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In the forward-looking vision perpetuated in our modern society, we tend

-

to ask only '"Where are we going and how can we get there?"” Seldom do we ask:
"ihere have we come from?" or "Was it worth the trip?" The field of bilingual

education has been no exception to this rule. We have spent our time planning

°

programs, develdping materials, arguing the virtues of bilingual education and in

general, forging ahead, many times without stopping to review the results of our

efforts and often not even recognizing the reasons for certain failures. This

paper will focus on the past twelve years in bilingual education with a view
o N

"towards analyzing the road we want to chart in curriculum developmenﬂ%ifd teacher-

training in the decade ahead.l

Fn looking back over the first twelve years of bilingual education (taking
as a point of departure the passage of Title VII of th%ﬁFSEA in 1968), we ;én
reasonable say that a great deal has beenplearned.1 In the case of curriculum
development, for example, those fi;st fumbling and exciting years of desperate
searching and creation of appropriate qqrriculum,materials have led to a highly
sophisticated network of eighteen dissemination and assessment centers funded under

Title VII (C.F. Title VII Network Centers and Fellowship Programs, 1979-1980 from

v
NCBE). In some important ways, we in the field have learned from past migtakes.

For ekample, the tendency to approach curriculum in a fragmented way and with a.
duplication of effort has been remedied somewhat with the creation of ﬁhese national
curriéuluﬁ development networks. It was not unusual in the first days and years of
bilihgual education to find *wo schools in close proximity working on exactly the
same curriculum with‘absolugely no knowledge of what each was up to. fﬁese idcal
curriculum efforts did, of course, have some real advantages.in that they focusead

on local needs and local concerns and were geared towards specific children. It

was, though, impractical for many purposes and consequently has been replaced “by

%)
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a more national approach. The results of this -approach so far have been uneven.

.
#H
e

- That is, in some materials, a conscious gffort has been made to reflect che culture,

experiences, and language variations of specific groups. In other cases, thé ,
materials devgloped have been inferior to commercially-made materials and insensitive
to the children they szek to serve. Another negative coﬁgbquence of the national
effort may be that“;eachers yill once again be gépoved from their crucial —ole in
curriculum, for othen curriculum and content area specialists are the ones directing
these efforts.

~

One lesson that we as teachers learmed ver /early in bilingual education

. : S/
was that textbooks and other classroom materials were either non-existant or

completely inappropriate. In a short time, many of us became instant- authors, ™
often writing and illustrating our own books for classroom use. The ditto machine
became the most widely used' piece of equipment in bilingual schools.

The story has changed quite a bit now. At conferences and in bookstores, we
are now accostéd with mountains of téytbooks and a vérigty of other teaching aids.
The process of ordering books for bilingual classrooms is no longer the simple task
itﬁonce was. On the contrary, it now takes days tp leaf throughkall the catalogs,
to examine.all the materials, and to compare the virtues of all gﬁat is a&@ilable.

. N
) Yet, are we.in better standing than several years ago? Im a sense, certainly
che picture locks brighter. We have more of a choice than simply electing between
a textbook from Spain and one from Mexico, neither of which really centers on the
i{ssues confronting our primarily Puerto Rican studeht;. On the other hand, other-.
texts have been devéloped which, althougg reflective of our culture, may be just

as insensitive, just as unrealistic, and just as boring as what was available a:

dozemnr years ago. Dick and Jane simply will not do as models for Puerto Rican

children, whether in English or in Spanish. Ferhaps what we have learned from
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our experiences of the last few years is that whether marterials are- developed in
Barcélonaugt'ﬁfdoklyn is not the point. Rather, the purpose behind tho;e efforts

is crucial in determining their, appropriatenegs for bilingual érogyams. For too

long, practitioners in the field have tenced to look for guidénce to the publishing
companies and distributors for the definitive answers to our problems. It/is now time
to turn bgck to ourselves, CO become more introverted in our attempt O pfovide the

bestfpossible curriculum materials for bilingual programs.

