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Current]y, 11 maJor nat1ona1 evaluat1on $tudies of Head _
— RPN
Start serv1ces are underway These evdluat1ons . o

(L

...are des1gned to. 1mprove ‘the qua11ty and
) , de11very of local ‘Head Start services. in the’ : o
A areas of education, parent involvémunt;. ‘social R
‘ --s@rvices,. ‘health (1nc1ud1ng medical, denta] , © i
mental-health and nutr1t1onL, and. services. B e ;
for :children With special needs--hand1capped

s
3

tart Newslexter, 1978, P 16) ,

]

0ne>of these’ll maJor stud1es is An EvaZuatzon of the ‘Head -
7:Star£1Btltngual/8tcultural Currtculum Develapment Progect (Juarez )
- and Assoc1ates, 1978) _This 1s a maJor evaluat1on, and. it should
. not be taken 11ght1y by those with an 1nterest 1n'b111ngua1 edu-
'~_cat1on. %1though 1t has a d1fferent purpose and aud1ence, g1ven
L ity scope—and des1gn, its 1mpact may very well make the Amer1can

Inst1tutes5for ‘Research (AIR) evaluation. of T1t1e VI programs

(19781_pa1e in_comparison. A$ such, it deserves close attention.

Aside from the fact that*the Juarez and Assoc1ates eva]uat1on
(1978) seems ?ore prom1s1ng ‘and 1nterest1ng than the AIR evalua-

: twon, 1t ‘may - a]so ‘be worth cons.idering whether we can expest the

s

—
- —
e e T

vv‘-r‘; =T ‘s N

Th1s is a revision_of a paper presented at a forum on Ethno-
perspect1ves in Bilingual Education ‘Research held at Eastern g
M1ch1gan Un1ve~s1ty, Yps11ant1, Michigan, April 1979. ’ T
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f“*““”*ﬁiuarez and Ass1c1ates eva1uat1on to make a d1fference in shap1ng
. . early ch11dhodd;b111ngua1 educat1on po11cy format1o% A1though
. T - b3 oL é% .

“thﬁs‘questlon ‘seems -premature at thi's point, there is suff1c1ent

-
v

reason to égaim that the'tfndings of ‘the Judrez and Associates

evaluat1on wild 11ke.y be used as intended. The. irony,:here is

thut the»substant1ve f1nd1ngs fay not really matters —‘Aswesee
_ the eV1dence seems too compe111ng to conclude otherw1se.
;1 ,yotuithstand1ng rad1ca1 shifts in. Admlx tratnveﬁleadersh1p and
government policy; the eva1uat1on fin d1ngs,w111 probab1y be used
to.leg1t1mate federal. efforts in the field of early ch11dhood
‘biTlingual educa,t'—ion. To. expect.-otherwise is to overlook the
structurah 1ink§ge that exists‘between educationa1*research and
the 1nst1tut1ons that sponsor it.. .- :
The'genera1.purpose of th1s‘paper is to present this evalua-
stionxin anAOpen-forum‘to~a]ﬂow«greater*d1scuss1on«of its .poten-
~tial impact on bilingual edicatiod. The Juirez and Assotiates
eva1uat1on (1978) offers us the attractive onportunitifof spe;

1f1ca11y looking at the reproduct1ve funct1on of eva]uatlve re-

e

‘search - ¥ top1c that shou1d be of greater 1nterest to b111ngua1

LSRN

e B im e T e T ) o

educat1on researchers.

- we argue that eva]uat1ve research can and many t1meS~does

serve a reproductLve functign and that the Juirez and Assoc1atesl
Py -J

e#aJuat1on (1978) can and probably w111 serve that funct1on

rather we]l The arguMent‘wi11 proceed: as fo]]owst First, in T~

P

.order to shaoe a context fon the d1scuss1on, we provide a br1ef

‘o

- oy RO
ey :1{\.";:‘“ K 3
V. B N

f

descr1pt1on of the Head Start Strategy for Span1sh ~Speaking

£h1ﬂdren @and discuss genera11y the p1ans for eva1uat1ng 1ts clir-
a ) .




r1cu1um aeve]opment component Seéond, we will dfs%ussxthé.pure

poses and desxgn of ‘the. Juarez and. Assoc1ates eva]uat1on

eVaﬂuation is'likeTy to serve by drawing attentTon to how evalua

t1ve r°search .can ‘be used to 1eg1t1mate soc1a1 act1on programs

EThé“West1ngh”“se/Oh1o eva]natwon (Datta;“1976) wit ~sérve as an

»:examp%eujt F1na1Jy, ‘we w111 .conclude by try1ng ‘to .ca

“

rve,out'some
S ‘

_....;—*__._,.‘

I

wtd':i;;r';"e.c‘E,"t:Ef‘oﬁ!ft‘or: th1s»kLnd~of Work..

.;HEA'D»,SI'ART\ SIRAT}EGY. FOR SPA'NISH-SﬁEAKING‘ CHILDREN

-

It i, estnmated that approx1mate1y 19 percent of the tota]
ahfld popu1at1ongcurren ly servéd by Head Start is Span1sh sur-

hamed‘ Th1s 1s a sub- populat1on of ch11dren w1th known variation

a]ong the -dimens.ions of }andudge use and p1ace of or1f1n, coming:

A

$rom‘famfries ‘that are Mexican, PuertovR;can,«Cqban, or Latin

,Amer1can in or1g1n sWhile some speak limited English, many others

A K

speak only Span1sh !
Tn-1975 the 0ffice of Ch1lG Development--now the Adm1n1stra-

~_tion for Ch11dren, Youth and’ Families (ACYF)--1n1t1ated a: major _W.»Mm;;;

program to address the specific needs of these children. This

‘ comprehens1ve program was named the Head Start Strategy for:

-Sp shMSpeak1ng Children. Th1s strategy consists of carrying

Uout substant1a] work in four relatively undeve]oped areas of vz

bniJngual.early ch11dnood:educat1on. staff training, bilingual/

-

.bicultural ‘resource networks, résearrch, and curriculum develop-

!
ey e 5T eyt e

—————t

TMent (PJntract1ng Corporat1on of America, 1877%). o . .




The currcnt work in bas1c nesearch forvexamp1e; covers

: sugﬁsaf;as.ésge‘ 1y ch11dhood b111ngua11sm, ‘héart murmurs among.

