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This  paper compares the dnmluprm’nl of bilingual

education policies and practices in the United States and
Peru. It presents the legal framework of the Peruvian and
American policies, the processes of their establishment, and
their bilingual program implementation. It also provides the
sociocultural and historical circumstances out of which the
policies grew and which bilingual programs reflect. Included
is @ historical review of how the languages and their speakers
produced the situations toward which policies and practices
now respond. Finally, this paper presents implications for
lung-term yesults in terms of the final linguistic state of the
sucieties and the degree of mutual versus unidirectional
mfluence of the languages involved.
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Although in the history of the pluralistic societies of the world,
multilingualism has been a frequent occutrence in social life, in
modern nation states the ideas of public language policy and
publicly sponsored bilingual education practices are relatively
new (Bratt Paulston, 1980; Leibowitz, 1982; Ogbu and Matute-
Bianchi, 1986). Such policies and practices have been motivated
by diverse political, social, and ideological considerations in
different countries; have been received wvariously; and have
produced different outcomes in the societics involved.

This paper deals with how multilingualism is handled in two
societies: Perti and the United States; how these two countries
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MINAYA-ROWE--BHINGUAL EDUCATION 1

generated  their public language policies; and how  they are
sustaining  bilingual «ducation practices.  Although it is not
intended 1o provide a thorough cross-cultural review of bilingual
education policies and practices here, this paper presents a
comparison of the bilingual education policies and programs and
the sociocultural circumstances surrounding them  Both pro-
grams and the policies they reflect were established approximately
contemporancously, but inasmuch as they emerged from radically
different sociocultural-political circumstances, they may make an
mteresting comparison.

I will begin by looking at the legal frameworks of the Peruvian
and the United States bilingual education policies and programs,
the processes of their establishment, and their implementation.
Because these two programs do not exist in a vacuum—thar is,
uarelated 1o any sociocultural matters—and because this review
will show increasing divergence between the two programs the
further T proceed from purely legal frameworks, I will then
provide a look at the sociocultural—indluding the historical—
contexts out of which each program grew and which each, of
conrse, reflects. Finally, 1T will consider some of the differential
cffects each program is having in light of its stated aims and
inferable long-term goals.

LEGAL FRAMEWOKKS AND T’ - ESTABLISHMENT
OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION PKOGRAMS

The legal frameworks of the United States and Peruvian
bilingual programs look quite similar on the surface. They reflect
deliberate  efforts by both  governments 1o affect lunguage
education and the functions of the languages spoken in each
country (Ogbu, 1983). In the United States, the current national
Bilingual Fducation Act, which was set in 1965, “gives official
federal and/or state sanction or recognition 10 providing special
educational services to limited English praficient (LEP) or non-
English proficient (NEP) students” (Public Law 95-561, as
amended in 1978, ; 1). Likewise, the Peruvian legal framework
for bilingual education, which was set in place in 1972
instructed the Ministry of Fducation to “provide instruction in
theit own language to students who come to school speaking
little or no Spanish” (Education Law of 1972, p. 12). However, if
one looks at the processes—the means by v hich these laws came
to be in the two countrics—one begins to see the tip of the
iceberg of sociocultural-historical differences involved.
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In the United States, although there have been  scattered
historical instances—usually private but occasionally public—of
bilingual education programs in bilingual communities, the
initial national sanction for such programs came through the
Bilingual Fducation Acts of 1968, 1974, 1978, and 1981
(Leibowitz, 1982; Padilla, 1983). These Adts had been stimulated
by the court challenges brought by citizens or citizens’ groups
cliiming discrimination on the basis of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
‘The 1964 Civil Rights Act, in turn, had been engendred by court
dedisions brought by plaintiffs claiming discrimination on the
basis of violations of their rights to equal educational opporwn-
ity as guaranteed by the Fourteenth  Amendment to  the
Constitution.