Pl

In the area of treacher training for bilingual education, much has been written

over the last few years. Probably the most ambitious effort concerning desirable

reacher competencies in bilingual education are the Guidelines for the Preparation - Ty

and Certification of Teachers of Bilingual—Bicultural Education (1974) developed by

a Qgpference‘of experts in bilingual education. The competencizes they signaled
ranged from personal qualities to‘schdbl—community relations and define the qualities
that an'ideél bilingual/bicultural teacher should possessS. Because they are all-
inclus{ve, they have been used by seyeral s;ates in derermining certification
req@irements for bilingual teachers. In addition, SOm%acolleges and universities ~
have used them as a frame;ork for developing pre—-service and in-servige teacher
education. Mucﬁ more hés been written since 1974 on teacher educatizg (Blanco,
i977a,and 1977b; IRES Institute, 1975; Casso and Gonzalez, 1974; Palmer, 1975;; the
fieldb£as been'fortﬁnate indeed to have input from soO many experts in teacher
education. We héve certainly come & long way from the days when speaking two
languages was the sole criterion for a bilingual tegcher. In fact, many different
approaches have been developed, from readings for prospective Bilingual teachers.
(Ballesteros, 1979) to bibliographieﬁl(bissemination and Assessment Center fér

Bilingual Education, 1975) to computer—assisted programs (Golub, 1976). These

efforts have been translated into myriad reacher education programs. According

<
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to Blanco.(l977a), the numSer'of‘pre—service programs in bilingual educ;tion
throughout the country tripled in just one year (1974—19752. In the same period,
the number of mastef’s programs went from 43 -to 69 and doctoral programs fgom
8 to 17. Ifathig is any indicatibn,'certainly‘a great deal of atténtion is being
given to teacher training in bilingual education. It is a tremendously encouraging
sign, for most.of us would agree that the quality of a bilingual program relies
il - -

most on the qﬁality of its teachers.

In spite o§ this, we must;ﬁue;tion whether the quality of teaching, or even
of teacH%r training, is better. Looking to the research, we find some surprising
and often disappointing trends. In a massive study on pre—serﬁice teacher education

2

conducted by Joyce and others (1977), questionnaires were sent to administrative

officials of teacher education facilities, faculty, and studdents.. Although the

T e e e T T e
o
. . .y

study does not focus on bilingual education in particular, there are some important
findings that relate to the efforts of teacher education facilities in bilingual
,/’ b
education. For example, through the questionnaires it/became apparent that both
-

faculty and students indicated relatively few students were being prepared to work . °

¢ :

with minorit§vgroups. Related to‘this is the fact’tﬁ?t only a small number. are .

3 - N ‘ .
béing taught the history or culture of minority groups. Even more disturbing for

biliﬁgual education specifigally was the finding that“only a tiny fraction of the
stuéents were being prepared to work effectively in bilingual problems. The
implications for providing quality b%lingual programs across the nation for the
more than 5 million childrenm in the United States who do not speak English are
clear: ''Far too few‘persons speak a language other than English to make it
possible to mount a bilingual education prograﬂ on a nationwide basis with any

, 2 e C ; ; L C
likelihood of success." Even more significant and distressing is the finding

that over two-thirds of the students did not even bother to respond to the
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questions concerning their preparation for working with minority group children.

This is bleak news for our children, whether they be in bilingual programs.oT

-

not, for it points to the fact that teacher-training institutions are still engaged

L s o

in preparing-predoqinately white middte-class'teéchers +o teach in ﬁredominately

i white middle-class schools. In this regard, we do not seem to have progressed

. very far in the past dozen years. ‘ s

;In the specific flgld of bilingual education, two studies -are worth notiﬁg.
The first, an investigation of acgeptance'of bilingual education principles in
actual classroom instruction, was conducted by Travelle (1978). She found that
bilingual teachers -tended to provide instruction in English more frequently than
in épanish. Moreover, these teachers; in working with Mex;can—Ame¥iean youngsters,

often neglected to include -the history and culture of Mexican-Americans into the )

curriculum. In addition, they did not utilize Mexican-American community resources

4 and resource people to enrich the educational program. Another study, this one by

. -

Kicholl-(l978), rgsearched geveral faderaliy funded bilingual programs in Califormnia.
«Although cultural pluralism was a stated goal of most of these programs, an analysis
of tﬁe ;ata (teacher-pupil characteris;icé, Hispanic culture disp%§yed in the
classroom, Spanish language books used; aﬁd the use of oral Spanish) led to” the

.; concluéion f%at the projects were aimed more at asgimilation. Specifically, Ee

found that the projects tended to separate culture from language, emphasizing the

) \3latter while almost neglecting the former. Furthermore, the culture which was

:; presentéd was not the one which the ‘children were living, but ra;her an extension
of the culture of Mexiéo (traditional, rur;l, and folk).