- . -

Mex1can Americain children, and parental resistance to d1agnost1c'
and.wemed1a1 heart care. The work in the .area of staff tra1n1ng,
; Lo { [

i on thes other hand; reduces to the deve1opment of four b111ngua1/

2

i b1cu1tura¥-staff tra1n1ng_mode1s folJpw1ng the competency based

framework set forth 1n the Child Deve]opment,Assoclate (CDA)_pro-
gram There is also. concurrent deve1opment of two add1tiona1 ]
ﬂ mode1s spec1f1ca11y des1gned to 1nc1ude procedures for' training
;i' hflﬂngua1ﬁb1cu1tural CDA' trainers. To remedy the lack of b111ngua1/'
c b1cu1turaT resource networks,aaﬁprototype network was set.up in
Denver, Colorado to provide Head Start agencies in Reg1on VIII
with in- serv1ce training, b1k1ngua1/b1cu1tura1 materials, and
: techn1ca1 assistance in the implementation of bilingual/bicultural’
é{ ‘ programs This prototype network was désigned and estib11shed
i\\\ to 1ater serve as a rep11cab1e modé1 %or other regions. The net-
' - work is .now funct1on1ng, and the ﬁat1onw1de rep11cat1on is in
%Ha N procesc - oo : ..

éT

1<‘
:o',

: N\ o
*”“‘“f'”“““”“F1na11y, the WOt k J 'h area of curriculu d ypment

tm)

e

«focused spec1f1ca11y on the design of biTingua]/chthuraJ curri-

R

7

cula\for preschoo1‘ch11dren In 1976 ACYF contracted with*four
1nst1tut1ons--Co1umb1a Teachers Co11ege, the H1gh/Scope°Educa-
’ t1ona1 Research Foundat1ony Inter- Cu]tura] Development Research
.:Assoc1ates, and the Unmvers1ty of Ca11forn1a at. Santa Cruz--to
take - on the task of deve]op1ng four early childhood b111ngua1/
’ofcuLtura1 curr1cu1um mode]s The contractors were expected to

. work'closely;with-loca1'Head Start:centers in a four-year deve]op-
. R Y




e

e - ment process ' The work p1an for the f1rst year (1976 .1977). - con- - .

s1sted of mode] deve1opment and preparation for, tra1n1ng Head
Start staff and parents to carry out 1mp1ementat1on of the mode1
expected to occur during. the second year \(1977- 1978) at the

part1c1pat1ng Head Start centers in the commun1t1es where mode1

E

oy development was occurr1ng Naw York New York; Detro1t, M1ch1gan,'

Af,,»

gfl‘ . °an Anton1o,1Texas, and Watsonville, Ca11forn1a The th1rd—year'

&

(1978 1979) ca41ed for mode1 rep11cat1on in Head. Start centers at .

two add1t1ona1 s1tes The fourth year (1979 1980) was devoted ‘
h‘to the prov1s1on of\cont1nu1ng superv1s1on and techn1ca1 assis-
%1‘\ tance to;the Head Start centers at the replication Ssites.
Thus far, deve1opment of the: mode]s shows them to be funda-
[ menta1ly S1m11ar/}h pr1nc1p1e but d1ss1m1lar in- educat1ona1 ap-
proach ' A11 the models explicitly acknow1edge the Jmportanée
of attend1ng to ch11d\deve1opment and the 1anguage and cultural
r needs/of/gpan1sh spea%1ng ch11dren as base; for proqram des1gn,

but/each mode1 calls. ﬁor a- different programmat1c approach to the

a1y s

ducat1on of b111ngua1 ch11dren These d1fferences lare to be N \’
i e

- expected for, the pedagog1ca1 pr1nc1p1e structur1ng "the efﬁorts

l

beh1nd Head Start' s~b111ngua1/b1cuﬂtura1 curr1cu1um‘proJect is 1

the "no s1ng1e best approach " The director of, the Head Start

J Strategy for Spanish- Sdeak1ng Ch11dren describes the pr1nc1p1e

. e

as fo11ows E : o }

There is no sjngle "best". b111ngua1/b1cu1tura1
preschool program .The precise form suchw

program takes should. be. a function of the group }
it serves. The Cultural and linguistic d1f-
ferences amon Chinese, Native American, 'Spanish,
Filipino and other groups are wide, and there

#

. <
‘
‘w - - \
. P .
A I
t | ‘ ‘ / e . .
., . \




T AT d1fferences aven w1th1n each group. A
'.preschool program serving Ch1nese Amperican
childrén in San Francisco, for exampley—.
‘may not be appropr1ate for a Ch1nese -American
.group-in New York.. -Furthermore,’ several
racial and ‘ethnic groups, with or without
.a different Tlanguage or dialect; may be
représented: in a particula¥ commun1ty g O0ften
x the reality of a preschoo] program is that
it is bilingual and' multicultural- Fﬁe -— -
spec1f1c style and contént of each program
must be ta110red to. the needs of the com-
o 7'mun;§y and the groups w1th1n 1t (Arenas, 1978,

Of'the four . components in the Head Start Strategy for
Span1sh Speak1ng Ch11dren, the curr1cu1um deve]opment project
is the only: ‘ope be1ng eva]uated, and p]ans for eva]uat1ng the
‘produCts of this "no s1ngle best -approach" principlée were set in
motion in 1.977. ACYF contracted with JuareZ and Assoc1ates (a
consu1t1ng firm based in Los Angeles, Ca]1forn1a) to conduct
an eva]uat1on of-the dead Start B111ngua1/B1cu]tura1 Curr1cu1um
Development Project.© The«evaluat1on was to unfold in four
phases over a three-and-a- ha]f year‘per1od The f1rst phase
(September 1977 0ctober 1978) was devoted to se]ect1on of the
'7imeasurement battery and the s1tes expected to part1c1pate hn tie
eva]uat1on (rep11cat1on s1tes “of model developers). In add1t1on,
teachers. During the -second phase (October 1978- September 1979),
the .evaluators were expected to p1§§t test the measurement battery
and ‘randomize subjegts into exper1menta1 and control groups. Col-
1ect1on -and analyses of data were to bé performed -during the third

phase (1979~1980) F1na11y, the fourth phase (October 1, 1980 to

‘March 31, 1981) was to be devoted to wr1t1ng a final report and

°

N

the evé1uators ‘were supposed to collect initial pretest data from'
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.shap1ng the knpw]edge d1str1but1on system,used to 1nform program,

,:dec1s1on <making at the 1oca1 Head Start level a set of pamph]ets
)lthat describe each model in detail and d1scus§, amOng other things,

requirements fbr‘its implementation.

o _ -
e e e e e i T e i

GOALS OF THE JUAREZ AND--ASSOCIATES EVALUATION

——

124

The gu1d1ng;purpose of the Jua and Assoc1ates evaluation
(1978) was to supp]y ACYF wiith- 1nformat1on on the effectivenéss
. of four ear]y ch11dhuod b111ngua1/b1cu]tura] models for Spanish-
speak1ng ch11dren 0nce the information was supp11ed ACYF '
p]anned tp use 1t in dec1d1ng on, the feas1b|11ty of w1der d1str1-
“but1on oﬁ‘the mode]s to other Head Start centers across the nation.
Th1s bas1c information need on the part of ACYF required that the
evakuat1on focus on the co]]ect1on of}three types of data.