In other words, there would be no bilingu U education policies
and practices and probably only private . miniscule public
bilingual education programs in the United States were it not for
the individual efiorts of private citizens challenging an existing
state of social affairs in relation to an abstract principle voiced in
the Consti‘ution. Fuithermore, it is evident that not just one
challenge and not just one precedent-setting decision would hive
been suflicient to establish  bilingual education  policies and
programs mtionally in the United States. This process has had to
be repeated in the various localities where bilingualism or non-
English monolingualism (for instance, Spanish monolingualism
ot Chinese monolingualism) is present. The first court decisions
led Congress to pass the education act thar directed the
establishinent of bilingual education programs. However, ¢ven
with the law on the books, subsequent actions have been
necessiary o get programs started in spedfic localities or 1o
challenge the validity of the program of a specific local school
district as conforming to the aims of the court-directed mandate.
Currently, we can see a secondary process with the incorporation
of state policies for implementation of the acts. In some states,
state education agencies have taken the responsibility of identify-
ing unget populations for bilingual education programs (Leibo-
witz, 1980).

Thus, the establishment of bilingual education policies and
practices in the United States has taken several stages described
above and depicted in Figure 1.

The conditions surrounding and the fadors motivating  the
inception of cunent bilingual education policies and programs in
Perti have been quite different from those just outlined for the

4



MINAYEROWE -BHINGUAL FDUCATION {13}

Court decision
establishes precedent
and directive for
bilingual education

Private legal action Congress passes

is taken against bilingual

civil rights violation education acts

Local districts State education

establish bilingual departments initiate

education programs programs (identify
LEP/NEP students)

Rigare 1 The Faablishment of Bilingual Education
Policies and Progiams in the United States

United States. The first major difference is that the initiatives for
establishing the present programs came solely from the central
government and not from court actions initated by individual
citizens on the basis of violated civil vights. Prior 1o the Peruvian
Education Act of 1972, there were no legal suits bmught by
citizens or citizen groups cluiming that their basic rights 1o equal
educational opportunity had been violated by the failure of the
school to wach in their natve language. There is, in fact, no law
in Peni comparable 1o the United States Civil Righ's Adt of 1964,
Nor is there anything equivalent 1o the United States Constitu-
ton's Fourteenth Amendment.

Although there has been a nradition of positive government
policy toward bilingual education programs in Penii, in order to
account for the current motivation to establish such comprehen-
sive bilingual education and the innovative form those programs
are taking, we must Jook solely at the sociopolitical ideology of
the Peruvian governments of the 1970s, which included the
following as goals of the society:

1. The achievement of political, «conomic, and cultural
independence in the international community.
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2. The consequent ne essity of the sociopolitical integration of
the heretofore unintegrated  nonmestizo populations as a
means of achieving the finst goal.

In other words, to betome an economically  developed,
technologically advanced nation, the current Peruvian govern-
ment believes that it cannot do without having a polity—that s,
a nauonal citizenry—that includes all sectors of the population.
In order 1o achieve this second goal, it was thought necessary 10
better integrate the populations linguistically, and consequently,
to establish & new bilingual education policy and program
through a bilingual education act (Escobar, 1972, 1978).

Thus we can visualize the process of institutionalization of the
currenit bilingual education policies and practices in Pentd, in
contrast to those of the United States, as depicted in Figure 2.
Not only is there a great difference between the United States and
Perii in the way bilingual education policies and practices get
initiated, but  these  differences can also be seen in  the
implementaton and administration of bilingual education pro-
grams 1n at least ‘wo ways. First, in the United States, the
responsibility for it fating bilingual education programs rests
with the state education agencies and local school boards. In
Perid, however, the decision w0 establish a bilingual education
program in any given community is made by the central
government after it has undertaken research and reconnaissance
to determine the needs of the local communities. Second, related
to this fact is the way in which the federal government and local
school districts participate in programs already underway. In the
United States, the major objective of the federal government is
funding, as both Molina (1978) and Gonzilez (1978) have
mentioned. Funding is provided, of course, not only at the
initiazave of a school district or individual (for example, for a
demonstration research project on bilingual education). But in
Perd, the responsibility of the central government, through the
Ministry of Education, extends to planning and administering
the entire program. The governmen® does not give funds to local
school districts and individuals 10 administer; it administers
them.

