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Preface

As we enter the 19905, nadonally the Chicano people number nearly 13 million
people — approximately 63 per cent of the total Latino population of 20,1
mulhon.’ Notwithstanding a great deal of within-group variability, the large and
rapidly growing Chicano populaton carries the dubtous distinetion of being the
most undereducated of our nation’s numerically large ethnic minority popula-
tons, There are indicators that such schoohng problems and conditions are
warsening.

ITis book v intended to examine — trom vanous perspectives — the school
tatture and suceess of Chicano students. The deep roots and broad branches of
Chicano school failure indicate that these poor schooling conditions and out-
comes are profoundly mfluenced by institutionat torces and structures that pro-
mote and mamtam mequaliev. Ot course, there is the alternative type of perspective
that Chicanos are the makers of therr own educational problems. Accordmg to
this “person-centered” explination, the mtellectual and moavadonal deficits of
Chicano students are believed to be rooted m therr inadequate familial socializa-
ton. It s antortunate that the “detict’ model — a theory rooted m racism,
pseudoscience. and gnorance — held such high curreney for so manv decades.
To some extent the donunnee of deficie dhnking in educational thoughe and
pracuce has persisted tor so long because. as Nasser (1986) notes, there has been

acpparent lack of plausible alternanves™ (p.ix).

ln recent vears, however, there have been gusts of air blowmg tresh, -
vigoratiy scholarstup into the study ot the schooling problems of Chicano and
other racal’ethme mmorney students (e.g.. Nemsser, 19860 Trueba 1987, 1989).
Although these new dirwavs are far from being jet streams, movement ¢an
certamly be felt. The present volume joms these currents inan atcempt to push
alonrg turcher a better understanding of what constitutes, mameans, and helps
shape school talure among Chicano students. Inaddinon, the varnous connb-
utors ot tins book provide m varving degrees their own visions of rescarch and
pobicy needs that mav help to realize Chicano school success

By oats very natnre, school falure among Chicano students 18 a0 omplex
md mulondunensional construct. Thus, to understand the factors and processes
ot such low academic whievement and. acwell achievement enhancement) it s
necessary to sundy the problams, rescarch recommendations, and pobiov retorm
unphicanons throngh vatons windows and perspecones. As acen e the present
volume, the contmbutors’ research speaalizanons tange widd's — cualoural
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anthropology, lingual education, cducational history, special education, de-
velopmental psychology. educational testing. educational anthropology. and the
pohtical cconomy of education. Given the broad nature of the schooling prob-
lems experienced by Chicano students, it is necessary to throw out a wide
scholarly net o capture the complexities of the issues and the resultant rescarch
and pohey imphications. T believe that in the future, understanding the phght and
nnprovement of schooling for Chicanos will benefit greatly trom having such
mterdiserplinary teains,

Richard R. Valencia

Note

The tenm "Chicano’ refers o Mexwan-origin students born erther - the Umted States
o Meuco CLatine’ reters to Hispame’. See Valenaa (chapter 1L this volume) for

turthet demographie mtormanon on the numernical breakdown of the Latmo popula-
tion.
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Part 1
Current Realities of the Chicano Schooling
Experience

Part 1 consists of three chapters and describes a number of major issues and
harmful conditions that Chicano students, as a whole, routinely experience in
the process of schooling. In chapter 1. “The Plight of Chicano Students: An
Overview of Schooling Conditions and Qutcomes’, Richard Valencia lays the
foundation for a number of issucs that follow. Discussion begins by the author
providing a working definition of ‘Chicano school failure’. The core of the
chapter is an overview of cleven different schooling conditions and outcomes that
describe the educational experience of many Chicano students. The chapter closes
by discussing the changing demography of our nation's dramatic racial/cthnic
oJhfts and transformations, how Chicanos fit into these current and future
changes, and why the time for informed action and reform should be now.
Rubén Donato. Martha Menchaca, and Richard Valencia wrote chapter 2,
*Segregation, Desegregation and Integration of Chicano Students: Problems and
Prospects’. In their coverage, the authors explore the linkages between segrega-
tion and Chicano school failure from both historical and current frames of
reterence. The ideological and structural bases of Chicano student segregation are
examined in some detail. In addition, Zonato et al. describe contemporary forms
of resegregation, particularly language segregation. The authors also discuss a
number of reform ideas that could potentially lead to integration. Chapter 3,
written by Russel Rumberger, presents a comprehensive treatinent of *Chicano
Dropouts” A Review of Research and Policy Issues’. Rumberger approaches the
problem of Chicano dropouts by examining four facets: extent of the problem
and incidence figures, correlates of dropping out, individual and social con-
sequences, and some solutions to the Chicano dropout problem.
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Chapter 1

The Plight of Chicano Students:
An Overview of Schooling
Conditions and Outcomes

Richard R.Valencia

There is 4 crisis m many of our nation’s schools in which racial/cthnic minority
students attend. We are not speaking of the charges of increasing mediocrity of
schooling quality as described by a rash ot ‘excellence’ reports in the 1980s (e.g..
Nationai Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983). Rather we are alluding
to a4 constderably more grave problem — the massive school problems experi-
enced by a large proportion of minonity students enrolled in public kindergarten
through twelfth grade (K-12) schools. With respect to Chicano students — the
target group of this hook -— they are prime examples of pupils affected by the
pernicions ideologices, mstitutional mechanisms. and outcomes of educational
mequality.!

In this introductory chapter, three aspects of the Chicano schooling experi-
enee will be addressed. First, there will be an attempt to unpack the notion of
‘Chicano school failure’. Second. T will provide a desenptive tevel of Chicano
schooling problems by presenting anoverview of numerous conditions and
outcomes. Third, 1 will focus on the “changing demography’, that is. 1 will
deseribe the dramatic growth in the Chicano population and then discuss current
and future imphicatons ot these demographic changes vis-d-vis the Chicano
community and the schooling of 1ts children.

Chicano School Failure

Although the notion of “school talure” with respect to racial/cthnic mmority
students has been used and discussed by other scholars (e, Boykin. 1983
Erikson. 1987; Ginsburg, 1986), the term atselt s in need of turther theoretical
development and retmement. Tts heurstic value and potential in theory genera-
gron about the nuany schoolimg problems experienced by Chicano students appear
to be vast. How might one conceptualize school fatlure, 4 construct, among
Chicano students® 1 offer this broad, working definition: school failure among
Chicano students refers to their persistently, pervasively, and disproportionately, lew

3




Cintcano School Failure and Snccess

deddenne adveresment. Next, we turn to 4 brief discussion of cach of the italicized
terms.

Persistence

School failure among Chicanos is not a new situation. On the contrary, it is an
old and stubborn condition. It refuses to relent. It continues even in the face of
opposttion. Imagme having a toathache that never goes away, and vou can get a
scnse of the persistent nature of the poor academic performance of a substantial
portion of the Chicano student population. In shott, Chicano school failure is
deeply rooted in history. When Chicanos did cventually gain wider aceess to
public schoohing at the wrn of the twentieth century (Cameron, 1976), major
schooling problems existed smce the carliest period and such patterns continued
unabated (Carter and Scgura, © 79; Sanchez, 1966). For example, Drake (1927)
compared  the velative acac < performance of Mexican (i.e., "Chicano’)
and White seventh and aighth graders in Tueson, Arizona. Based on proup-
administered achievement tests, Chicano students performed considerably lower
than their White peers. Reynolds (1933), in a comprehensive report more than
titty vears ago (The Education of Spanish-Speaking Children in Five Southwestern
States), quoted an Arizona study as follows: “In general, the type of Mexican child
taken into the Arizona school tends to be backward in rate of mental develop-
ment, lags a year or two behind other pupils, shows a heavy failure pereentage.
and an carly climination from school” (p. 38). An example of such school failure
was the finding that for every *. .. 100 Mexican children in grade | there are 7 in
grade 8. while for 100 non-Mexican children in grade | there are 52 in grade 8
(p. 39). Another example of the persistent nature of Chicano school failure comes
from Chapa’s (1988} analysis of census data. In 1940, Chicanos in California (ages
25-04) completed an average of 7.5 years of schooling while Whites finished an
average of 105 vears — a gap of 3 vears. Nearlv forty vears later (1979). the
mean for Chicanos was 110 yvears and 13,4 for Whites — a gap of 2.4 years.