F1rs¢ the evaﬁuat1on must find out.whether it is feasible
’ td*successful]y—1mp1ement the curriculum models in more than one
setting. ' To. address th1s quest1on, the evaluators co]]ected
1nformat1on bear1ng on\two genera] factors related to program
1mp1ementatnon the progess requ1red for jnstalling the program;
and the program procedures required -of the model for activating
_1ts va]ued ‘message systems 1 Among the mode]s procedura] fea-
‘tures on which the evaluators expect to focus are staff, community,

resource, and student characteristics required by the model for

s _ s s , . 6 A

]The concept of message systems is a Bernsteinian notion that is
used to refer to curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation. For a

. detailed discussion, seé Bernstein, 1975, pp. 85-115.

-

P
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“ it to function. a5 designed..

. Secgnd, tpexeva1uat{on must find out whether the model ob-
jectives are being met by measuring impact on ch%]dren, teachers,
andfparents,‘ The contractual agreement.is,explicit as to how‘
this k1nd of measurement must be carrjed out. ACYF has'requ}red
,the eva]uat1on to empley an, exper1menta] pre-' and posttest design
in measuring model impact. At each rep11cat1on site, a total of
90 four-year-old ch1]dren were to be randomly ass1gned to treat-
nent and%bontro] gropps. Following this random ass1gnment the
ceildren'WOulﬁ ‘be. pre= and posttested”on e'selected\number.of
'competencyvmeesuresf (1) ‘Spanish 1anguage comprehen§1on,

(2) Sbanish:language production, (3) Eng]1sh language comprehen-

sion, (4) Eng]ish language production, (5) concept development,

and (6) socio-emotional development.

_y X -‘ . ) ) 7 . L ,
To.measure\model impact on teggpers, pre/post interviews
S 4 MW.

wereip1ennedr_deSignedj%o—%apfbackground characteristics and

*

s y JoL s . N
Httitudesﬁtoward,'knowledge of, and competency in early child-
hood b111ngua1/b1cu1tura1 education. The same procedure was

used to measure model impact on parents., The plans included pre/

B ——

post adm1n1strat1on of a quest1onna1re designed to tap background

characteristics and attitudes toward, and know]edge of, general L

education, b111ngua1/b1cu1tura1 education, and vocat1ona1 careers'
for their cnildren. < '
Lasfﬁy,'the evaluation must find out whether Head Start staff,

. L . . . . .
parents, and: other community members have received the curriculum

)

models favorably.. This information need .was met by gauging

o

§taff and parenfa] satisfaction with the model. Parents, for |




) - ¥
¥

examp]e, were expected to comment on the degree tc which the
curriculum mode;s were compat1b1e with the1r views,of how thewr
ch11dren should be edocated Teachers, on the other hand, wou]d
'be asked to report on the quality, c]ar1ty, su1tab1]1ty, and

. perce1ved effect1veness of the model

A goa] of ail. th1s research activity is the product1on of .

pamphlet summaries .describing the evaluation ﬂ1nd1ngs bear1ng on

‘each model. ACYF Will ‘then use these pamphlets to inform local e
«Head &tart centers of the options available to them when dec1d1ng Lt
on how best to meet the spec1a1 needs of Spanish- speak1ng ch11dren

Y

The pamph]ets wou]d describe each model, discuss 'what each wou]d
require for implementation, identify what each would offer in the N
form of programmat1c strengths, and prov1de data on how effectlve
:each mode] was found to be w1th ch1]dren, parents, and teachers.

‘.ft is not the intent of the pamphTets to provide a comparat1ve
ana]ys1s of four mode]s, sinceé such an ana]ys1s of the’ models a la

*Fo]]ow Through" was not among the goals of the-cvaluation. The

model»comparjspns were bejhg left to the consumers of the models.

" DESIGN OF THE JUAREZ AND ASSOC.ATES 'EVALUATION

*

The design of the Juarez and Assocfates evaluation (1978)
reduces to what they call a "ho]1st1c or mu]t1-method data col-
lection strategy." It has also been referred to as a “contextua]
evaluation study design." For evaluators, these terms_are
interchangeable; and they ahl imply an expansion of the experi-
mental approach so as to include ratings, event sampling, -and.

ethnographic teckniques. The,fnc]usion of these other approaches




= : - into the evaluat1on des1gn spec F1ed by the eva]uat1on contract,

the argument goes, wou]d‘a]ﬂowifor draW1ng re]at1onsh1ps between

§~ program processes (1nput) and outcome measures, (output) This

-

R

.argument stems*from four kex,1ssues re]ated to eva]uat1ve research
A]] four 1ssues re]ate to the need of ‘having c]ear and exact ‘

know]edge of 1) program treatment, (2) program part1c1pants‘

S and;sett1ngs, (3) program contéxts, and (4) contro] group act1v1~

°t1es In 1so]at1ng these four issues, Juarez and Assoc1ates
’ x

(1978) draw on a grow1ng consensus among re archers that the lack

WMP‘

. of these data is 11Ke1y to make researcn fin dings, (part1cu]ar1y

psychometrlc test resu]ts) un1nterpretab]e This 1is the’kind of

-

- .reason1ng that“has he]ped shape the des1gn of the so- ca]]ed con-

/

S ] textua] eva]uat1on study of Juarez and Assoc1ates. _ .

T There are three bas1c obJeCtxves to_ this type of study des1gn

k3 . -
=

"The .1rst is ﬁo measure the nature and extent of program imple-
mentat1on ovgr time in order to demonstrate the feas1b1]1ty of

S 1mp]ement1ng the curricuium mode]s at varylng s1tes Spec1f1c
A}

ii.'f: dgta ‘on sett1ng "and material resources, 1nd1v1dua1s, schedu]e and X

B program organ1zat1on, =tt1tudes and actua] program act1v1t1es
":‘,'v! ® ]

f were t be 1nc1uded in ana]yses emp]oylng a- fzdeZztv perspect1ve

e 1n the measurement of mode] 1mp1ementat1on 2 R

C e The second objective of the, des1gn is to secure the k1nd of
’ . o ’ .
observational data of use 4in 1nterpret1ng test outcomes. gIn this

’ - ) . 27 -
I h v - A

: -« '_/. R . - - .
te ~ " B Lo <
“ -4

2A]though the intent here is not to prov1de i critique of the-
eva]uat1on design, there is & compulsion, however, to note. that
the fidelity perspect1we as used traditionally in measuring im-
plementation is-problematic in securing accurate assessments of
institutional change. See for example, Berman and McLaughlin

(1974). ‘
RO 2 ’




kase; the qualitative data becomes an explanatory adjunct to

-

. quantitat?Ve'results. The: more fnteresting feature here. is the

vary1ng k1nd of qua11tat1ve data that Juirez and Assoc1ates (1978)