In Perti, there is a curticulum  of bilingual education
established centrally by the Ministry of Education. This situation
differs in two ways from the situation in the United States. Firsi,
in the United States the curriculum for bilingual education
consists of the same <ourses as the regular curriculum, but it is
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taught in the students’ native language, and as such, it is an
adjunct program. In Peri, however. the bilingual education
curriculum is at the core of the program, Second, in the United
States the bilingual education program is thought of as remedial,
much like the Head Stant Program, for studemts who  are
linguistically disadvantaged and in some way culturally “lack-
ing.” In Perd, the progiam is thought of as augmenting the set
of language skills that students already have from their native
cCommunity.,

Thus in the United States, there is wide variation in the kinds
and quality of bilingual education programs from one state to
another; and from school district 1o school district—{or example,
i terms of how the students native language will or will not be
maintained and how his or her second language, Fnglish, will be
developed—because  the  initiative  in both  establishing  and
planning the programs is left in the hands of local school district
officials (Bratt Paulston, 1980). As a result, within the system, in
the United States, room s left for further litigation if the
program does not meet the minority language community's felt
civil rights to equal educational opportunity.

It might seem from this desaiption that the Peruvian case is
totally centralized and might produce programs that are inflexible
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in response to local needs. But when we compare the criteria for
quahifying teachers and selecting matenials, it seems otherwise. In
the Peruvian  system, a teacher in the bilingual  education
program (for example, Quechua-Spanish) must (1) be a native
speaker of Quechua; (2) have been bom and raised in the region;
(3) be a fluent Spanish speaker, graduated from  college, and
acevedited ay a teacher; and (1) have tught ac least five yeans in
taral arcas of the region. In additon, in Per, the aeation and
selection of instructional materialy in the differemt localities are
responsibilities of the local bilingual program  teachers and
teacher trainers. ‘This procss allows for teaching flexibility,
which corresponds to the ar. dialects,

In order o0 see the differences between the meaning of bilingual
cducation policies and practices in the 1two socicties, we nead 1o
examine the relative status of the languages involved. In the
United States  there is, of coune, just one official, national
language—FEanglish—and  numerous  nonofficial  languages. In
Perit in 1975, Quechua wisy made a national language, equal
with Spanish. In conaete wenns, this meant the following:

L An official alphabetic writing  system was adopted  for
Quechua and a commitment was made (o incorporate a
Quechua Hteracy program as part of the bilingual education
program. This part of the program necessitated vesearching
and preparing six reference grammers and dictionaries {or
the six major dialect ares of Quechua spoken in the
country {Ministry of Education, 1976).

2. Local and 1egional newspapers have been made bilingual in
Quechua and Spanish. That is, there are audes in Quechua
in the areas of national  interest—ideology ., education,
agticulture, industry, and commerce.

3. Daily and weekly local, regional, and nadonal  radio
programs m Quechua are available on the news, in music,
and 1 festivities,

An initial yesponse o these ditferences between  the two
bilingual education policies and practices might be to say than of
tourse the programs ave different because they grew out of 1otally
different circumstances surtounding bilingualism  in the two
coumries. That is, one might say that because the contact
situation in Pertt has been predominantly between two languages
only—Spanish and Quechua—it is more casily 1esolved than in a
sttuation like that of the United States. In the latter, thewe have
been only small pockets of monolingual and bilingual ininorities
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spraking u wide range of languages in addidon wo English, while
the vast majority of the polity iy English monolingual. Thus we
could not reasonably expect that an official status equal 10
English could be given to any of the mulutude of minonity
LEmguages spoken in the United States.