Devrasivencss

Chicano school failure 1s not confined to one single location. Wherever Chicano
communities exist. school fatlure appears to be widespread among Chicano
student enrollments. There are at least two evidential ways of looking at the
pervasive character of this Tow academic achievement. First. one can analyze it
from a geographical vantage pont. Whether one views the academic performance
data desenbed in national (e.g.. Coleman et al.. 1966, regional (¢ z.. US Com-
misston on Civil Rights, 19724), state (c.g.. Brown and Haycock, 1985), or
numerous local veports, the results are alarmingly consistent: Chicano students,
on the whole, tend to exhibit low academic achievement. Second, one can study
such data using a cross-sectonal approach (i.c.. comparing vanous grade levels at
one pomt in time; for example, see Brown and Hayeock, 1985). Agans, Chicano
acadennie performance - - on the average — is characterized by poor achicvement.
In sum. the pandemic branches of Chicano school talure are clearly tied to ther
persistent roots.

4




‘The Plight of Chicano Students

Disproportionality

The modifying term, ‘disproportionately’, 1s an important qualitier in that Chica-
no school failure. which contains its explicit meaning of low aclievement, also
has a second denotation — comparative performance. In the context of examin-
ing the school achievement of Chicano students, their academic performance is
compared to White students. Here, the common procedure is to use the aggre-
gated performance (c.g., reading achievement as measured on a standardized test)
of White grade-level peers as a referent and then to compare the aggregared
performance of Chicano _students to this standard. When this s done. the
common result is one of asymmetry. That is. when the Chicano distribution of
achievement test scores, represented as interval data, s juxtaposed to the curve of
the White grouped scores, the Chicano distribution is typically skewed positive-
ly. Simply put, there is a disproportionately greater percentage of Chicano
students — compared to their White peers — reading below the middle of the
distribution. Conversely, compared to White students, there is a dispropor-
tionately lower pereentage of Chicano students reading above the middle of the
distribution.

In addition to examining the notion ot disproportionality of achievement
scores from a perspective of asvmmetry, one can also ook at disparity. For
example, when a comparison is made between the pereentage of Chicano secondary
school dropouts to White dropouts (i.c.. represented as dichotomous data —
dropout/non-dropout), the common pattern shows disparity, where the Chicano
rate of dropouts in secondary schools 1s higher than one would predict when

compared to the pereentage of Chicano students n the general secondary school
population.

Betore we leave the terns, disproportionality, a caveatis in order. Although the
difference beeween Chicano and White students in academic achievement is large,
there is indeed variability in Chicano academic development and performance (see
Laosa and Henderson, this volume, for a discussion of some predictors that help to
explain such variablity). Some Chicano students do read at or above grade Tevel.
Many Chicano students graduate from high school. In short, there are notice-
able within-group differences, and  thus the issue of disproportionality s
not confined only to between-group (i.c.. White/Chivano) differences. It is
important to underscore, however, that given the current schooling outcomes
experienced by Chicano students as measured by mort achievement indicators —
and despite the fact that some of these students will net have academnic problems —
the available evidence indicates that the low academic achievement is the norm for a
substantial portion of the Chicano student population in the nation’s pubhc
clementary and secondary schools.

Low Acadenuc Achievewment

Here, there 1s @ need to provide a justification for the usage of ‘low academic
achicvement’. First, we need to examme the term “achrevement’. Achievement
(academic) 15 @ concept, an ... abstraction formed from the observation of
certain behavior of children ... associated with the “learning™ of school tasks —
reading words, domg arthmetic problems ... and so on™ (Kerbmger, 1986,
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p- 27). According to major reports and studies (¢.g.. Cahtornia Superintendents’
Counctl on Hispanic Affairs, 1985 US Commission on Civil Rights, 19724), two
of the most significant academic achicvement indicators, particularly m the
schoohing of Chicano students, are (a) test performance m the content arcas
(especially reading) and (b) secondary school holding power (i.c.. the *. .. school
systenis” effectiveness i its ability to hold ies students until they have completed
the tull course of study’, US Commission on Civil Rights, 19724, p. 8).*

I have deliberately chosen the term “low academic achievement rather than
the often used notion of “underachicvement™. It is tempting to want to use the
construct of underachieverent as it connotes that the typical group performance
of low test scores and high dropout rates are not truly reflecnive of what Chicano
students are capable of achieving. Although there is likely a great deal of credence
to the beliet that, by and far. the depressed acadentic achievement of Chicanos
does not mirror their potential, to try to interpret this discrepancy as ‘under-
achievement” presents several coneeptual problems.

First, the converse notion of underachies ement (that is, overachievement’)
appears to be *.. . a logical impossibility’ (Canastasi, 1984, p. 131) because the
term mmplies that a person is performmg soove hischer capacity. Second, the
terms underachievementroverachicvement a-¢ meaningless if not looked at from
1 measurement perspective. As a number ¢ “scholars have noted. the two terms
tell us httle more than the widely achnowledged fact that intelligence and
achievement tests are far from bemg perfectly corrclated (cf. Anastasi, 1984;
Jensen, 1980). Third, the concept of underachievement is typically used in de-
scribimg the special education category of learning disabilities (that is, a common-
v accepted characteristic of learning disabihtics is a marked discrepancy between
measured intelhigence and school achievement) The discrepaney index as such is
particularly troubling in trying to describe the test behavior of normal Chicanos
(Le.. non-special education students) in that it is fairly common for them to
pertorm well within the normal range on intelligence tests but perform below the
nornt on achievement tests (see Valencia and Rankin, 1988). Given all the con-
fusion and issues assoctated with the term underachievement, 1 have selected the
term Clow academie achievement” — a more meaningful construct ~— for inclu-
ston i my definition of Chicano school failure.® Now that we have dissected the
notion ot school fatlure and provided some semblance of its configuration, we
move next to a deseription of condinons and outcomes that characterize current
schooling of Chicanos.

Schooling Conditions and Qutcomes: An Overview

Based on my knowledge of the Chicano schooling experience, there are at least
cleven schooling generalizations that characterize conditions and outcomes for a
sizable proportion of the Chicano public school population. The reader should
keep in mind that the tollowing deseriptive overview  contains  broad-based
general statements. That ds, thev are meant to capture what appears to be the
porm for a good number of Chicano students, not every Chicano student
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Segregarton

Chicano studenes are typically isolated from their White peers — and of course,
vice-versa (White students have heele contact with their Chicano peers). There 1s,
however, an interesting new development to this condition of racial/ethnic isola-
tion. As Menchaca and Valeneta (1990) note. “The segregation ot school-age
Latinos. of which two-thirds are Chicano, has increased to such an extent that
they now have the dubious distinction of being the most highly segregated group
of America’s children’ (p. 222; also see Orum, 1986). In 1968, 23 per cent of Latinos
attended 90 to 100 per cent minority schools. By 1984, nearly Tin 3 (31 per cent)
ot Latinos attended such ethnically segregated schools (Ortield, 1988). In short,
the segregation of Chicano students has wereased over the last twenty years.
Given the sharp increase in the Chicano school-age  population,  Chicano/
Mexicano migration and settlement patterns. the foot dragging ot desegregation
cfforts. and other factors, it s very likely that the segregation of Chicano
students will intensity mn the yvears ahead.

The connection between school segregation and academic achievement ot
Chicano seudents has been widely documented (e.g., Espinosa and Ochoa, 19806;
Haro. 1977: Orficld, 1988; Valencia, 1984). As the Chicano enrollment increascs,
achievement (as measured by standardized tests) decreases. These observed nega-
tive correlations are pervastve and strong in magnitude, For example, Valenen
(19849 found a near pertect negative correlation between Chicano (and Black)
school percentage and mean achievement scores inan - analysis of cleven high
schools in the Phoenix, Arizona Unton School District. As the minority percen-
tage of the high schools increased, test scores systematically decreased. Espinosa
and Ochoa (1986) found a strong negative correlation berween California Assess-
ment Program test scores and Latino school concentration for & state-wide
sample of third-graders.