Both these studies point towards a disturbing trend in bilingual education,
one which teacher training does not seel to have addressed. That is, there still

seems to be a tendency to view bilingual programs as bandaids to a problem, the

©
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problem being defined as students who do not speak English. It is clear that
defining competencies for bilingﬁal teachers will of itself not change the reality
thaf these studies point out. o -

What then have we Iearned about bilingual teacher training in the past?‘
First, we can say that we probably began defining qualities and competencies too
late in the decade. Although these efforts were certainly :;rthwhile, the outcomes
in act&al class;;om teaching cannot yét be determined. Second,.teacher training
alone will not do the job until nationai policy and perhaps even legislation con-
cerning bilingual education is changed. We should not be surnrised, therefore,
that studies tell us that bilingual teachers stress English in their clas§rooms;
after all, that is what is stressed in both legislation and national policy.

All of which brings us to "A Vision for the 80's." There“are several

reasons for the choice of this particular title. First, it underlies the fact

[ .
that what is being proposed are recommendations for iedal conditions in curriculum

© .

development and. teacher training in the years ahead. Second, it emphasizes the

generally optimiséic thrust, which bilingual education has had. . We are indeed '

visionaries if we see ‘hope in the’ education of our youngsters in spite of current

! g
statistics concerning drop-out rates, achievement scores, and other indices of

progress or the lack of it.

Granted that we must temper cur optimism with reality, the title of this

paper algo indicates that bilingual education probably still represents one of

our best shots for the future of the education of Hispanic youngsters.

v

9
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recommendations for the 80's ’ K o

] . . -

In making recommendations for bilingual education for the 80's,, I do not

-

intend to cover all bases. Rather, 1 will limit oy visiooico'some general aspects
of bilingual oJucation and to the specific areas of curriculum development and
treacher training. I do so as a participant and observer in bilingual education who
beiieves that we must tage a long hard look at the road ahead in order to help
effect some needed changes in direction.

1. KEEPING IN MIND THE ROOTS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION

First and foremest, it is crucial that in the years ahead we keep in mind
. -~

the roots of bilingual education sO that we strive Eor the same goals as those who

girst brought it about. We cannot lose sight of the fact that bilingual educaticn

came about mot as a legislative oT administrative initidtive, but rather as a
response to pressure from linguistic minority groups in this country- Cofmunity.

activists across the nation struggled for and eventually won the right to have

<
-

tHeir children educated in 2 bilingual setting. The fact that each group's culture

5
&

and history were to be an integral part of the progral was also no accident,: On

the contgary, Puerto Ricans, Chicanos, and others demended this emphasis in the
curriculum as a non-negotiable.part of bilingual education. These early pioneers
inléhe bilingual education e@vement, that is parents, communify people%}and-teachers,
hao some very soecific goals in mind when they pressored for biliogual education.
These cen probably pest be summed 4P &e follows: (1) to provide native language
instruotion for children SO that cognitive development notkbe inte{rupted; (2) to
teach the childreﬁ*their history and culture'as an inregral part of the curriculum;
(Bi to ose bilingual education ae a means of providing the best possible educationém

for their children; and (4) to involve parents, teachers, and other community

. people as decision-makers in order to make education more meaningfvi for linguiltic
. / 3
minority children. //
‘ -/
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Why keep these roots in mind? Basically for one reason: nebody should

decide anybody else's agenda. Anc when they do, the goals of those affected ﬁost

directly are often subverted by other interests. Bilingual education did not

begin as a way to increase the marketing “‘potential of pubfﬁshgrs; it did not begin
P 3

-

as a means of fattening the federal bureaucracy; nor did it begin ds a device’ for

_enhancing the role of the United States in Spanish-speaking countries. 1In this

[

context, it is interesting to note that the President's Commission on Foreign Languages

and International Studies, which T&cently releaéed its report entitled Strength

Thrdugh Wisdom, has described %oreign languapg~ abilities among Americans as com-

pletely inadequate. In addition, the report states that this is happening at a

time when international involvement of EQe United States is greater than ever.

i

‘This is all well and good if it can be&déed as a ratiomale to spuf the growth of |

A

. i
language teaching and bilingual educaggon in this country. However, if we were- .
t o
‘to use bilingual education to teach our children to vecome bureaucrats with the -

t

A.I.D. in Chile or in El Salvador, or with the U.S. Navy in Vieques, manipulating
and taking advantage of their Hispanic brothers and sisters but this time in

Spanish, the original aims of bilingual education would indeed be subverted. No,

} bilingual education did not begin as a way of opening up international markets

»

either. .