However, the differences between facts of  formal  stucture
involving the bilingual edudation policies and practices and their
operation in Pert and the United States, between statuses of the
languages involved, and between relative distibution of monolin-
gual and bilingual populations are not all the ditferences we aGin
account for. If we look more closely at the sociocultural-historical
differences berween the two socicties, we will see how the history
of the Tanguages and their speakers produced both the situations
toward which bilingual education polides and practices now
respond and the terms of thinking that led 1o these responses.

SOCIOCULTURAL-HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
OF LANGUAGE CONTACT AND ATTITUDES

The United States Case

H we had a moton picture cotograph of the language
disnibution and contact in North America conesponding roughly
to the grographical boundaries of the Unitted States from the
mitial stages of Fuopean immigration through the present, we
waoudd have something ke the following.

The minal stage s charaderied by  inttusive  Furopean
Limguage communities—English, Spanish, French, Dutch, and so
forth—during the 17th and 18th centuries, in contadct with
Amencan Indian  lsnguages in various, often widely-separated
locations. After the initial stage, Fnghish is made the official
national Linguage of the newly formed polinaal entity occupying
the cistern seaboard and extending inareasingly inland during the
I8th and 19th centuries. During this period, we can see three
mmportant - processes occurring. Fist, the Americn Indian
Limguages in contact with English begin 10 disappear from an
ever-expanding area. Most simply ceace 1o be spoken, though a
few, hike Cherokee, move westward o escape the inevitable wesulis
of the conti 1. Second, formation continues on a large scale of
what is 10 become the only other major vartamt of English: Black
English. Black English is a result of convagence developed from
a different language base (Labov, 1969). The emagence of Black
English could be observed throughout e southern half of the
United Swuates. Third, there 18 a gradual yiclding of other

9
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Fuwropean kinguage communitios 1o the pervisiveness of Fnglish
as those communities become ing reasingly incorporated into the
United States polity. This process can be seen in areas like
Florida, the southern parts of the Louisiana Purchase, and the
Dutch-speaking portions of New York.

A new kind of contact sitwation intensificd duning the late 19th
and 20th centuries, between established communities of English
sprakets and groups of newly-arrived speikers of other languages:
Norwegian, halian, Gennan, Swedish, Polish, Yiddish, Chinese,
Japanese, and so forth, In these cases, we can see initially non-
English  monolingualism,  usually shifting 0 one-and-a-half
genetational bilingualism and finally (o English monolingual-
ism.

However, some groups of immigrants. for example Chinese
spaakers and some Yiddish speakers, had continuous immigration
and a localized communiry: comsequently, their languages have
remained with rather more stable bilingualism (Ogbhu & Matute-
Branchi, 1986).

In addition, the westward expansion of the Lae 1%h century
comtinued ity cradicatory contact with American Indian languages
and brought new comtact with older, established communities of
non-English speakers, most notably the Spanish speakers of the
West and the Southwess.

Thus currenmily, we have not one but a Lirge number of
different social processes weflected in the various bilingual
situgtions extant in the United States: the English-Black English
cotact situation: contact with the raemnaming. though numei-
cally attenuated, American Indian Language communities; and
situations like the English-Spanish o English-Chinese contit
where the nonofficial Linguage has a long history within the
United States and where there *s a wide range of dialects in which
it is spoken (Guthrie, 1983; Sanches, 1983),

In understanding the plastic reshaping of processes of dhange
in the United Stater lunguage contat scene over the last 500
years, we must understand  the attitudes abowt language 1t
reflect social concepts of “humanness” on the part of members of,
espectally, the sociopolitically dominant English-speaking com-
munity. We have seen in United States society overall an alinost
entitely one-way dominance of Fuglish in language use. This
may be due o three factors. First, there is a great sensitivity
towand Language use. That is, there is no casualness towaud
which language one uses in the United States. It i vely

10
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tmpottant o speak  the “propa™ Linguage. Secondly,  th
attitude is supported by the feeling that thae s only ane
acceptable language—English. Monolingualism is accepred as a
normal sitwation in the United  States. Being a non-English
speaker in the United States society has meant heing socially not
quite as acceptable as the native English speakers. Third, there is.
and has been histotically, almaost no stauctural effect on English
of the vatious Languages involved in the ditferent kinds of contact
stiuations (Herndandes-Chiiver, 1984,

The Peruvian Case

In contrast 1o the situation in the United States, in Perti both
the nare of the bilingual situation and the conditions of contact
tefations hetween the language communities have been different.