It is clear that scgregation has and continues to be a mgor institutional
process m denymg equal educational opportuntties for Chicano students and thus
has helped shape their school failure. Although one cannot imply causality from
correlational data, it 1s safe to assume that segregation s implicated in creating
barriers for Chicano students. Or as Ortield (1988) notes, such *.. . data does
not, of course. show that the segregation causes the inequality, but it does show
that Fhspanic students tend to be concentrated in schools where the tone and the
level of instruction are set by lirge proportions of poorly prepared students’
(p. 29)

In recent publications. the unfalding of the history ot the Chicano schooling
experience has had school segregation as a prominent focus of attention (Alvarez,
1988 Gonzalez, 1985; Menchaca and Valencia, 1990; San Migucl, 1986, 1987). A
major conclusion drawn by these scholars is that the segregation of Chicano
students has operated throughout history as 4 key administrative practice leading
to harmful schooling consequences (also see. Donato, Menchaca and Valeneta,
this volunie). For example. Menchaca and Valencra (1990) discuss the issue in this
Hanter:

although contemporary school segregation ot Chicano students
complexty related to soctal. cconomic. and population” demographie
Cictors over tine, one should not ignore the historteal blueprint of toreed
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segregative practices of the carly 1900s. Although the knot between past
and present school segregation cannot be snugly tied, there is ample
evidence from California case studies that the segregative policies of the
carly 1900s have had long-term effects. Despite the variability among the
communities of California, segregation of Chicano students today can
generally be said to have been strongly influenced by Anglo-Saxon
ideologics of the past. To the present day, the schools in the Chicano
barrios continue to ¢xperience the deleterious impact of the ‘separate but
cqual” policies passed by previous gencrations. (p. 243)

Language/Cultural Exclusion

The fact that Chicano students’ language and culture are excluded from the
school curriculum — which by the way is a longstanding historical practice —
was brought to national limelight in the carly 1970s by a report in the Mexican
American Education Study (US Commission on Civil Rights, 1972b). It was
reported that fess than 7 per cent of the schools in the Southwestern US offered
bilingual education. Furthermore, only 4 per cent and 7 per cent of the clementary
and secondary schools, respectively, in the Southwest offered Chicano history.

Periodic reports since then have confirmed the existence of language and
cultiral exclusion. For example, Olsen (1988) reported there are over 600,000
limited-English proficient (LEP) students in California (about three-fourths of these
are Latinos). Duc in large part to the serious shortage of bilingual teachers (see
Valencia and Aburto, this volume), less than 25 per cent of these LEP students are
bemg served in bilingual classes staffed by qualitied bilingual teachers. The other 75
per cent of LEP students are provided little, if any, instruction in their first language.
Given the schooling benetits of having bilingual education for Chicano students (sce
Garcia, chapter 4, and Merino, chapter 5, this volume) as well as multicultural
cducation (e.g., sce Gonzalez, 1974), the inclusion of language/cultural components
in instruction can certainly help turn the tide against school failure.

Two likely contributing factors that have helped shape the language/cultural
exclusion issuc are the limited multicultural education training and the apparent
disinterest in such training during the preservice development of prospective
teachers. With respect to the limited training concern, there is some evidence that
teachers arce inadequately prepared to teach multicultural education. A case in point
15 Olsen’s (1988) finding that only 5 per cent of future teachers in California take any
course in multicultural education. Regarding the issue of disinterest, Mahan and
Boyle (1981) surveyed studenc teaching directors in twenty-five states. The authors
reported that two-thirds of the respondents belicved 60 to 100 per cent of students in
teacher education trainmng programns had no desire for preparatory experiences in
multicultural education.

Acadenmie Adievement

As we have previowsly discussed moour conceptualization of Chicano school
failure. Chicano students — compared to White students — achieve at consider-
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ably lower levels on various group-based and individually administered standard-
ized ackicvement tests (e.g.. see Valencia and Rankin, 1988; sce Valencia and
Aburto, this volume, for a discussion of Chicano students’ considerably poorer
performance on minimum corpetency and school-based competency tests). The
disproportionately lower performance of Chicanos on achieverent tests is once of
the nsost persistent and pervasive findings scen in the Chicano schooling litera-
ture. Clearly, the improvement of achievement test scores of Chicanos should be
an cducational priority during the 1990s. We should be very cautious, however,
that the means to achieve such ends do not penalize Chicano students (sce
Valencia and Aburto. this volume) nor do they infringe on a Chicano’s right to a
democratic education (sce Pearl, this volume).

On a related point there 1s evidence that test scores, in general, are increasing
in the nation. We should be aware, though, of illusions that help to create a false
sense of security for the Chicano community, as well as for policymakers (sce
Valencia and Aburto, Chapter 8 in this volume, note 22). As Gandara (1989)
recently admonished:

Nearly a quarter of America’s children are on an educational path lead-
ing nowhere. While test scores appear to be on the rise all over the
country, a closer look at the figures reveals that the least successful
students are actually losing ground: The gap between their skills and
performance and those of their peers is growing wider. These are the
children of the poor, who coincidentally are also orten cthnic minoritics.
(p. 38)

School Holding Power (Retention)

The fact that Chicano students. compared to therr White peers, drop out of
secondary school at considerably higher rates 1s one of the truly major tragedies
of the Chicano schooling experience. Although it is difficult to obtain reliable
data on dropout incidence data, there are estimates. Recent data indicate that
about 1 in 2 Chicano students drop out of sccondary schools (Rumberger, this
volume).

The costs to the individual Chicano who leaves school before graduation go
beyond the fact that there is now an abrupt severance to his/her intellectual
growth. The stakes are very high for the Chicano dropout and for socicty. One
rescarcher has estimated that in the Los Angeles Unified School District — a high
density Chicano district. — the loss in adjusted lifetime carnings for a male
dropout is $187,000, in general; for a female dropout, the loss is about $122,000
(Catterall, 1985). Furthermore, in addition to the foregone income associated
with dropping out, there are foregone tax receipts as well as the social costs to
local governments of providing tunding for welfare, health, and related services
(Rumberger. this volume). In short, the dropout problemt for Chicanos is ex-
tremely costly along *quality of life’ and social lines. Suttice it to say that there 1
widespread iterest and activity in trying to cope with and solve the Chicano
dropout problem (sce Rumberger, this volume, for an overview of policies and
progranms).
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On a tinal note about the dropout sssue 18 the term itself. Orr (1987)
cornments in her book, Keeping Students in School:

Although the implication of the term dropour is that the student has left
school willfully and without good reason, there 15 overwhelming evid-
ence that many so-called dropouts leave because ot the treatment they
recesve at school or the failure of the school programs to meet their
learning needs. I effect these students are foreed out. (p. xii)

School Financing

Typically, the schools that Chicano students attend are underfinanced compared
to the schools White students attend. For example, one study of the Los Angeles
Unitied School District demonstrated that large differences were evident in the
amount of money spent in clementary schools along racial/ethnic lines. Fairchild
(1984) tound that as the pereentage of Chicano and other Latino students -
creased among the various schools, per-pupil expenditures decreased. In contrast.
as the proportion of White students inereased, school tinanemng nereased. -

It has been known for sometime that some states in the Southwest spend
signiticantly less to educate Chicano students than their White counterparts, A
case mn point is Texas, the state with the second largest enrollment of Chicano
students. The US Commission on Civil Rights (1972¢) Mexican Amerian Educa-
tion Study, Report Nuanber 4 (Mexican American Education in: Texas: A Function of
Wealth) linked financial inequaties with seliooling incquitics in this manner:

The Texas school finance system results i discrimination against Mex-
ican American school children. Predomimantly Mexican American dis-
tricts are less wealthy m o terms of property values than Anglo districts
and the average income of Chicanos s below that of Anglos. These
circumstances exsting, the State of Texas has devised an educational
tinance svstem by which the amount spent on the schooling of students
g function of district and personal weatth, The end result is that the
poor and those receiving inferior education contiue to receve inferior
cducation. (p. 28)

Shovtlv prior to the publication of the US Commussion on Civil Rights
{(1972¢) report on fhemcial inequities in Texas, Demetrio Rodriguez and six other
parents of the San /. itonto Independent School District sued the district in 1968
charging that the Texas school finance systent violated the US Constitution
(Rodrigues v San Antonio Independent School Districr, 1971) In one of the most
critncal legal cases 1 the history ot fexas, and after twenty-one years of straggle,
the Texas Supreme Court i a 9=t decision declared on October 20 1989 (he
state’s pubhic school svstem of financing to be unconstitutional (Graves. 19894).
[he Court mandated state Tegashators (o prepare anew. comprehensive tunding
plan by Mav 1990 As we enter the 19905, thie nation’s eves will be on Texas.
dosely observing s attempts to equalize the large funding diserepancies among
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the state’s many districts and 1ts efforts to bring an end to a pattern of education
m Texas — one kind for the poor, one kind for the nch.®

Teacher-Student Interactions

There is longstanding evidence that Chicano students, as a whole, tend to be
treated less favorably than White students by teachers, For example,” Parsons
(1965) found a great deal of racial/ethnic cleavage in 1 small farming comnuunity
in California. Regarding schooling, Parsons observed that social relationships and
interactions between students and students and teachers and students mirrored
the larger social structure of the community — one of White dominance.
Teachers routinely demonstrated preference for Whites over Chicanos by select-
ing the former students for leadership roles. Chicanos were also negatively
stereotvped by teachers (... pereeived to be lazy, not bright).