ES -

targeted for co]]ect1on 5 . o -
i _© .Observations of classroom act1v1t1es and situa-

R _ &ions, -such &s specific lessons, and.-language

- ) use in.variouy situations, will be taken into

) rons1derat1on in the. 1nterpretatron 0f test. -

o data. “These observatﬂons will also include
information on the measurement process or how
the childrén in. both the treatment and ‘the-
.control groups: were tested, and on the exper1-¥

'.mental arrangement, 1nc1ud1ng information on

" the control group experience and how well ran-

domization worked. A1l of ‘the above activi- - .
" tYes may have a strong 1nf1uence on test -
. results. *(I=p.10) . S ,

Ihe th1rd obJect1ve is, to secure qua41tat1ve change data
\

.oyer time. The intent here 1s not tq use qua11tat1ve data“to -
he1p‘exp1ain test“resu1ts but to use qua11tat1ve data itself ‘
-ias outcome data. As Judrez and Associates view_it (19781, the
use of qua11tat1ve data as. outcone data is a comp]ementary and
equa]]y va11d way of prov1d1ng “information bear1ng on model ‘im-
pact. The strategy has the added, and very attractive feature of
be1no ab}e to tap unant1c1pated outcomes. Th1s is ;n important
pofnt for it illustrates the sensitivity of the evaluation towaréaF
the very real and commonly acknowledged poss1b111ty of side effects
due to exp11c1t as we11 as implieit features of program deS1gns
(Monaghan, 1:976). A]though 1mportant, the measurement of program
s1de effects is’ an 1tem/rout}ne1y om1tted by eva]uat1on des1gns.
S

In sum, among the foc/,Of the qualitative data collection strategy

were spec1f1c c1assro

om behaviors and ‘control group activities.
/\ M ‘. . 4

’
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In a sense, PR mlght verxgwell stand for pub11c relat1ons in th1s

't1ons, adm1n1ster 1nterv1ews to teachers, and update tredtment and

ally and on ‘the Juarez evaluat1on in part1cu1ar

features lacking in other federally soonsored evaluations of bi-
‘sponsored studies: (1) A Process Evaluatzon of the lezngual

A(2) ‘Bilingual Education: An Unmét Yeed (Comptroller General of

pose, range, and focus make it difficult to compare these evalua-

1
-

To operat1ona11ze this mu1t1-method des1gn, the evaluators
proposed the use of a "part1c1pant researcher" (Pi) This PR’was
seen as very instrumentad to the Juarez and Assoc1ates (1978) -
scheme. One reason for suggest1ngvthe presence of a PR on snte \

was the need to e11m1nate the “outs1der" 1mage of evaluators
e~

-

'case, By beéom1ng an 1ns1der, the PR was expected to get a deeper
view’of.program evaluat1ons. Wh11e.onsnte, ‘the PR was expected
to supervise psychomeétric testing3 conduct naturaJistic observa- -

‘control group 1nformat1on through per1od1c phone calls to parents S

As proposed ‘the use. of the PR is an interesting and intriguing
1nnovat1on in evaluat1on stud1es that reflects the strong in-
fluences that ethnography is ‘having on evaluat1ve research gener-
- To. summar1ze, the Juarez "and Assoc1ates (1978) evaluat1on

désign contains manyﬂfeatures cr1t1ca1 to successful evaluat1ons-4
lingual education. There have been four well known federally - i

Edyéation Program,. Title VII, ESEA (uevelopment Associates, 1973)3

J .
the: Unlted States, 1976);..(3), The Condition of Bilingudl Education
in the thion (Unﬁted_States commissioner of Educat1on, 1976); and’

(4) Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/&Gnglish

Bilingual Education Prqgram‘CD&noff, 1978). ‘Differences in pur-
- M % ’

.y
.




tjopS‘and—the Juérez,andlAssociates)(JQZB) study, Nevertheiess,
afbrief»summary of one—of*the~mo%t widelyhojted of these studies
{the \AIR Report, 1978) will help to piace the Judrez study in i
conteXt;‘ IheuJuirez effort represents an impact study of bi]iné. '
guaT eduoetion.§!th many of the reatures hfped for in weJ]- ' ) i’é
4designed»eva1uat3ons, We will examine how it dlffens from the e

, .
Title VII evaluation ahd~theh~exp1ore how these differences in- ~

PSR & £

A . : : ‘ .
crease the opportunity for the current study to serve a true .

) ‘ ... ) . ,,*\. . . [ NS
reproductive function. . . - ﬁ ' - T s

_ _THE AIR REPORT , - MR T
v . o e R

The American-fnstituteSifor Research (AIR)_conducted'a hajor
‘evaluatlon of Title VIIL programs. " Interim resuTts'were~re1eased
in. Apri:l, 1977- and. the Executlve Summary of -the flna] report
was released by the 0ff1§§f°f Education in March 1978. These .«,'.

reports were soon widely cited as ev1dence that b111ngua1 educa- ’

Ve o

tlon wannot working. When the next year's educat1on bill was

,debated Congressman Ashbrook of Ohio proposed an amendment to

2

abo]1sh bilingual education, saying_-that "the program is actua]]y o .

,prevent1ng ch11dren from learning Engllsh " The~eva1uatlon f1ndrngs

‘ were used to support some lawmakers' views of public po]idy; but,

- for the most,part Congress #ias been supportive of bilingual educa=
f .

t1on, inéreasing the budget annua]]y

In the fa]] and spring of 1975 1976, thousands of students in
grades 2-6 were tested at 38 different sites across the country .
(in a total of 150 schoo]s) The Title VII projects included in

the study were in their fourth or fifth year of funding and pre-




Aﬂprocedures were,used ‘to adjust for d1fferences between groups

'cIassrooms were obse#%ed and teachers and d1rectors 1nterv1ewed i R

dents (Danoff 1978)

» Ll

sumed to be mature b1I1nguaI programs. The comparison group was ,f”
seIected by. personneI who . each nominated one non-Title: VII cIass- .
room w1th students comparabIe to’ each T1tIe VII cIassroom The
1match was in term$ of ethn1c1ty, socio- econom1c ;tatus, and grade
Ievle‘ AIR reported that the non-Title VII students were bas1caIIy
mparabIe to the Title VII students and that standard stat1st1caI
Staﬁdardiied.aChievement teits wé e:used to measure Ené]mshﬂand
Span1sh ‘Oral Comprehens:ion and: Reading, and Mathematics~ A stus

dent quest1onna1re obtained student background 1nformat1on and -

o tt1tudes toward schooI reIated act1v1t1es K sub sampIe of

to obta1n 1nformat1on on the educat1onaI exper1ences of the: stu-

i

~
N

"Three different methods of anaIys1s were used to assess T1tIe:

CVIT's. 1mpact Overall, "...the Title VIT Program d1d not appear :: - :;w-‘

to be haV1ng a consistent_ s1gn1f1cant 1mpactign student ach1eve-

-ment 1n ‘these two subJects [English Language Arts and Mathemat1cs]"

(AIR Report, 1978, p..17). The~compar1sons with non-Title VII
ch11dren showed that Title VII students were perform1ng worse in°
aEngI1sh than non-Title VII students ' In Math, the two groups \
were perform1ng at about the same Jevel. An increase in:Spanish
:Readxng scores was found during the year for Title VII students,

but these gains could not be compared w1th the non- T1tIe VII

students because the number who: could compIete the test was. too

small. ‘, ' ) - ' &

= FSps " N
= - . A - . 4 . T .
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. »-Thé study also -examined. the ‘educa‘ti‘"‘ona"{ goals 'of T—itle VIT
programs In 1nterv1ews with directors. _of-Title VIL_programs, 'lj-i;-“—le%

¥ g
. . N

’86 percent reported that ch11dren‘rema1ned in the b111ngua] : e

6

‘ IprOJect ;even after they were able to funct1on in Eng]1sh . Ac-

cord1ng ‘to the ?IR Report,'"[t]hese f1nd1ngs ref]ect T1t1e VII
proaect act1V1t1es wh1ch run counter to the. 'trans1t1on approach
“trongry inplied by the ESEA-Title VII Tegislation" (1978, p. 12).
0ne of the maJor d1ff1cu1t1es 0f most. large scale ‘edug at1ona1
eva]uat1ons is locat1ng and‘mainta1n1ng an«appropr1ate compar1son i & 4.8
group “We. have the word of the AIR researchers that "c]assrooms ' Z

A‘were matched in terms of SES, ethn1c1ty, and grade level Yet the

Students- 1n T1t1e VII programs d1d:worse on tests of Eng]1sh than

thedrematched compar1sons; D1d»AIR match the’ groups on initial S if
language fac111ty or 1anguage dom1nance7 The report aoeéqit»éays‘ ‘ S
‘but 1t'was reported that the 1ncreas§s in Spanish Reading. scores

-3 T

~of the°T1t1e VIL students could not be compared with the non- -Title , ';;

s’VIF student\s scones.because too few-of‘the latter cou]d even Lo
take the Spanish reading test. ;; ﬁf 4 T : ‘ﬂ*w‘;;;iﬁé
Groups were Judged for comparab111ty in 1975-1976, not when. . ‘ ,£

the students.began their Title VIT program. The study also grouped A :
;atl'fitTelVII~programsmtogether_wi;h<no attempt to'adent1fy and s E

separatelyiana]xze:quality~biljngual*programs.

PR -Perhaps one-of'the major Weaknesses of the study is -an ambi=-

guity dn its _purpose. The United Statés 0ff1ce of Educat1on

sought to- d1scover the 1mpac¢ of Title VII programs (primarily on
the ch11dren) when a pr1or qmgst1on might have been, "Wwhat educa- ° i

t1ona1 programs are being. 1mp1emented under the T1t1e VI 1eg1s- - ;

~ -




latwonw" S, .. : ' : : ’ .
..___..m..,.:':..__...,__.__.«....__..__,‘ — g B i RSV ] - et .t-_....z:

JJhe po11t1cs of b111ngua1 educatlon in-_the- Un1ted£$tates 1s

not unrelated to the politics. of "ba51c sk111s,' and th1s c11mate

affects reactlpn to. the séudy In the current debate’reoard1%g . f'f

a return to the "bas1cs,L one hears reference to’ the trad1txona1 o3

! ,
Amer1can va]ues 1nherent in. the mechan1cs -of read1ng, wr1t1ng, and- : _g

- - L2

;f" ar1thmet1c. In. debatés o, b1Jlngua1 education, there is. the o

——ww~w~para44e4~reference to—the v1rtues~of the trad1t10na1"“me1t1ng pot" i c

-

process in Amer1ca. It may’not be thegach1evement f1nd1ngs that =~

caus ;concern among educgtors but the 1anguage_ma1ntenance approach—’ “*“j%ff

R

ref]ected 1n thesresponses of the T1t1e VII program d1rectors that

- [ .
-, P

concerns opponents of bilingual educat1on K ‘ .

3 . . . i' ’a

o ;;-THgA.REP.RQDUCTrI\[E.,FUNCTI—OT_Q""O_F THE JUAREZ Ev-AuUAfioN ‘ L

»

- There iis no such th1ng as neutra] research whether of the

U WS

dér’of sc1ent1f1c 1nterests Habermas (1971) descr1bes,~or'

'S(

ide zi‘gy, there are;spec1f1c 1nterests under]ylng att forms of

Id

T —“knowledge productlon- App]e—(1°7ZJ_descr1besAthe prob]emewell
2 * L e et
...what is ‘the. preva111ng funci;oneof research" ‘ > o
Isn't it merely a process -of data production . o ’ :
that tries to help us solve our day-to=day o ) : _:
‘problemsﬂ I am afraid that our answer :here’ .. , .
must be no, for an affirmative answer neg]ects ) .7
one 1mportant yet too often forgotten soc1a1 . e
) fact research creates. 1nformat1on for use ’ e e
vt : by somebody 1t ds sponsored by and affili= - :
ated with organ1zat1ons that -have a. stake, e
_though often .not a conscious one, in the con- - "
“tinued maintenance of,the1r~and -other more. L .
powerful; 1nst1tut1ons ba51c “modes of opeéra- ’ - .
“tion. Thust/we mist ask the po]1t1ca1 .ques- o . . BEY
“*tion, "Why is: this- .data produced?" .Oné Should - y . o
not conceive of ‘the products of aducational . .
research apart from the 1nst1tut1ona1 functions - L e
they perform. Too often they performﬂa rather C ‘

For ap

o
R
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5 65, g#f
é;,_n_;w~_u_1wﬁwmm“nterest1ng ro]e,mtheyﬁact to. prevent com-es e ' [
S _ . mitted.educators from focus1ng on the contra- | .

dict1ons with1n,our institutions by forc1ng
?ttent1on on off1c1a1 def1n1t1ons of prpb]ems.
‘\\ N po ]]8 ‘n . — ¢ -

- i . |
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Eva]uat1ve research is no except1on to this., Indeed, nowheré

e BT

G

) "is the reproduct1ve function of research more appfrent than in
. eva]uat1ve studtes, for these essent1a11y seek a meas%:ement of

the reproductf%e va]ue of that wh1ch they study. Now ‘that s 1ajA“
E

systems .generally ook to sc1ent1f1c rat1ona11ty for: 1eg1t1macyu

S x

)(Habermas, 1970), the reproduct1ve functxon Tof” eva]uat1ve research

i A e e S8 e T S T S e

becomes 1ncreas1ng1y 1mportant. The nat1ona1 eva]uat1on of

e _ Project Head Start is 111ustrat1ve of Just how 1mportant a role

'eva]uat1ve research can come to p]ay in the soc1a1 reproduct1on

e

of a major: federal program. '0

M

Sl -The: controversy cnsated by the West1nghouse/0h1o Eva]uat1on

g}MWﬂAofHProaect”Head”Start (Datta, 1976) 1s'weJJ Known. The po]4t1ca1

[ -

,and methodo]og1ca1 1ssue{ that it ra1sed were many, and the de-
bate was ‘hea ted and long But now that- the controversial dust

has-settledwand_a~numberﬂoj;stgn1f1cant events in the h1story of

~the eva]uat1on have been reconstructed, we can see c]ear]y that
the Nest1nghouse/0h1o eva]uat1on Sseems. to have served its function

3 well:- it helped to preserve Project Head Start and de11ver to its
S, t,
‘Teddership what it had~de51red all along.