Although the indigenous poputations of the area that is now
Pent represent a number of calunally disting groups, speaking
ahout 45 Linguiges of 10 linguistic families—in 2 population of 4
million, 3.5 million speak Quechua and approximately 500,000
speak other Ianguages (Oficing Nacional, 1971)—two historical
tuctors have served 10 reduce the present sitvation 10 one ol
contidt between two major languages. First, Quecha was the
maive  Janguage spoken by the lugest number of prople
indigenous 10 the Andean area before Furopean contact. Svcond,
Quechua was the official kinguage of the Inca Fmpire, and by
vittue of this fact, had developed as a lingua franca over the
entire area of what is now Fouador, Pertt, Colombia, Chile, and
Argentina. Thus  the bilingualism  of Peruvian  contact has
involved ideologically only two languages: Spanish and Quechua,

This fact has had two imporant wesulis. Although Spanish s
curtently monolingually spoken by a majority of the 16 million
Peruanos, they wepresent only a slim majority ol 60 percent.
Quechua, on the other hand, is monolingually spoken by a Large
minority of 25 percent. Ar o additional 21 percent of  the
population are hilingual  Quechua-Spanish  speakers  (Oficina
Nacional, 1971). However, these figuies, which are for the entire
country, are somewhat misleading, because of the geographical
distibution of the Linguages. Most of 1he monolingual Spanish
speakers are concentiated in the coastal areas. 1 we look at the
southern highlands  districes, the percentage of  monolingual
Quechua speakers tises 1o between 87 and 95 pereent, and the
nusther of bilingual Quechua-Spanish speakers conespondingly
diops to between b and 15 percent (Escobar, 1978; Escobar, Matos
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Mar, & Alberti, 1975). This contasts dunpatclly  with the
distribution ol bilingualism in the United States.

In oider o undeistand  further the current sitnation and
atitudes oward bilingualism in Peri, we must also look ar the
historical  development of aclatonshipy between  the  different
sockal groups involved. The cuntent situation with 1espet 1o both
language  distibution and  hilingual  education  policies  and
practices arises from the historial development of sodial ideology
and atttudes towand other kinguages prevailing in the contact
sttwaation (Rostworowski de Dice Canseco, 1983; Wachtel, 1979).

First of all, the Spanish colonizts of Penit did consider the
native inhabitants of the area. While fiom our contemporary
peispedtive, we would not applaud the Spanish colonists’ aim of
subjugating the native population, it produced a ditterent kind of
ontcome from that occanring in the North Amernican Gise, Fist, it
meant that some degree of relationship was possible between the
two populations, Sccond, it meant that the native populations
were accorded @ degree of human identity, This situation was
augmented by the proselytizing aims of the Catholic Chuch,
Furthermore, the fact thit Quechua was the Language ol a
soctally complex, stratified. expansive theooatic state—the Inca
Empne—allowed the Iherian colonists o0 accord i1 o degiee of
prestige that the North Ametican colonists did not give 10 any of
the native Tanguages they cicountered.

It we had a monon picuie cntograph of the lnguage
distnibution and contact ol the Peruvian situation over tme and
parallel to that just outlined for the United States, we would see
an mitial stage of intusive European colonization during the late
loth and 17th centwries between a group of Iberian Spanish
speakers (socially espasioles) and sprakers of Quechui and othe
indigenous inguages (socially natios).