In the most comprehensive study to date of teacher-student interactions
involving Chicano students, the US Commission on Civil Rights (1973) Mexican
American Education Study, Report Number 5 (Teachers and Students: Differences in
Teacher Interaction with Mexican American and Anglo Students) tound a great deal of
differences in the quality and quantity of teacher-student interactions along lines
of students' racral/Zethnie background. Based on systematic observation and evalu-
ation of behavior in over 400 classes in New Mexico, Cahfornia, and Texas,
the Comnussion statf found — among other results — that Chicano students,
compared to Whites. received sigmficantly less praise and encouragement from
teachers. Furthermore. teachers were found to spend less time in asking questions
of Chicanos, and they provided more noneriticizing talk to White pupils than to
Chicanos. These and other tindings of teacher-student disparities m interaction
patterns led the US Civil Rights Commission to conclude:

The basic finding of this report is that the schools of the Southwest are
failing to involve Mexican American children as active participants in the
classroom to the same extent as Anglo children. ... The classroom s the
settng, i which a child’s schooling takes place and the mteraction
between teacher and students 1s the heart of the educational process

all elements of this mteraction, taken together, create a climate of learn-
ing which directly affects educational opportunity. Conscquently, the
discovered dispanties - teacher behavior toward Mexican Americans
and Anglos are likely to hinder seriously the educational opportunities
and achievement of Chicano pupils, These findings raise disturbing,
questions concerning the ability of our schools to meet the educational
needs of all students adequately. (p. 43)

Although very little research of teacher-student interactions involving Chica-
no students has occurred sinee the time of the Mextean American Education Study, 1
believe it s sate to assume that some teachers m our nanon’s schools continue to
respond more positively to White students than they do to Chicano students. As
ach, 1t s vital that our vision of schooling embraces phitosophics and practices
consomant with a1 democratie educational process in which usetul knowledge,
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parucipation. rights, and cqual encouragement are present (sce - Pearl, this
volume).

Curriculum Differentiation

The sorting of students, based on perceived educability, into small groups or
classes for instructional purposes has been an educational practice for many
decades (Oakes. 1985). Chicano students are no exception to the practices of
“ability grouping” (clementary level) and ‘tracking” (secondary level) (Oakes.
1985: US Commuission on Civil Rights, 1974; Valencia and Aburto, this volumc).
Through such curriculum differentiation, Chicano students — compared to their
White peers — are often exposed to greater amounts of ‘low status knowledge’
(¢.g.. non-challenging. rote-learning curriculum) and exposed te lesser amounts
of ‘high status knowledge’ — that is. the knowledge that is decmed to be a
prerequisite for college admissions (Oakes).

For Chrcano students, the link between not having the necessary high status
knowledge and not matriculaung to college is tight. Orum (1986), for example.
has reported that 75 per cent of Chicano and other Latino high school seniors
have not completed a college preparatory program. Given the negative imphca-
tions of curriculum ditferentiation for a sizable percentage of Chicano students, it
ts not surprising that a number of school reform etfores vis-i-ris Chicano pupils
mvolve, in part, providing greater access of high status knowledge for them
{e.g.. Haveock and Navarro, 1988).

College Emollment

Chicano students, compared to their White peers, have: (a) lower rates of college
chgibility, (b) lower rates of enrolhment to college (e.g.. in the California State
University and University of California systems). and (c) higher rates of attrition
once entolled m college (e.g.. Brown and Haycock. 1985 Orum. 1986).

Recent rescarch has documented a rather unfortunate situation: not only is
there a very low college attendance rate of Chicanos, bue it is dedining. (Fere we
are defining college attendance rate as the percentage of Chicano and other Latino
high school graduates who go on to college.) The Chicano and other Latino
college attendance rate hit a peak of 36 per cent in 1976, dropped sharply to 30
per cent in 1980, and plummeted even further to 26 per cent in 1985 (Mingle,
1987). In short, from 1976 to 1985, the Latino college attendance rate dramatic-
ally declined 28 per cent. Orum (1986) adds this obscrvation about the higher
educanion issue:

The popular perception  that Hispanic participation 'n institutions of
higher education has grean, increased is a myth. Despite the appearance
of increased access to higher education through aftirmative action pro-
grams, proportionately tewer Hispanies attended college in 1980 than i
1975. While the number of Hispanic students attending college between
1975 and 1980 remained steady, these students as a pereentage of Hispan-
1c high school graduates dropped markedly. This fact, coupled with the
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suaring high school dropout rates. sends a clear message of the critical
and continuing Hispanic under-representation in postsccondary educa-

tion. (p. 37)

_ fu sum, the tow and declining proportion of Chicanos entering college repre-
5 sents another crisis within the larger erisis of Chicano schooling problems. In that

college is the point of entry tor prospective professional careers and leadership
roles. it is imperative that institutions of higher education open their doors
widelv, as well as implement proactive measures durng the collegiate experience
to ensure Chicano school success.

Sness

Although the conceptual status of stress 1s somewhat problematic because of
vague detinitions and obscure mediating constructs (Wills and Langer. 1980), 1t
remams an important area ot study. Regarding school stress and anxiety, the
available hterature has documented higher amounts among students of lower
sociocconomic status and/or racial/ethnic minority backgrounds (e.g., Coney
and West. 1979; Hawkes and Kott, 1970). With respect to Chicano students.
there s some evidence that they experience considerably high and harmiul
_ ey amounts of stress at the clementary school level (Gerard and Miller, 1975;
= Phillips. 1978) and college level (Munoz, T986).

: In the area of race relations, one particular “environmental stressor’ that has
become a scholarly concern 1s race prejudice of Whites towards racial/ethnic
minorities in the school setting. Theorencally o such *00 0 stress 15 Wl ely to
adversely atteet [minoriey] students” daily academic perforniance by reducing
their willingness to persist at academie tasks and intertering with the cognitive
processes mvolved m learming” (Goughis, 1986, p. 147).

In that the linkages between race prequdice. resultant stress, and the generally
poar acadenue pertormance of Chicano students have not been empincally dem-
onstrated, one can only speculate at this tme abe it the parts and the whole ot this
socto-psvchological process. Far example, perhaps teacher prejudice against
Chicano students can be looked atas an environmental stressor. A case i pointas
the study by Olsen {1988) who noted that more than a third of her total sample
of 11 to 18-vear-old Calitornia immigrant students (2 very sizable percentage of
whom were Mexican-origin) reported racial incidents of what they perceived
be caused by teacher prejudice (e.g.. derogatory or stereotvpic commients voiced
in tront ot the class; cultural clashes: bemg punished or embarrassed for usmg
their native language). In anv event, and despite the absence of empirical studies
docutnenting the existence between adverse stress and poor achievement, 1t is sull
unporten to move dhead e destgning psvehologically healthy learning, environ-
ments for Chicano students.

Speaal Fduaation

e svstem of spectal educanion with respect to Chicano stadents comimues to
have problems. parocularly dealing with questionable or mappropriate assess-
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ment tools and practices, overrepresentation and underrepresentation of Chicanos
m ceram placements, the poor delivery of intervenuon services, and so on.
Given these tssues, and accompanied with the substantial increase i the Chicano
school population, it will be important as we enter the 19905 to reform the special
cducanon systeni. Rueda (this volume) offers o critique of the existing system
and presents areconceptualization of how special education can be improved to
address the academic development of those Chicano students who  pertorm
markedly below the norms (also, see Valencia and Aburto, this volume, for an
overview ot the abuses of educational testing and a discussion of how testing
might be improved to promote Chicano school success).

Clicane Teaching Force

Fally, there s the subject — or perhaps -we should say the dwindhng numbers
— ot Clicano teachiers. Recent studies show that the percentage ot Chicano
public school (K-12) teachers is extremely low and steadily declining (Valencia
mnd Aburto, m press, a; Valencia and Aburto, this volume).