The most important feature of the Westinghouse/Ohio eva]uation

(Datta, 1976) was not “the: set of f1nd1ngs that were generated

. - -

g',i but the sczenttftc Zegztzmacy that it produced for ‘the 1nterna1

é“’ and- externa] expans1on of ProJect Head Start. That Head Start
. ¢ 7 3

A%




;_m,". summer programs were genera]]y Iess effective than fu]]-year

a

«programs and that the 1mpact»on Head Start children tended not

,__.._

to perS1§titnto the\pr1mary grades was of no surprise .to thé Head
Start Project. As Datta (1976) points out:

Ev1dence suggesting that. summer programs were
Tess developmental]y -effective than full-year
programs and that the academic -gains of Head
Start were not sustained had -been available ) .
_almost sinceﬁthe beginning 0f Head. Start. ‘- e e
The greaterfbenef1ts of full- year versiis sum-
- mer programs wene evident also in the 1965-
to-1969 data., :fiost -advisors...cautioned that
brief programs would have 11m1ted effects on
e language *cogn1t1on,*or ‘other aspects’ “of "in<
‘ te11ectua1 development: (pp ‘144-146)

The fact that, this know]edge was available to ProJect Head
Start pr1or to 1ts eva]uat1on helps to explain why the Head Start
'Research Counc11 argued strong]y aga1nst the des1gn of the
west1nghouse/0h1o $tudy. ~ A]though 1t was unable to a]ter the S “ffi
“basié design of the 1mpact study, . the Head-Start Research. Council - o

~

at Teast managed to influence the study to somk degree.i ‘Measures *;é

(/

’-of parental sa.isfaction and ch11d affect and mot1vat1on became

part. of.the measurement battery~ To complement the study, an’ I

' '""adv1sory board of experts was a]so estab11shed A N ) ::
' . The reaction of the Head Start Counci] 1nd1cates that the
eva]uat1on :0f the proJect may have been feared In 11ght ot

the know]edge then ava11ab1e to Head Start, th1s fear seemed S

——

:.JUStlfIQd Neverthe]ess, there rema1ned a need to 1eg1t1mate
expans1on of the ;ead Start proJect $uch 1eg1t1mat1on came. . -
from find1ngs and recommendat1ons supposed]y ‘based on sc1ent1f1c
rat1ona11ty As sources of th1s rat1ona11t/, the ro]es played

by the west1nghouse Learn1ng Corporation and 0h1o Un1vers1t/ can-

N : ‘ . ) E e‘ - ‘ 21 P “,-.




.

‘notgbégundef?estimgted.“ A more accuraie understanding ofééhe

Nestanhouse/Ohio evaTuation_requires.ﬁélational analysfs: that

the: repor

N . o L€ ’ . ’ . N - :
tions 1ntgrested and committed to preserving and expanding research.

-by the bffice'of Child Development 1eadership‘as it reconstructs

fpn o oo ey
.

report.

Ao

= —tha hi§tory 6f the Westinghouse/Ohio evaluation:

".on-the: -whole\-¢hi-ldy ~the--concerns-about ‘the . —

t .not -be gxamineéﬁabart/from its producers--two institu-

That the evaluation served a reproductive function is suggested

‘We used Westinghouse and other studies con:
structivély to reaffirm the :Head: Start focus
‘summer- projects weré reasserted and the short-
term innoculation notion -wks shown to be falla-
cious; the notion of a single magic year was
also shown to be limitad; :and, the folly of
selecting as criteria stable measures of devel-
opmen% was emphasized.

Westinghouse is just. thé -only ‘bodk on- the shelf
-ébothHeadLStartraﬁdwsoHpéOp$e~poﬁnt'tovﬁt.

But the issues -debated about Head Start and
early childhood ediicationare issuies we'd have
been debating anyhow:. .

Westinghouse helped justify what we wantedi as
early as 1966: continuity, earliér involvement,
greater concern .about parent involvement. And

we used Westinghouse to legitimize these. (Datta,

1976, p. 151) . .

IO VT _ .

It is true that the Head Start budget stabilized after the

It is aiso true that Elliot Richardson, Secretary of

the bed%rtment of Health, Education,’and wé1f55e under Richard

* Nixon, may have received convincing pressure from parents to

prégeﬁvé Head Start. But there are two factors we need to keep

inéiﬁ nd.

First, the demonstration of Head Start parents in

Héghipgton buttréssed one of the few positive findings of the

e s

wes;inghouséthio evaluation «{Datta, 1976): parental §atisfaction,

.addéd as a measure to -the study, at the insistencé of the Head

g, .




o

- Start Research Council. In a sense, the report may -have func-

_~hold1ng the resu]ts of a study it had ne1ther sponsored nor been

?‘*“4“teaching"sty1e"'6Arenas; 1978=1979, p. 18). Thi's implies:a*very R

) designed to generate f1nd1ngs~that local Head Start.programs could

" sbut under what "c1rcumstances and needs" each worked or fa11ed to

-
=

tionedxto legitimate the action of the parents as well. Second,

.
- o

po]1c1es in Washington were beg1nn1ng to shift as a resu]t of new
administrative 1eadersh1p The untimeliness of the report a]most

interfered with 1ts reproduct1ve function. The new leadership»at

the Department of Hea]th Education, and Welfare found itself e

prepared to ‘use. The -evaluation had losts 1ts political 1eg1t1-
‘macy==a case of $cientific rat1ona11ty without po]1t1ca1 back1ng
The political 1eg1t1macy of the evaluation had to be reconst1tuted
in the form of both federalvand—grass roots support. N

