed out that meaningful community involvement was
IR I ‘ i S e '

critica;}to the success of any bilingual program (Torres, Elm, Gallo). The

» ' h «

‘commynity must be informed about the program alternatived available to their

chil&ren,'and'théy must participate in the articulation of the philosophy

upon which the bilipgual‘program (e g., transitional vs. m31ntenance) w111
Ty

be bast. S,
S

The community as an information resource regarding the minority culture
” . 4 * ] - ) .

must«aiso be involved in the inservice trainings of bilingual/bicultural staff
g . . p ;

»

»

(CazdeAt,Pereﬁ). More minority teachers, not paraprofessionals, must be

hired because-of their basic qualification of cultural compatibility-{Cazden,

Chavez), Such compatibility is tot only beneficial to the educational (Laosa) ~

and emotional (Escobedo) development of minority students, but aTso” an

[

efficient means to thp inservice bicultural education of non-minority colleagues.

Teacher training institutions must expand and legitimize thei& bir{nguall

~ X . {
bicultural programs (Perez, Taylor). !

\ 4 .
Teachers should adaSt to the interactional styles of tiéir students
(Cazden, Laosa). They shouyld create alternétive participant structures as

part -of 4 continuous ' 'ethnographic monitoring.} They should also utilize

multisensory instructional modes -- adapt the classroom environment to the
1 L] f
student? not vi€e versa. R ’

1 .
Professionals in education 'should make a greater effort to keep' informed

about each.other's activities, pagrticularly in curriculum development

*’"1

(Cazden, Chavez Young). Practitioners must articulate their needs to:the
t . e .

4
research community (Cervantes). . . /

Ll

v
< -

'
}
°




Don’ts

X —d— _
Minority cultures are not hombgeneous any more than the dominant

~

culture isg. Therefu?e b111ngual/b1cultural programs need to be des1gned

- -

for or adapted to local needs. Mass produced materials are at best cultural~

-

Y

ly meaningless (Cazden,,Elm). No single instructional strategy can be best

a
.

L . .
. for every classrqom (Laosa, Ram1rez). . N
. . - /
In attempting to 1mplement culturally responsive programs avoid
3T MINEE O )

LI,

excesgive examination of the child., It is the ‘classroom environment that ..

needs to be analyzed and altered (Cazden). | @ ~&
o s ~ ) ’ -

The Field Sensitive/Field Independentvconstruct is g8tilY too under-

researched to be used as a model for program design (Cazden, Ramlrez)
ESL should be avoided at the elementary 1evel., There are sound reasons
. A . ) ’
for considering it .a very ineffective and potentially harmful instructional
‘\' * s 1y ) - N -

methodology (De Avila, Milar, Troike). - ¢
A% N

/ \
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Resgearch Y . .
b ' . : - »
- Language dominance and language proficiency are concepts which require

4

0y

detailed §ociolingui§:if_a2alysis and description (De Avil&; Milan,ﬁ@roike).

3 s

Such descrlptlon would provide valuable 1n31ght into the phenomenon;of second

W ! . [
language acqulsltfgr by m1nor1ty language schdol children. o #{

!

Cross—cqltural psychology lacks adequate and consistent models for the ‘

-

descrlptlon of culturally ~based learn;ﬂg behav1ors (Cervag;es)
r . .

Thgre sig need for longltudlnal studies’ og\alternAtlve bilingual models ‘ b

baéed on dlfferent learnlngAand ihstructional theories (Cazden, Escobedo,

o
»

Young) . . » : . . .
. There is need for detailed ethnogrdﬁﬁic research into theysociocultural - "

. - - - . -~y '
determinants of school children's behaviors (Laosa). ' ¢ .

-
.

Case studies of successful biculfural inservice training programs are .
- & - "
needed (Cazden). . . : o

Development ’ v . .. .
. I . v N ¢
ﬁjllngual currlculum materials are sorely needed, partlcularly for

L3
A .

tran81t}ona1 and maintenance programs (Chavez, Young). < : .

%Q Reciprocal‘Bilingual ?sggram models should ﬂe.developed and tested

-

-

~ (Young). ) . . . o N . ’
- ~ 'y v A * - . . ' R N ’
" Competent language assessment instruments based on sound sociolinguis- -
A - rd - . . ' - i - ¢ >
- ¢ ‘\- . * -
tic theoryare needed (De Awila, Frels, Troike). ' >
. ) . ’ ) -
o ' r " ’ - -
General = ‘
. , . e Y X -
Portions of the Lag‘Remeqies should be'clayified in wording and intent
(Lum, Gonzdlez). ’ Lo ’
\ \\ ‘ o Al . /
> D . ‘. 3.1» 4 )
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-

- ) ’ . .
The body of judicial precedents for mandated bilingual programs should

[ a

be increased through suitable test cases (Teitelbaum and Hiller). Organized:

K

lobbying for the cause of bilingual/bicultural education should be pursued

"at the statehouse:gnd school board.

>