" A major obstacle to Chicano teacher production is their high failure rate on
teacher competencey tests. Interms of a Latino student/Latino teacher national
dispaniey analysis, Chicano and other Latino teachers are underrepresented by a
huge 75 per cent (Valensa and Aburto. in press. a). The growing shortage of
Chicano public school teachiers 15 a coneern for all m that it works against the
need to have o multiculiural teaching foree at a tme when our school system as
becoming more and more culturalle diverse. Chicano teachers are needed to
serve s role nrodels for Chicano students, to deliver bilingual education, and
to help promote raculZethne understanding and respect among all students, As
Valencia and Aburto note (thr volunie), for our country to dive into the twenty-
first century without Chicano and other mmority teachers is unpardonable. As
suchy we need to get on with the business ot identifving and 1implementing
strategtes that will increase the pereentage of Chicano teachers (see Valeneia and
Aburto, i press, .

e summary, the general protile 1 juse painted of schooling conditions and
outcomnes faced by many Chicano students is quite disturbmg. The prognosis tor
1 healthier and more cqu table schooling experience for Chicanos attending
school m the 19905 and bevond is not pronnsing -~ unless reform begms nowe,
Fhat iss the transtormation of Chicano school failure to Chicano school success
mvolves the tsue of timelmess. Given the tremendous current and futare growth
patterns e the Clucano population, now is the tume for informed action — lest
the prave problems Chicano students currently face will imcrease as conconneant-
Iv does thar population We turn next to this aspeet of the “changmg, demo-
vraphnand s schoolmg iphicatons for Chicanos,

The Changing Demography
Maore than a decade aeol the dramatic growth ot the Chicano population cap-
tied the mterest ot demographers, and soon after, the media, The “rediscover-
my” ot the Clircano people was exemphificd by lengthy news stories on Chicanos
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published i several natonal ragazines. The articles ranged, for example, trom
the general {Chicanos on the Move', Newsweek, January, 1979; *Mexican Amer-
icans: A People on the Move', National Geographic, June, 1980) to the specific (‘A
Year With the Gangs ot East Los Angeles’, Me, Jnly, 1978). A controversial
movie (Boulerard Nights) that gloniticd Chicano gangs was viewed by millions of
moviegoers nationally in 1979, In 1981, Zoot Suit —— a powertul movice about
oppression against Chicanos e the carlv 19405 — was released. In short, new
attention was directed to the Chicano people. Some people predicted that the 80s
would be the “decade of the Hispanice'

The 1980s: Ruse of the Latino 1’.01)”1.1!1("1

In 1980, the national Latino population was 145 milhon and accounted for 6.4
per cent of the total US population ot 228 million people (Miranda and Quiroz,
1989 Swibold, 19893, 7 During the 1980s Latinos increased nationally by 5.6
nulhon, and by decade’s cud they numbered 2001 million people — the highest
estintate ever. From 1980 to late 1989, the total US population increased about
R.7 per ocent (from 228 to 248 million). In contrast, the Latno population
nereased 4 huge 386 per cent (14,5 to 2001 nullion) — growing during the 1980s
at a rate over four nmes faster than the rest of the US population.

With respect to where Latmos are located in the US, Califorma, Texas, New
York. and Florida (m descending order). continue to account for almost 75 per
cent of the total Launo populition m Late 1989 (Swibold, 1989). Californ is
homie to 34 per cent of all Latinos (6.8 nullion, mostly Mexican origing. exas is
number two with 21 per cent of the total Latino population (4.3 mullion, inostly
Mexican origm). New York tollows with 2 million Latinos (10 per cent of total,
mostly: Puerto Rican). and Flonda contams 1.6 million (8 per cent, mostly
Cuband. About 17 ndhion Latmos (8 per cent of total, mostly Mexican ongin)
hive m Arrzona, Colorado. and New Mexico. New Jersey s the home to 640,000
Latio residents (3 per cente mostly Puerto Rican), and finallv. the remaining states
contam I+ per cent of e total Latino population.

By all indications. the Cliueano and other Latmo population segments will
continue to soar m size m the 1990s and well into the nexe century. For example,
let us take the case of growth patterns m 1 os Angeles, Calitornia and Houston,
Texas — the two aties with the largest Chicano populations (Staft, 1989).% In 1 os
Angcles, the Chicano and other Latino population was 816,000 people (27.5 pa
cent of the total 297 nnllion) in 19800 By the year 2000, Clicano and other
Latmos will constitute 38.2 per cent of the total Los Angeles population (1.21
milhon of 3,16 nullion people). A sinular pattern will be seen in Houston, [In
1980, this aty was the home for 281000 Chicanos tand « very small percentage
of ather Latnos), comprising 17.6 per cent of the total population of 1.6 nullon
1t s projected that by the vear 2000, Clhicanos (520.000) wall account for 23.3 per
cent ot the total population ot Houston (2.24 nullion).

Some population demographers have looked tar into the future (US Bureau
of the Census, TYRGY T about seventy vears from now, racial/ethnie shitts will
occut matonally that sall beconmie Taghly sigtieant muarkers m the lustors of the
United States, I the vear 2060, 1t 15 projected that the Lagmo population will
number 5402 unlhion people and il surpass the Black populagon (projected to
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Table 1 1- Projections of Caniornia’s school-age population by racial/ethnic background

Race/Ethnicity
Year White (%) ~Latino (%) Black {%] Asian (%) Other (%)
1971 71 16 9 4 na
1986 52 29 10 7 2
2000 45 35 8 11 2
2030 33 44 6 16 1

Source: Adapted from Population Reference Bureau (1985; years 1986, 2000, 2030} and
Watson (1988; year 1971}
Note: na: not available.

be 53.7 million) to become the nation’s largest racial/ethnic minority group. The
Latino population in 2060 will account for 17.5 per cent of the total population of
309.7 million. (Currently. Latinos account for about 8.1 per cent of the total US
population.)

In sum. the demographic predictions of the late 1970s laid the foundation for
what s occurring now and will continue well inte the future. That is, the terms
‘minority’ and ‘majority’” are undergoing radical transformations with respeet to
numerical and social significance.

The Chicano/Latino School-Age Population: A Look to the Frture

The unprecedented growth rate of the Chicano and other Latino school-age
segments is a clear reflection of the rise in the general Chicano/Latine population.
Here, we will discuss California as a case in point and then describe some
patterns in the national scene. Demographers predicted in 1978 that by 1990 the
combined racial/ethnic minority K-12 population in Californta (i.c., Chicano and
other Latino. Black. American Indian, Native Alaskan, Asian, and Pilipino) will
be the new “majority’ and White students will be the new ‘minority” (Foote,
Espinosa. and Garcia, 1978) Well, that projection was slightly in error — the
racial/ethnic shift occurred two years carlier than predicted. The combination of
declining White birthrates. booming school enrollments of minority students,
and unprecedented immigration from Latin America and Asia brought the racial/
cthnic transition sooner than forecast (Watson, 1988).

In short, the school enrollment shifts in the numerical status of “majority’
and ‘minority” groups arc no longer mere future projections. They arce a current
reality and will become more pronounced as racial/cthnic minority populations
— particularly Latinos and Asians — continue to increase in large numbers. On
the other hand, as the years go by, Whites will gradually comprise proportionate-
ly less and less of the school-age population. To illustrate this, we continue our
discussion with the racial/cthnic shufts in California, as an example. The follow-
img points (numbers 1.3, and 4) can be gleaned from Table 1.1,

I Approximately twenty years ago, 7 1o every 10 Calitorma K-12 students
were White, and about 3 in 10 were racial/ethnic minonty background
(Watson, 1988).
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Table | 2 National public school enroliment changes by race/ethnicity, autumn 1968-autumn
1986

Race/Ethnicity

White Latino Black

% millions % millions % millions

Year of total of total of total ot total of total of tota!

1968
1986

80.0
704

34.70
28.96

46
9.9

2.00
406

6.28

145
16.1 6.62

Change 96 -574 +5.3 +2.06 +1.6 +0.34

Source. Adapted from QOrfield (1988).

At the start of the 1988-89 school year, White students dipped under 50
per cent of the total K-12 public school enrollment — the first time since
the beginning of public education in California about 140 years ago. The
most obvious implication to be made from this significant transformation
is that at the present time no single raciai‘cthnic group constitutes a
numerically majority population (Watson).

3 Inabout forty years from now — in the year 2030 — we will likely see in
California’s public elementary and secondary schools a virtual reversal of
what the school-age population resembled in 1971, That is, White
students will comprise 1 in 3 students, and combined students of racial/
cthnic ‘minority” background will account for nearly 7 in 10 students
(Population Reference Bureaun, 1985).

4 In 2030, Chicano and other Latino students in the public schools of

California will form the single largest group. comprising about 44 per cent

of the total K-12 enrollment (Population Reference Bureau).

The tremendous school-age racial/ethnic shifts we presently are experien-
cmg. and will continue to experience in California, are similar to changes occur-
ring nationally. Orticld (1988}, in a report uted ‘The Growth and Concentration
of Hispanic Enrollment and the Future of American Education’, has underscored
the enormous growth in the proportion of Chicano and other Latino public
school students in the United States (as well as a decline in the pereentage of
White students).