In the case of the Juarez. and Associates evaluation (1978), ',
there 1s a key factor strongly. favor1ng 1ts reproductive: funct1on--\
- the. structural Zznkage that exists -between the Administration for
Ch11dren, Youth and Families (ACYF) and the'evaluat1on On the
one hand ACYF. wants to help Head Start programs desiring to 1mp1e- : "*
ment b111ngua1 curricula to "be able to se]ect the mode] that best
suits the1r local needs and is compat1b1e with their staff S

e

different use of informatidn than making budget dec1s1ons about a "+’
national bilingual ‘education program 1ike T1t1e VII. On the other
Ahand, a consulting firm consented to address the "research“ prob-

lem that ACYF had defined. and to design ﬂnd carry out - an eva]ua-

tion to.resolve it. The result was an evaluvation spec1f1ca11y

: urvey to judge- not on]y how we]] a given curr1cu1um mode 1 worked

work. —




Although the AIR Report 11978)\obtained some program descrip-

tive data, this information was not sufficiently precise to permit

4

an,asses;ment'of existihg‘circupstances and under which ones partic-
ular e?fétts would be found. Thes, we are left at the end of the
AIR Répurt*with—basica]]y one g]ohai concTusion: Title VII children
do no better, and: perhaps worse, than their non-Title VII counter-
.parts ﬁThls is the kind of conc]us1on that tends, at least po]1t1-

“

ca]]y. to weaken the reproduct1ve power of an evaluation. when 1t

o~

happens, the loss. in reproduct1ve power then has to\be. restored

thkough recpmmehdations of somé klpd, Because of the different pur-"

;pose and the*more “open",design of the Juarez and ASsociatés evalua-
t10n (]978),'the reproduct1ve function of that evaluat1q£ may not
need the doctoring usually found in evaluations in the form of "pos1-
tive" recommendat.ons suggesting that the program bfﬁsaped .,
l The structura] 11nkage between ACYF and the Judrez and Asso-
ciates evaludtion (1978) makes the study more focused &nd more
l1imited, focusing on a particular set cf curr1cu]um proaects that
were funded for a limited time period and limited in saze (four\
“sites and only hundféds of thousands of dollars spread :over seyera];
yea}s). In no way does it approach che multi-million dollar Title
VII program. }he Juiirez and Associates findings can be used by 2
single apﬁﬁcy to shape its own strategy toward bilingual ehildren

*

and- families and does not have to serve as "the" evaluation of

nUnite§ States'biijngual edugat;onf" . N
Furthermore, ACYF has a history of suppohting program develop=
ment-and-researqh effqrts,‘raising the probabi]ity that findings'
fnomAthe*Juaﬁéz and Associatés study will be received positiﬁe]y
‘ 2

W

g
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and acted on by the agency. In 1972, for example, ACYF (then - ;
the Office ot Child Deveiopment5 hedan Home Start, a home-based
variantfof'Head Start and simultaneously fdhded an evaluation - .

\
. ) N . . X
-des1gned;‘&%collect both process and outcome data for judging

the” 1mp1ementation and impact of the program. Informationzfrom

: the evaluation was used_ in mod1fy1ng gu1de11nes for the program,
and- whén Home Start ended and more than 300 Head Start programs
) adopted a home- based opt1on (usual]y to supp]ement the1r ongoing _
- center- based program); ACYF 1nst1tuted six regional training Vot
centers t0 prov1de tra1n1ng and- technical assistancg to Head Start
:orograms making this change (Love, 1978). If the Juaref and .
Associates evaluation (1978) provides useful information about
the four bildngual curricaium projects, there is every indication ‘_
that ACYF’wilT.attempt‘to—base future programmatic decisions on
that 1nformat1on ) o S y

It seems to us that mandates to evaluate 1nst1tut1ona1 pol-
icies and practices presents a troublesome dilemma to polacy—
‘makers, espeoially those with an,fnterest in preserving certain

policies and practices considered important and w»rthwh11e The;? f;“F: A

. .

P Ve
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polacymaker has to. demonstrate the woﬁih of a given po]1cy or o
program to justify 1ts preservation. How does the policymaker do ™ °
this without jeopardi?ing the policy or program? One ootion is
for,the.poﬁdcymaker~to realistically and ¢1ear1y define what he/

she wants the evaluation to do and then support a well thought-

out eva]uat1on design capable of de]1ver1ng the kind of 1nformat1on -

usab]e in maintaining or 1mprov1ng that pol1oy or program That

~

is the posture reflected in the Jufrez and Assoc1ates eva]uat1on .
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(1978), and: we su?mi?ighgt igﬂi&.as feES9nabTe as any other.
TOWARD A NEW DIRECTION. IN BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL
EDUCATION POLICY RESEARCH .. .

There is a dire need%in bilingual/bicultural gducation'po]icy
reséaféh for Engaging in reiational analysis. Thi;Apersgective
.rgquireS‘fhat all social gétivity bé construed as structurally '

B related to -otker forms of social éqtivity and institutions. ‘Social
ictions are defined ir ?erms of their~re1ation5~t6 other forms of
spcigl‘actions and unde}lying,prﬁncipﬂes of social 6rgan?zation

\ qﬁd control. Apple (1979) de;cribeﬁ this research approach as

- follows: . ‘
y What T am asking for is what might best be
' . -called "rejational analyses." It involves
: seeing social activity--with education as a

particular form of that activity--as tied to
the larger arrangement of institutions which
apportion resources, so that particular groups
and classes-have historically been- helped
while others have been less adequately treated.
In essence, social actisn, cultural and educa-
tional events and artifacts (what Bourdieu
woild call cultural capital) are "defined" -
“not by their dbvious gualities that we can
jmmediately see. Instead of this rather posi-
tivistic approach, things are: given meaning
rationally, by their complex ties and con-
nections to how a society is.organized and
controlled. ,The relations themselves are the
defining characteristics. Thus, to undérstand,
say, the notjons of science and the 4individual,
as we employ them in education especially, we
need--to se¢ them as primarily ideological-and..
aconomic categories thatrare essential to .~
both the production of agents to fi1l existing
economic roles and the reproduction of disposi-
tions and meanings in these agents that will
ncause" them to, accept these alienating .oles -
without too much-questioning. They become
aspects of hegemony. (p. 10) . e .




BRI o TR TS Py - T
SE ~ S . R e -

I\
R

The absence of thqs V1ew 1n %111ngha1 educatlon research is
i

a. bit 1roq1c As reformers, b111ngua1 educators have done their

.share to accentuate anag e11m1nate 1nequ1t1es in educat1ona1 oppor-
tunﬂty As researchers, however, they have not glven equal atten-

_tion to d1scover1ng the structura] reasons for these 1nequ1t1es.-

[PV aaer s e Y Ty
.