If we keep in mind the children, their parents' hopes‘for a brighter future,

v

and the kind of struggle that they sustained for years, then I believe that bi-

7/
lingual education will stay on course and will not become the maidservant of )
‘e '

other interests not our own.

II. BILINGUAL EDUCATION IS NOT COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
Bilingq@l education, as an éducational endeavor, must fid itself of thé

clcak -of compensatory education if it is to remain a viable and creditable option

, . “
S . . -
e ) -

i9 o

a1 . ‘ o : , .
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in the 80'5. The very fact that bilingual educatien is considered ccmpensatory

=) .
vis, a vis the legislation is in itself an indication of. the way in which our children
are viewed. That 1is, speaking a language other thaun English is a limitation, indeed

+ - \ ) - n
a handicap to overcome. And overcome it we must, the wisdom~goes, just as quickly

as-pbssfgle; through ESL immersion-type programs and a transitional approach. As
) A . ‘ .
M o ! . he
long as this vision of biling%gl education 1is perpetuated, there will be a missionary
Ry
2zeal to the movement reminiscegtvgﬁ_the "shite man's burden" philosophy of so long

o

ago. The movement must in the 80's stand on its own twO feet, repudiating any

-

I

notich of burden, of handicap, OT of limitation.”™ o,

Using different approaches, this notion of bilingual education as compensatory’

|

. education has been rejected by most in the field. For instance, Cardenas and Cetqenas
’ J

p (1973), in developing fheir "Theory of Incompatabilities" mentign.five areas where

&

the learning characteristics of . the ghildren may be incompatible with the instructional

program. This/ytheory places the burden on school systems, ‘not on the so-called in-
. v . ~

e : : ,
fepiority of the children. gaville-Troike (1978) has also provided sensitive

» guidance’ in this area by designing methods for having teachers develop cultural
awareness which is not based on the majority's cultural norms. Her suggestions - B

for field-based training and for data gathering skills should prove Beneficial to

P

all bilingual teachers.

. Iﬁ'the same :vein are the theories of Castaneda, et al. (1974). The .
. AY

s

philosophy,df education which they call "eultural democracy' is a sound basis .

upon which to develop bilingual education in general and bilingpal teacher training

in particular in the decade ahead: )

" The réquirements of cultural democracy occasion a re—~examination A
‘of what a reacher needs to know in order to be effective. At \
the 'very least, the definition of professional competency must . ' -

béiextended to include more than knowledge of specific subject
magters. The teacher must first become sensitized to teaching \

3
" 0 .

N\ o

\ N
A
- 3 -~
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- are treated differently and usually this difference is a negative one. The im- -

24
. III. BILINGUAL®TEACHER TRAINING

" styles and interpersonal behaviors that characterize the .
socialization practices of different cultural groups. Equally .

understand the_ life styles, values and interpersonal behaviors .
honored by these cultures. Finally, the teacher must develop
a framework in which to meaningfully label important differences
. between’ the various cultures represented in the classroom or :
the school in -general. N

.///// important is the teacher's making a cdnscientious effort to

Using this theory of "cultural democracy" as a basis, Gray and Arias (1977) con-

. /
ducted an extensive review of literature and came to the conclusion that incor-

* ¢

porating the principles of this theory into actual classroom practices would

.

. gl . A . : " s
help in the development of positive attitudes towards both cultures.

In another important study, Teachers Vs. Students (1973) the Office for

=
<

Civil Rights sought to determine whether and to whatvextent there was a difference
in interaction between teachers and Anglo children and teachers and Chicano children. &

They found six aregs of interaction in whlch there were .statistically significant -...
w

differences. Theseflncluded among others, “praising or eﬁaouraglng and positive
i &

teacher response. ﬁAlthough this study does not focds on bilingual programs, 1its ,

N 7 . .t i 1. \ . \
message is relevant for our purpuses: minority children, in this case Chicanos,

s

plications of this and the other studies and theories cited here are clear:
3 - . LN Q
bilingual education and in fact the education of Hispanic children in general

must be taken out of the realm Of compensatory education and placed in the main-
i - W

stream of educatignal practices where it belongs. .

.
.