Table 1.2 shows, in 1968-69, the Latino public school enrollment
accounted for 4.6 per cent (2.0 million) of the national total. By the 1986-87
school year, Latinos made up 9.9 per cent (4.1 million) of the total — that is, the
Latmo share of the total public school enrollment doubled in less than two
decades. White students during this same period decreased 5.7 million, and the
Black cnrollment rose a modest .3 million students. Orficld (1988) transtates
these changes as such:

Eaghteen vears [1968=69] ago there were more than three times as many
Blacks as Hispanics in the schosl population: now the Hispanic enroll-
ment 1s approaching two-thirds ot the Black numbers. There was one

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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Table 13 Projections of racial/ethnic youth populations: 1982-2020

Race Ethnicity

White Lat:no Black Otner

a mMiong Y rovilgng Yo milions % millons

Year of wota: of totat of :otal ot 013! oftotat  of tota! of - ~at of total

1982 730 459 93 59 14
2020 545 400 253 188 16 1

9 29 18
1 472 30

Cnange 18 59 +160 w127 +18 +13 ~12

Soirce Agapted o™ Pallas Natredlo ang MeD.a 11988
Note Youlh feters o newhorn 1o age 17y ears

Hispanic student ter every seventeen White seudents cighteen vears ago:
mn 198687 there was one tor every seven Whites. (p. 6)

In short, durmg tos cighteen-vear pertod. Chicano and other school-age
students mereased i raw numbers 103 per cente Whites actually dropped by 17
per centeand Black students were up by only 5 per cent.

While the Chicano and other Latino pubhic school enrollment s growing
mationally, actaally onlv a small number ot states are the ones that are accounting
tor the growth Ortield (1988 notes that cight states (which have aboue 40 per
cent of the navon's b population) enrolled 2 rotal of 3,537 mithon Lanno
students m 1986, These erght states represent 88 per cent of the tonl Laano
public school enrollment. ' By far, Cahitornia (wich 138 nulhon Lanno students)
and Texas owieh £09 mullion Laono students) enroll the vast magoriey e,
nearly 7 in every 10 Launo students, overwhelmingly of Mexiean origing of the
total 357 nullion Chicano and other Latino students i the cight identitied states.
In short, Califorma and Texas — owhich have long educated most Clucano
stirdents — accounted for (and will contunue to account tori the arcat majormey of
enrollment mercases of Chicano stadents mthe country.

In another recent manonal demographic repore, Palles, Naenello, and Mclnll
1988 exanuned long-term projections trom 1982 o the vear 20200 Uanyg the
newborn to age 17 vears population as the target group, it s expected that the
toral US populaton of newborns to PP-vear-olds will mercase by 17 per cent
over the thirtv-eighe vear pertod. Thae s ccamates are thae the number of
chiddren m edns age group will rise trom 63 mullion e 1982 to 73 nullion m 2020,

Merelv studving the general growth rate. however, 18 not very revealing,
When one disageregates the overall growth of these 10 matthon caldren from
1982 (o 2020 along ractal cthnre lines, clear patterns can be diseerned.

Pallas et al. (1988) observed chat the overall merease mdicates two ditterent
torces. Firste as seenin Table 130 the mumber of White voungsters is actualiy
axpected to dedhne 13 per cente or 6 mllion over this period. Sceond. the
number of Clncano and other Tauno children, on the other hand, wall more than
tiple - maeasmy from 6 nudbon m 1952 G ome which they comprised 9 per
cent of the nanonal vonth papulationy to 19 muthon i 2020 twhen they will make

TAY
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up 25 per cent of the country’s youth population). In short, the anticipated
increase in the Latino yvouth population of nearly 13 million more than offsets the
projected decline of 6 million in the White youth population. In fact, the remark-
able increase in the Chicano and Latno youth population wili account *. .. for
most of the overall [youth] popudation growth [italics added] cxpected between 1982
and 20207 (Pallas er al., p. 22).°

In summary. in the decades ahead our nation will witness a profound
transtormation of the youth populaton. As Pallas e al. (1988) comment, almost
3 in 4 children in 1982 were White. In 2020, only about 1 in 2 will be White. In,
1982, only 1 in 10 children were Chicano and other Latino. By 2020, about 1 in 4
are expected to be Chicano and other Latino. Regarding long-term projections, it
1 predicted that in the year 2050 the Latino school-age populaton (5 years to
17 vears of age) will number 9.02 million and will surpass Black youth (8.86
million) to become the nation's largest ractal/ethnic minority school-age group
(US Burcau of the Census, 1986). The following excerpt from Orfield (1988)
captures the wider nnpheation ot Latuno school-age growth patterns:

Should these trends continue very long they will fundamentally change
the social structure of Amertcan educaton. Hispanics will become the
nation’s largest minority group and the proportion ot Whites will tall

substantratlv. All signs show that these changes are continuing. ‘pp. 6-
5
)

The 19802 Decade of the Huspanic?”

Accompanving the national astention thet Chicanos and other Latinos recerved
the Tate 19705 and carly 19805 was the often stated claim that the 1980s would be
the “decade of the Hispanie™. There were expectations withm and outside the
larger Latino comnnmity that Chicanos and other Latmos would benefit trom
thar growing presence. Gams were anticipated along educanonal. economie,
pohical. and general “quality ot hfe” aspects.

Contrary to the expected gains during the “decade of the Fispanic™, the 19805
lett many Latinos — purticularly Chicanos and Puerto Ricans — worse ot In a
recent report by the Navonal Counctl of La Raza, The Decade of the Huspanic: A
Sobering Foonomic Rerrospective (Miranda and Quiroze 1989)0 w ven trends were
wdentitied that charactenized Latinas” cconomie suuation durmg the 1980, Thas
retrospective tdentihed the tollowing:

I atmos benetited least trom the cconomie recovery e that ther incomes
stagnated and high rates of poverty contnued. For example, m 19749,
21 8 per cent of Latinos were poor; in 198K the rate was 26,8 per cenit,
Latmos had Ingher rates of chifdren Living i poverty m 1988 (379 per
cent) compared to 1979 (28.0 per cent).

There was no cconomic mprovenent tor Tatna-mamtamed houscholds.
Fatmo muarried-couple fanulies experienced deepened  hardships (e.g..
povertv pates mereased trom 13T per cent m 1979 1o 160§ per cent
198R).
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5 There was a2 widening income disparity. For example. Latinos in 1988
were 14 per cent more likely to make under $10.000 a vear than they
were i 1979,
6 Although n some arcas there were slight educational gains, Latinos
overall continued to feel the tull impact of the educational crisis. For
example, in 1978, 12 5 per cent of Latino families with houscholders who
completed tour years of ligh school lived in poverty. In 1988, the tigure
climbed to 16 per cent. In short, Latinos continue to experience unequal
benetits from education.
Although Latinas (vear-round, full-time workers) showed a slight in-
crease n annual carnings trom 1979 (§13.793) to 1988 ($14.843), mule
Latino workers dropped m carnings from 820,626 to $§17.851 from 1979
to 1988, respectively.

~1

In sum. Miranda and Quiroz (1989) conclude that, "By any standard, His-
pamcs lost ground cconomically during the 19808 (p. 27). Among several
mmediate policy interventions, ‘improving  cducational epportunities” was
targeted by the National Council of La Raza

The 19905 A Time for Informed Action

['he plight of Clhicano students (as previously deseribed m the overview of
current schooling conditions and  outcomes), the soon-to-be and remarkable
transforniation of the racial/cthnic makeup of American vouth, and the gradual
croston of ecconomic and educational gams ot Chicanos all point to the immediate
need tor school reform. When the schoolbell rings throughout the barrios in the
1990s, hopetully e will call us all to action. There is htde doubt that resources —
both human and monctary — will be needed on an unprecedented scale to mount
a serious offensive on the schooling problems faced by Chicano students. The
path we travel in the 1990s to the door of the next century could be the most
mportant trek m the edacationat expenience of Clicano students. But, Tet us not
he nave. Linking theory, research, and policy is no casy matter. As Ortield
(1988) admonishes, Lanno students .00 are increasing very rapidly in the United
States. so rapidly that both rescarch and policy are rumning tar behind  the
demographic changes™ (p. 32). As such, 1t s the intent of the remaming chapters
m this book to help push along the rescarch, pohey. and demographe connec-
tons by discussing some agendas tor the 1990 and bevond. Now s the time for
mtormed action, a time to begim a very serious commmitment to transforming
Chicano school fatlure to Chicano school success.