The tendency has been to rely more on deve10p1ng Ianguages of
s - g
o® 1ncompat1b111t1es and b1cogn1t1v1sm to Just1fy 1nst1tut1ona1

amellorat1on rather than restructurat1on. that is, w1th 1eg1t1-

g "

S mat1ng the 1mprovement of pract1ce as opposed to creat1no d1fferent
- ]
tructura] arrangements that are more respons1ve The problem
/ !
here is that these language systems function more as slogans and

tend to Fall short of what is needed for understand1ng the struc-
"“tural relat1ons under1y1ng socnal and cultural reproduct1on
Nha¢ 1s needed is a d1fferent metaphor or Ianguage system

PR that allows s to. descr1be the structural relations between insti- -

tut1ons and 1nd1V1dua15 so that we can see how individuals and

nnst1tut1ons funct1on for and against each other., The kind of

Ianguage system we have in m1nd here is central to the soc1o]ogy

“of school knowledge being developed by Willis (1977), Eggleston

) "(1977),‘¥oung (1971),'Bernste1n'(1975),-Bourd1eu and Passeron

: ¢ (1977), ‘Green and Sharp (1975), and Applé (1979). o

;:~g» :F . In the work of these theor1sts we find a metaphor v1rtua11y

; = absent‘from the T1terature on b111ngua1 educat1on. This metaphor
11nks educational pract1ce, 1nc1ud1ng research, to other social
processes and institutions in the society. Educat1on, for example,

is seen as essentially a mechanlsm of cultural preservat1on and

ot

ﬁstribut1on that helps to create and recreate forms of conscious-
:,‘., ) . N * \
. 5 . . /

» el ~
. - ' . 2 by
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~fness. \:Education 1s thus the ‘means by wh1ch a soc1ety reproduces -~

1tself \ The key here, though, is that this reproduct1on is subtle,

rema1n1ng largely»unconsc1ous on the part of educators, rather

than as -the result of an-e llte group ‘of managers who sit around

tables plott1ng ways to "do in" the1r workers in the workplace

and school Educat1onal dctivity and:interaction are so thoroughly

;t1ed to the patterns. of the wider society that they are outs1de

the. conséiOus*awareness-of-educators Acoord1ng to App]e (1979).,

o

a ‘the Gramscian->construct of hegemony best describes the relat1onsh1p

Lbetween»the assumpt1ons and behav1ors of educators on. the oné hand-

and thetstructure and patterns of the wlder society on the- other.

, negemony 1mpl1es that the fundamental economic and

R ‘Ba?1ca14y

- po11t1cal divisfons in a sociéty ° S

e Jare held together by tacit 1deolog1cal,
fassumpt1ons, .or- rules,uh1ch are not usually
conscious. ..’. These rules serve to organize :
) and legitimate the ;activity of the nfany *
B - 1nd1v1dua1s whose interaction makes up a
) soc1a1 order (Apple, 1979, p. 86) - : o

Thé assumptnons necessary for ma1nta1n1ng the exlst1ng social ordew

so thorough‘y saturate the act1v1t1es of those w1th1n the society

o

that they actually. defxne what is common sense; 1nd1v1duals be- .

-

have in a manner that re1nforces the soc1a1 order, not. because

A

they are forced but bgcause they cannot conce1ve of any other way

to,act. In the réalm of educat1on, Apple (1979) sees hegemony

d in the deployment by educators of antezzaftuaz tradi-

manlfeste

tzans for both legitimating and transmitting ex1sx1ng pract1ces

He calls. th1s phenomenon. "jdeological saturat1on It ¢an be

1llustrated with analyses of how the true role of conflict in

[

-

s , 28
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.social.change is glossed over in sciencé curricula and by exploring

the ]angugge of diagnosis and Tabe]ing'used in e]emehtary schools.

Jﬁ.ﬁbth'cases, Apple .shows how these "selec

- \’A

tive traditions" are

. < M N .‘\ ) ) . -
-~used to control .and ultimately victimize whole classes of children.

B

"Again, Apple i careful to warn against constru?ndAhiS,argument

to imply conscious conspiracies among educators:

Y

This is not to imply, that all school people
ate racist (though-some-may in fact be) or
that they are: .part of a .conscious conspiracy
to- "keep the lower ¢lasses in their place.”

. In fact, many of the arguments for "community"

and about-curriculum put forth by :some of
‘the early -educators, curriculum workers, .and

.intellectuals...were based. on the best liberal

jntentions. of "helping people.” Rather the

argument being presented here is that "natu:

rally”. generated out of many..:educatars.’' -

“common-<sense assumptions and practices: about

teaching and learning, normal and abnormal

‘behavior; important and unimportant knowledge,

9

us better understand how eyaluative\research is constrained by’

and contributes to the maintenance of existing sociocu]tura]°

-~

instance.

.thé criticaT jssue that has been raised: whether.the,fedéral
government should play a mediating
ethnic landuages and cultures. We can't respond to that issue
by pointing to a faulty evaluation design. The issue is politi-
~ca}1y7charged, énd research’ design

The issue relates more to a structural relation that federal

.

and so forth are conditiéns and forms of in-
teraction that have latent functions. And -
these latent functions include some things
that‘many'éducator5~apeAnot~usua11y aware of.
(Apple, 1979; pp- 64-65) '

The metaphor of education as cultural reproduction can help

~

*.patterns. Consider the debate over the Title VII findings, for
: « \

ThnoughoutAthis dgbate, we have somehow overlooked

>

25

role in the reproduction of

3

has very little to do with it;,  ~
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tical concern that the Title VII evaluation helped to exacerbate
_in ‘showing ‘how bilingual ‘programs were being used for language

i "and~CuTturaT maintehance;, . - ) o - LUE

-a search for entry ex1t critéria app11cab1e to Title VII students ) ;

-.‘Thpsgsearchr1s certann]y a good 1n¢1cator that the T1t1e vir T

o

‘:research* we have suggestedna—dlfferent d1rect1on for policy

37
A

S
t

support fdr;biﬂingual education seems to berendaﬁgerthg--a poli-

-

To alleviate the concern, federal po]1cymakers have started 'AA@

2

evaluation. has served. its reproductive function rather well in . S

certain areas. -fherfihdihgé_have so far Ied‘tO'tighter'mbnftoring

—and control that are, in a-sense; 1mprovements and therefore
preservat1on of the‘prpgram .I't makes sense, theréfore, to pay—— ;T
Jess attent1on to questions of faulty design andvmore~attentJon
to the: structura] rezsons underlying the Title VII eva]uat1on,
when Iooked at closely, the problem w1th the AIR evaluation -has - é
more tq;dpewith'the_purpose and type of gquestions raised than - -
with faulty design. ' | ‘

To summarize, u51ng the AIR Report (1978) and the Juarez and

Associates (1978) eva]uat1ons as contrast1ng examples of bilingual

research in b111ngua1 educat1on ﬁe suggest an oriehtatioh that

looks at all the factors: (program evaluat1ons be1ng one example)
®
affect1ng b111ngua1 educat1on pol1cy}format1on within the Iarger

P

relat1ona1 nexus of wh1ch they are.a part If these factors are

©

tg~be:acgurate1y 1nterpreted we cannot afford to settle for'

-

anything less.
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