The period rom the 17th thiough the 18th centunies saw a
gradual, though expanding. sodal merging of the original
populations—espanoles and nativos. The social product of these
two original cthnic cuegories was the cmergence of o new
sorocthnic category: the mestizo,

Finally, the political 1evolutions of the 19th centiny saw the
establishment of a natonal Wdenuty—peruano—which is distindg
from that of the mhabitants of the Therian Peninsulie. This period
also minks the continued growing emagence of and cultural
dominance by the sodiocihnic rangory of mestizo. This fact was
accompanied by the patallel development of a national lan-

12
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guage—Peruvian Spanish—that braane inarcasingly distinet from
Ibertan Spanish. Peruvian Spanish is a nybrid Linguage, a result
of the long, stable, and intense contact between, imtially, Iberian
Spanish and Quechui Peruvian Spanish is snongly marked by
Quechua syntax and phonology. ‘This process has conunued and
intensified during the 20th century.,

Figures 3 and 1 excemplity, in the first columms, sorse of the
terms for sociocthmico caegories of persons in the Urated States
and Pertt and, in the second columns, the way in which these
correspornd to language identities. In the United States the term
“Amenican” has two meanings: (1) one of natonal dendity: and
(2) that ethnic category of citieens who are tokens nar excellence
of the wdentity, that s, not members of any other of the many
“foreign” ethnic groups, The nuvonal language, English, is the
kanguage identity ol the group. In Pend, on the otha hand, the
inchusive ierm for national identity, peruaio, does not conespond
to any of the terms designating the narower ethuie identities.
Alvo, the national kinguage identites are multiple. That is, both
Spanish and Quedbua speakers e peruanos.

The existence 1 Pent of the sodiocthnic category mestizo, the
s tal product of esparioles (a category which no longer is present
in Peruvian sodiety) and nativos, conttasts with the situation in
the United Swares. In the United States there is no sodiocthnie
Gategory ol pensons thit s the social producat ol two or more
categontes. Although the word mestizo does occur in English, 11 s
a term for a radal caegory with no sodiocthnic implications,
That iy, in the United States, 4 person who s a racial mestivzo has
the cthmic idenuty of one or the other parent,

IMPLICATIONS FOR LONG-TERM EFFECTS
OR RESULTS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION
POLICIES AND PRACTICES

In the previous sections, 1T have attempted 10 demonsiraie e
ways i which the sodioculunal amudes  that members of
language communities have toward Language codes and thenr use
ae factons of overwhelming importance in determing the stance
taken toward national hilingual cducation policies and practices.
In this section, 1 consider the implications {or long-term cffects o
wesulis of these policies and programs as facets of the wider and
ongoing knguage contadt sitiations,

These results can be considered in 1enms of two dimensions:
first, the final linguistic state of the socictios, in terms of whethe

13
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Ethnic Identity Language
1. American (national identity) English
1.1 American Enghsh
1.2 Mexican-American (Mexican) Spanish

(XEnglish)

1.3 Chinese-American Chinese (+English)
1.4 ltalian-Americar italian (English)
1.5 Japanese-American lapanese (tEnglish)
1.6 etc
1.7  American indians
1.7.1 Navajo Navajo (tEnglish)
1.7.2 Apache Apache (tEnglish)
1.7.3 etc.

Frgiie 30 Lasonomy of Frhnie Categoties of Socil Person
1 the United States in Conjunenon with
Language Identities

they are to be hilingual or monolingual: and sccond, the degree
ol mutal versas  aniditecional  influence of  the  luanguages
involved.

In the United States, bilingual education policies and practices
have as thenr ann facilitating a uansidon ftom monlingualism in
a non-English language (such as Spanish), through bilingualism
on an mdividual level, o ultimate English monoclingualism on
the community level. Bilingualism is seen as transitional and the
vilucational programs offered 10 LEP and NEP students are
nansitional bilingual educs -on programs, with the ideal end
being English monolingualism for the entite population,