Regarding rescarch, the various chapters wiall be attempung, i part, to draw
from what we know and what we do not know m order to ask how the research
communty of the 19905 can move dhead rs-d-risats ettorts and Chicano school-
g 1ssues. Given the large fimite universe of possible researcht concerns, which
onies are more important to address® Why s sigmiticant to address these
unanswered rescarch questions? I which wavs can answers to these gtiestions
provide misighies 1o the theoretical and pracucal sides ot the Clncano schoolng
experiences? Fhat s, resultani from such proposed research what might be somwe
theoretical mmphcations and pracucal appheanons® Can we trame rescarch pro-

20




The Piight of Chicana Students

posals m such wavs that furire researchers can feasibly ackle them? In short.
what might some research agendas for the 194905 look hke?

With respect to proposed policy agendas. the challenge before scholars 1s to
assess the extent to which rescareh has muenced and should influence educa-
vomal poliey and practiee Regardie Chicano students, there are numnerous
questions about policy one can ask. For example. what are the central policy
considerations? How are these policy issues currentdy tramed? Are there alternative
wavs to frame them? Is current policy based on solid rescarcly and scientific evi-
dence, and how can such an evaluation prove useful i formulating rescarch-
driven pohiey agendas tor the (99057 What are the prevailing paradigms used to
exanune the msues? Is there a need for paradigm shatts? Whao dnves specatic
interventions (i any) that seek to address the problem? What s che current fevel
ot atteniien focused onthe problem? What specific vesources are commutted — or
need to be committed — to the problem? With an eve o the 19905, what might
be some proposed policy agendas regarding the schooling problemis faced by
Clucano students?

e addinon o the mulnmde ot rescarch and pohicey questions statements
regarding Chicano schooling tssues that can be formulaied, there s the subject of
domyg what v good wowe tor the sake of what will be good tor the fuune.
Haves-Baatsta, Schnk, and” Chapa (1988) 1m0 a recent study ot Calitorna’s
changmyg demography (The Burden of Suppore: Young Latinos in an Agmng Soaetyy,
pomt out that aging Wiites will mereasingly become dependent on voung Latino
workor The aging ot the "Babv Boom Anglos™ in Calitornia wall resale o
more than aiphug ot the 63-and-over populatton around 20300 The voung,
vasthy undereducated Laano populanion wall likewise triple i sizes Theretore, the
burden of support” tor the elderly (o g heahh carer meome sapporty will fall
prinvandy on the shoul fees of the Tatmo workers: Haves-Bautista er al. argae that
it the currentiv worlise-age generanion in Califoring mvests i unproving
schooling tor Thume voondhs dos will assist in providing a stronger ceononue
toundation tor s ewn ccurny an the futine, Onea broader, natoml scope,
AMiranda and Quiros (1989 draw sinnlan condlusions

fn the 199080 reducmg mequalitn: between Hispanies and the resr
~oacty will not be a moral preterence. but an cconomic mmperatinge,
Hispanios will constitute about one-third of overall Tabor force yrowth
between now and the end of dhe century, and 1 wrowmg proportion of
rivpayers supporting Social Seurte, Medicare and other transter pay-
ment svsteas needed to sapport an aging society Anounoamed and
underemploved Tibor force wall nov onby vetard direct ccononue oneput,
but increase demand for pubbic assistancc and dinmisshe the wis baswe
necessary tor the support of essential goveniment services, Tmproving

the Fhspame communuy's ceononire standimg — and: the hunan capainal
charactenistics of mdividual Hispames - - dearly services the econonng
mterest ot the naton . Hispaies are a fgood bet” for tuture puble

policy myestmems, tp. 28y
I heh of o discasston thus Lo on the phight ot Clincno students, it wonld
be most hittmg o conelide by presenumg, atew hes torm Henry Trueba's recent

and tine book, Rarang Sdent Vewes Dducanmg the Languisne Morities for the 21
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Century. In his concluding chapter, Trueba (1989) ofters these sober-mimded but
encouraging words:

The end af the twentieth century is rapidly approaching. The children
wha will crowd our schools are already among us. Minority children are
raptdly becoming, or already have become, the majority m a number of
cities and arcas of this country. ... Moral. humanitarian, and cconomic
argumients ¢an be made to motivate us to support minority education in
our schools. The future of this country will be in good hands it we
extend our support to minority children today. (pp. 185-0)

Notes

I Here 1 am concepruabizug cducanonal mequality as a torm of oppression. Chesler
F1976) m an essav on theortes of ractem — which by the way, can be generahized to the
study of other forms ot oppresston — argues that there are three forms at evideuce
from which theornsts can draw to contend the existence of oppression. These evidenual
bases are (1) personal atttades or cultural values — as seen w symbol systems and
wleotogy: (B mstitutional processes — as seen - mechamsms that fead to differenual
advantages and privileges; (@) eftects or outcomes — as seen e difterentials among
grnups.

2 Here, Follow the logic of Kerlinger (19801 who desernibes the distnctions between a
coneept and a4 construct. "A ceneept expresses an abstracton tormed by generahizatons
trom particalars” (p 26). and although a constract 1s 4 concept. 4 construct has an
added meanmg ... of having been dehiberately aud conscioushy mvented or adopred
tor a specal saentitic purpose’ tp. 27). Furthermore, as Kerlunger notes, constructs can
be of the wonsnnire and operational type. A constitutve detintion detines a construct by
usting other constructs. and are partcularly valuable i theory coustrucuon. An opera-
tonal definition descnibes. with some preciston. how a paroicular construct will be
observed and measured. In the present analysis, our use of Clhizano school tailure 1s
Lirgelv along constitative hnes, vet i can be retined e an operational sense

‘v

The “dropout rate’. which s the converse of school holding poswer, 15 sinply estimated
by subtracting the school holdig peower (@ percentage) from 100 per cent.

3 Underachievement refers to a diserepancey betw een ineasured aptitude (e, mtelhgence)
and achievement {see tor example, Kubiszyn and Borich, 197). When one’s obtaned
apuitude score 1s Tngher than oue’s obtamed achievement score, a student s tvpically
labeled as an underacinever’. Converselyv, an “overachiever™ s a student whose aptitude
score 1s lower than lushier obtaned achievement score.

I he problems attachied to the term underachies eaent (as well as overachievement) are
so grave that they huve led Cronbach, a ghly noted tests and measurement expert, to
conclude: “The termmology ot over- and underachievement should be abandoned’
(1984, p. 233).

6 I 1989 there were Luot school districes m Texas, Sonte districts spent as much as
$19.6000 per student, and others spent as hude as 82,000 (Graves, 1989b) Poor school
districts tdetined as those wath property tax wealth below the state average) abound i
Texas. That s, 205 (B8] per cent) ot Fexas™ 2534 countries contain poor school districts
Plnllips, s A dispropottionately Tagher number ot poor school districts, however,
ate located m South Tesas, the regron where Chicanos wie mostly concentrated

Of the total 2001 anlhion Taunos ur the US m 1989, the Lairgest segment by tar s the
Mevican-orgn population (12,6 mithon, 62,7 per cent of the total) In descending,

n
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order. the other Launo populations are: Central and South American (2.5 miilion, 12,4
per cent). Puerto Rican (2.3 nullion, 11.4 per cent), Cuban (1.07 nullion, 5.3 per cenyj,
and Spanish or other Latnno (163 mullion, 8.1 per cent) (Miranda and Quiroz, 199,
Vickers, 1989).

With respect to wadmi-group growth rates, data comparison between 1982 to 1984
shows that Central and South Americans had the sharpest merease (67 per cent). The
‘othier Hispanic® increased by 31 per cent, followed by: Mexican ongin (30 per cent),
Pucrto Rican (14 per cent), and Cuban (12 per cent) (Vickers, 1989).

This report (based on an artcie in Ehony magazine, see Staff, 1989) 15 also interesting i
that 1t provides projections tor cities that will have large pereentages of Latmo and
Black populations. By the vear 2000, it 1s predicted that Black and Latinos combined
will constitute a clear majority in abour one-third of the country’s fifty largest cities. In
the ten most populated crties in the natton — including the tour largest (in descendmg
order. New York. Los Angeles, Chicago. and Houston) — Blacks and Latinos will be
the myjority in six ot these top ten cities. For example, in Los Angeles, in the vear
2000, they will nuniber about 53 per cent. In Clicago. 50 per cent. In New York.,
aliqost 30 per cent.