. . R - .‘()X ’
In relation to teacher education, there are seveﬂal recommendations which

v

I would like to raise -briefly: : / S
’ A : - ’ . .
A. Pre-service education, if it is to equip teachers to.deal realistically . ™~
with bilingual programs, must become more field-based. , In some i
. " -
“ . B ‘;
places, this is already the case and students may spenﬁ up to two.
. " - - -
or more years in actual classroom situations. This practice wust
. 12 | N ‘
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hecome more widespread and more uniform in order to provide
students with meaningful experiehces prior to actual teaching.
The goals of bilingual education may not be well served by

Competency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE) . AccordiAg to Clauser

(1977), some of the basic assumptlons underlying competency—based

education are:

1. that the behavior of people can be observed and classified

aeq effective or ineffective; N
- \

2 that a list of effective behaviors can be generated as a
description of 'good' role behavior;

3

3, that the listed behaviors c.n be converted into performance
objectives to serve as i basis for developing curricula.

If we study these statements carefully, ib appears that they go against
the very grain of "eultural democracy' which has been identified as a.
sound basis for bilingual/bicultural'programs. Granted that we need

. [4
a clear picture of what kinds of competencies bilingual teachers need
in order to succeed in their classrooms. Nevertheless, the mechanistic

appr?ach th {#ggyﬁany CBTE programs seem to be taking only serves to

- ¢

pefﬁetuate a philosophy based on sameness and conformity. It can

best be expressed by these values:

- a given competency can only be demonstrated through certain
behaviors, Bt

competencies are observable, therefore’,

v

- all prospective teachers must learn the same behav1ors
in ofder to demonstrate the same competencies.
\

¥ , .
Taken to theseuextremes, the CBTE movement <an become as rigid -and .

v

as petty as the behavioral objectlve movement proved Yo be, one day .
3

- all

perhaps spawning a companion volume toO Bloom's Taxonomies but based -

on teacher competencies. If we, however, believe that ﬁyere are
*

ot




o

some competencies which defy classification into a set of observed

behaviors; that a humanistic approach to teacher training rather than

a technological approach is ultimately more beneficial; and that
human behavior is more complex and subtle than a simple check-list;
then, we will be wary of the excesses of CBTE for bilingual teacher 1
training.

C. 1In the years ahead, tﬁe role of the paraprofessional should be both
emphasized and enhanced. Paraprofessionals are a valuable (albzﬁt
l;dicrousiy underpaid) resource in the bilingual class. More thouéht

N °

should be given to creative use of their time and talents. In adﬁition,

teachers should receive structured in-service instruction on how to

-

work with a paraprofessional.

D. Finally, teachers should learn to view their role as that of change

agents. Traditionally; teachers have responded to difficult situations

with a sense of powerlessness, often because of the very structures

in the organizations in which they work or study. In the years ahead,
b

ewphasis should be placed, both at the pre-service and the in-service

levels; on the change agent capability Bf teachers. The iﬁélicatfon .
. is that teachers should be equipped with the tools to control their
/ environment, whether it be in learning how to develop their own ¥
curriculum, to work effectively with parents, or to‘effect.polipy
decisions;v Teachers, like parents, have a great deal of pqtential
for leadingbbilinguaf education in the right direction in the Sd“s.

-

It is time to provide them with the attitudes, the me thods, énd the

skills for becoming leaders.
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BTLINCUAL CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Curriculum develdpment in bilingual education has come a long way, but

¢

much more needs to be done if bilingual education 1s to be a meaningful experience

&

for Hispanic children. I have three specific recommendations in this context:

i3

A, Curriculum should be seen a%(; global approaéh, not a piece-meal
process. Because curriculum is more than just the books we use,
a élébal approacﬁ implies that Feachers should ‘become aware of
cléssroom practices, such as grouping and tracking; they”should
be aware of ;he influence of classroom environments on learning;
they should understand the issues of the hidden and emergent curricula;
- and they‘shouldmdevélopua.healthy.skepticismvof,agngqrricu;pgywbi;hmm
will supposedly solve all their problems. A curriculum is not simply
a book that is handed to teachers when they walk into a school, bat
rather the complex of materials, interactions,‘and environment that
characterize what goes on in a school from day t& da}. Given this
framework, we can look for no easy answers, but only try to develop
approaches and materials which will best £it the needs of students.