In Perd, the aims of the bilingual cducation policies and
practices, as officially stated, are not 1 produce @ nation of
monolingual  Spanish  speakers, but rather one of bilingual
Spanish-Quechua speakers. Politicians may argue that such a
sttuation is not a stable one—that there will inevitably be a stress
toward Spanish monolingualism. T can cite those instances of
carrenty  existing multilingual  pation states  in the world,
panticularly those of Furope. Given that a significant minority of
the population in Perit is currently Quechua monolingual and
another large minority  is  Quechua-Spanish - bilingual,  the
contexts in which Spanish is learned and used for most biling ual
speakers are public ones, while Quechua remains lor private
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Ethnic Identity Language

1. Peruano (national ident‘iﬁr}mjm Spanish and/or Quechua

1.1 Mestizo Spanish and/or Quechua

1.2 Nativo/campesino

1.2.1 Quechua Quechua

1.2.2 Aymara Aymara

1.23 Campa Campa

1.24 Aguaruna Aguaruna

1.25 etc.

Figine & Laxonomy of Fthnic Categoties of Suial
Persem in Pertd in Conjusiion with
anguage dentities

contexts. Also, inasmuch as there iy no derogation of Quechua
usage, it seems reasonable 1o expect that bilingual usage on the
basis of diffecent soctal functions for each code—much like the
Swiss situation—nuy continue for a long time (Gumperz, 1982).
Comparative figures from the 1961, 1972, and 1988 censuses in
Penit present striking evidence that current anguage shifts are not
in the direction of increasing Spanish monolingualism.

However, even should the alumate language scene in Pera
become one of Spanish monolingualism—and if so. in how many
yearsr—the nature of the monolingualism involved would be
quite different from the monolingualism in the United States,
From the evidence available, it scems that, unlike English in the
Umted States, Spanish in Pertt has been and continues o be
extensively influenced by Quechua  (Escobar, 1978; Lujan,
Minava, & Sankoff, 1983, 1984; Pozzi-Fscot, 1972).

In the United States, it is a striking social fact thet the non-
English languages in the various contact situatiors have had
almost no influence on English. This fact has been: because of the
attitudes toward language use in conjunctieos with the dircction
of bilingualism, that is, monolingual English speakers in contact
with bilingual speakers of a native language plus English.

In Perta, bilingualism has procecded in both directions. That
1s, there is both a native Spanish plus Quechua-as-a-second-
language bilingualism and native Quechua plus Spanish-as-a-
second-language  bilingualism. The result has been that a
distinctive national Language has emerged: Peruvian Spanish.
Peruvian Spanish is a national variant of a more universal
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Spanish that consists of a range of sprech styles, each manifesting
differemt syntactic, phonological, and lexical influences  from
Quethua (Escobar, 1976, 1978).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In conclusion, the aim of the language policies and practices in
both the Unitd States and Perd is the social imegration of
members of ethnic groups that have been in the past at least
partially  socially  disenfranchisea.  However, the  differences
between the bilingual education policies und programs in the two
societies, growing out of attitudes toward bilingualism versus
monolingualism on the part of the socially dominant group in
cach society, reveal what cach society feels is requirerd in order 1o
achicve that integration. In Perd, social integration is being
achicved by extending higher status 1o the culturally second
language, a process that simultaneously broadens the societal
definition of cach person. In the United States, on the other
hand, the establishment and operation of bilingual education
policies and programs hive laigely proceeded on the assumption
thiat one < be a "1eal” member of American society only by
becoming a monolingual Fnglish speaker, thus giving up one's
native language and ethnic identity  (Herndnder-Chaver, 1981;
Ogbu, und Matute-Bianchi, 1986).

We can see even from this comparison of the socioculiural-
historical determinants of the attitudes in the United  States
toward non-English speakers that, because this attitude does not
ocur in all other sodicties, it is not a necessary adjunct to
bilingual education policies -md practices, What would happen
to the bilingual education in the United States if the monolin-
gual and bilingual non-English speakers in owr communities
were not seen as Ulesser Americans” and Clinguistically disadvan-
taged?” What expaisions in our thinking about oursclves as
members of a national community would take place if we saw the
native speakers of other languages in our commurities as
bringing a valuable resource to be shared in realizing  the
potential for the next generation for becoming multilingual in
the other important kinguages of the world?
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