B. Related to,this& I believe, is the fact that curriculum development

. - should be viewed as a process and not simply as content to be churmed
g out. Because we are often sO concerned with products, we neglect to

@

_—. gee how the way we do things affects them in the-long run. It seems

to be more important to determine the most effective and appropriate

ways of developing curriculum than determining whether to develop
a math or a social studies curriculum. If we are more concerned
with process, Some of the questions we should be asking are: (1) Who

should be involved in developing curriculum? (2) What working style

should be developed for the group? (3) How can we determine what




is most important for our students to learm? and (4) How should
we go aboutvactually developing the curriculum?
Finally, we in the field of bilingual education should think of
curriéulum as a potentially liberating force. It'is unfortunate

4 L _ ‘
that curricu}um is so often stultifying and deadening, boxing
children into selected patterns of behavior. The field of bilingual
education can learn a grea: deal about curriculum from new and
progressive theorists in the field as well as from practitioners who
have used curriculdm as an open and enlightening tool. Curriculum
in bilingual education would certainly show dramatic and qualitative
differences if we were to use the example of people like Freire inm
the coming years. The possibilities for basing curriculum on the lives
of the children themselves,'on their culture, tgeir class backgrogpd,
their values, are indeed exciting. I certai;ly hope it is this

liberating approach, and not the technological one, that the field

will reflect in the 80's.

THE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY

The role of the community in both curriculum development and teacher edu-

cation needs to be explored further. For years we have been advocating community

AN )

and parental participation in bilingual education, but the reality of this par-

ticipation has been peripheral. The possibilities of parental involvement in

curriculum development are endless; we need simply to design a framework for such

involvement. Likewise, in teacher education the role of the community has often

been overlooked. Yet few would argue that parents have much to teach and to share

with teachers. Bilingual education in the 80's would no doubt be strengthened if

. S
wer were to form a partnership with the community on many fronts.’
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VI. RESEARCH PRIORITIES FOR THE 80's .

* My last recommendation is one which has been mentioned many times before,

but is nonetheless worth repeating: that is, we must dedicate ourselves to doing

quality'research in the years ahead to really find out where we are headed. As.

Troike has so aptly said, "In a nation which supposedly prides itself on rationmal

planning, it is remarkable that over a billion dollars should have been spent on

th of one percent of that amount on

program activities, and less tha,” nne tne
¢

research . . . which is vital if the quality of programs 1s LO be improved."

Specifically in the areas of teacher training and curriculum development,

the kinds of research which I would hope we concern ourselves with in the years

ahead would seek to answer questions-such as:

- What makes for a quality teacher—-training program?

~ What classroom practices make for a quality bilingual program?

i

What is effective community participation?

3

- What processes are most effective in bilingual curriculum development?

In portraying a vision of teacher training and curriculum development for

the 1980's, I have attempted to make recommendations which would make for more

systemmatic planning in the next decade. If we maintain a uni;? of purpose and ~ .
s

a copmitment tO the best education for Hispanic children, the quality of bilingual

11 conclude on a note of

z

education will’doubtless improve. Nevertheless, I wi

'cautiod} bilingual education is not enough. This is certainly a.sobering thought

for those of us who have been struggling for\bilingual education for so long. Yet

it is a necessary ‘caveat because SO often we are confronted with Pollyanna-like

visions &f what bilingual education can accomplish. Corfirméd optimists have often

done our movement more harm than good, for they have had the effect of convincing

teachers, legislators, and even our own communities that bilingualﬁeducation is
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the answer to all our ills. Our view cannot be so simplistic. We need only to

P

. look around and see the conditions under which Hispanics in this country liwve,

the unemployment, the inhuman housing conditious, the racism, and the poor medical
services, to realize that a program which deals with children rfor five hours a

day even if for several years is simply not enough. If‘we were to confine our
struggle to bilingual education, we would not be visionaries, but only shortsighted

individuals. As advocates for bilingual education, we must also become advocates
s . g}} . . ) -
for quality housing, for decent jobs, and in fact, for the complete liberation of

Hispanics from misery and oppression. Our vision for bilingual education in the

-

80's must be only a minor part of our overall vision, a\necessary part of it certainly,

Given this framework, bilingual education becomes one more means to an end, not an

end in and of itself. \

\
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FOOTNOTES

l; For a particularly insightful analysis of the first decade of
bilingual education, C.F. Troike (1978). His review covers

everything from research to legislation and is not limited,
as the present paper is, to curriculum development and teacher-—

training.
: @ ‘ :
- 2.. Bruce Joyce, et al. Pre-Service Teacher Education. (Washington, ™\
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