The erght states with their respective enrollments (in millions) i descending order are:
Calttorma (1.38), Texas (109, New York (39, Hlmos (16}, Anizona ( 16), Florida

C13)0 New Jersey (L1, and New Mexico ((13) (Ortield, 1988).
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Chapter 2

Segregation, Desegregation, and
Integration of Chicano Students:
Problems and Prospects

Rubén Donato, Martha Menchaca and Richard R. Valencia

Segregation has been, and continues to be. a schooling reality for a substantial
provortion of the Chicano elementary and sccondary school-age population. In
that segregation practices and conditions are not conducive for optimal learning,
it is not surprising that schonl segregation is inextricably linked to Chicano
school failure. As noted by Valencia (chapter L. this volume). the segregation of
Chicano students constitutes a major obstacle in their schooling experience —
that is. segregation can be considered a key institutional process in denving
Chicanos equal educational opportunities.

In this chapter, we will examine the connections between segregation and
Chicano school failure from both historical and contemporary vantage points.
We begin by providing o descriptive overview of the current prevalence of
Chicano segregation, as well as an emipirical look at the adverse relation between
school segregation and dimmished academic achievement. Second, we provide an
overview of the roots of Chicano school segregation. Qur contention is that m
order to understand the current problems and remedies associated with segregation,
one needs to examme 1ty ideologieal and structural toundations In particnlar, we
examine the relation between racism and the implementation, maintenance, and
persistence of school segregation. In this historical section we also discuss. m
brief. the etforts Chicano parents excerted to desegregate barrio schools in their
pursuit for 4 better schooling tor Chicano vourh, Third. we deseribe the contem-
porary nuanifestations of segregation — with a special emphass on language
segregation as o form of resegregation. The chapter closes with a discussion of
reform. Granted that school mtegraton (and not merely desegregation) s a
desirable goal. how might true integravion (e g, interethnic contact, cquual status)
be achieved by the Clicano coptanmity? How can we move towards mtegration
and Cliseano school stceess? I our discisston we weavean researcliand policy
dimensions.




Clucano Neliol Failine and Sitcess

Fhe Segregation of Chicanos: Prevalence and Adverse Effects
Praralence of Segregation

Fhe selanion of Clucano students m "Mexican schools’ or 1in high-density ethine
ninoney schools s o fongstanding fact of the Chicano schoohing experience.
Fhstoring Galbert Gonzalez (1990) notes that Mexican children were demied
wiission to "American’ schools as carly as 18927 Fhis case in pomt involved the
school distriet e Corpus Chnst Texas, where aseparate school was built Just
tor the Mexican students, Witchin vears the school enrolted 110 students, and by
the Tate 19208 the same school had an enrollment of 1,328 Mexican children
Geomzalesr The segreganon of Mes<aan students would contiue to esealate in
Fexasand clsewhere, and as Gonzalez conments, by 1920 segregation was m full
torce s 85 per cent ot school districts inthe Southwest practiced the segregation
of Mevican stadents i the torm of aither having "Mewican schools™ or ‘Mexican
oo’ e Mestan students were deliberatety solated meethinaalls mised
\\i!n(\lxl.

With the morcase m the Mexican-ongim populaton and the barroization of
Chicmo commmmuoes. school segregation trom the 19204 (o the 19704 became an
cnuaiched condiane ror nnnerous Chicano students throwghont the Southwest.
I 19710 the Tindimark US Commnission o Civil Rights Mexwan American Ldriu-
aei Ntdy cReport Nwber [0 Bl dsclanon of Mexwan Americans in the Public
Schools ot the Sentfecs made public whae Chicano parents had known tor many
vors then dnldren swere relinvely solated from White (uldien Based on g
voddl-devigned md extensive data-gathermy procedine. the Connmission reported
thaaca v T Clhicano students i dhe Southwestm 1968 acended elementary

b scoondany ook i wlneh diey comprised the predominant ethnic grong

vt o Jua per cent Cliicano enrollinenty (e owas also found that 1o 3
Clncme stadentoame 1908 adended sehools e windi they were the near total
cnodlment sSeoo Tan per centy

In the 19704 sehool sexreeation aonully dedined vatonally tor Black <tu-
dovis vy et Clincano and other Taune students partenlardy Puereo Ricansg,
seareation ancreased This steady nse e chool segregation s been to <
Jegree that Fatmo studenss tiwo-thnds ot whom are Clhicanost now have the
uptertmate duractenste of” bang the inost segregated of America’s studene
cronps (Orum, 19861 T 1980 0501 per cent of Latmo sendents nationally were
callad i s hools wath nnnonty ennollments of 30 e cent or greater. and more
than 25 percont ol Latmos atended schoobs i wladh mimorney density was 96 to
It per cent (O,

Morerecent data Oriield. Ussy contirms the mtensitication of Clicano and
other Latmo student sezrecanon. Tabie 2 1 hows Tatmo pubhic school SO
nondionally by regon from 1908 to 1981 Reported are data tor (1) pereentage
~t Latmos enrolled i peedonmindy White sehouls, and by percentage of Latno
audents e near total (oe L 90 o oo per cent® nunonty schools

Fhe data presented e Table 200 reveal distinet patterns. on - regton-
hereron basise the percentage ot Lanno students attending predommantly
Whne schools dechned trom 1968 to 1984 Conversely, the porcentages of Latno
stadents enrolled i near total mimornty sehools mareased e each of the tour US
teons Ulsing the natonal data o Table 201 as a4 tanly representative mdicator of
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Lavie 27 L atoo segregaton by reqon 1968 1354

by of Latno students o of Latro stugenis n

predom nanty Winte Schook, 90 007, eunonty schoals

i e Chargg —— ——— e — Change
Reg-or 1968 1984 (7 1968 1984 Vi)
Wedt 32 44 6 2 23 s 7
30410 2% -6 7 A 3/ +8.8
Norreast 2? 120 44 47 +68
Mdwest 46 323 7 24 22429
us 29 -356 23 KN 348

Soutce Agaprea trom Ot e T (1988

[ 4tino sepregation, we cansee that the pereentage of Latnos enrolled m White
whools over the sixteen-vear period dropped by 36 per cent. whereas the
pereentage of Latino students attendmg 90=100 per cent minority students
jumped 33 per cent. s, taking alt the available information together, thereas

clear and ample evidence that asa whole, Chicano and other 1atinos students are
becomnge more and more wolaed from thetr White peers = and vice versa,

Adverse Effeas of Segregation

Fistoncally, the contest tor learnmg m Chicano segregated schools has been
extremely poor. There 1s na doubt that the scparate schoohng Chicano stadents
exporenced was mterior. Gonzalez (19903 deseribes these carly conditions as
such:

hnadequate resonrces, poor cquipnient. and untit burtdmyg, construction
made Mestean schoals vastly mferior to Anglo schools. Tnaddition,
whool districts paid teachers at Mexicn schools less than teachers at
Anglo schools, and many times apromotion tor a teacher at a Mexican
whool meant movig o the Anglo school. Quite often. however,
teachers i Mestean schools were aither begumers or had been “banished”
as mcompetent. (po 22)

Ihere are a number of references that document the considerably poor
conditions endured by Chicano students seprepated schools For example,
Menchiaca and Valencr (1990) contrast the Mesican and Anglo schools bailt m
the md=19208 m Santa Paula Criliforna The Mexican school envolted nearly
Lo studenes e a schoolhouse with cight classrooms (prades kindergarten
through cighth) and contained two bathrooms and one adnnnistrative ottice. On
the orhier hand. the Anglo school enrolled ess than 700 seadents and contained
(s entv-one Qassrooms, 4 cafeterta, o training shop, and severab admimstrative
olhices o short, the Mesican ~chool = compared to the Anglo school — had a
niich lngher student per classroom ratio and interior tacihties. Fitfteen nules awav
from Santa Paula, m the coastal ity of Oxuard. Chieano seadenes fared no better
m serrreeted schoals McCurdy (19750 a0 o Angrles Times artcle reported
how several past school supenntendents descnbed the deplonable schoohng con-
dittons Clucano cildien experienced i the 19305,
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One school was deseribed as “literally no more than a chicken coop. It
had a dirt floor, single thickness walls, very run down, some stench
trom the toilet facility. Another school had a floor made from ‘just black
asphalt of the type vou would see placed on street pavement’, a former
supermtendent said. *In the classroom. there was a single light bulb, not
Alarge one Lo Toinay have been a 100-watt bulb., serewed into an outlet
in the center of the ceiling’, he said.

Suttice 1t to say that the madequate educational conditions experienced by
Chicano students i the past were detrimental to promoting an optunal learning
civironment. Although the current facilities m Chicano segregated schools nuay
not be as deplorable as in the past. the legacy of inferiority continues. A major
contributing factor to the maintenance of inferior conditions as mamfested in
resources in Chicano segregated schools is school financing inequity (see Valencia,
chapter 1. this volume). As the funding discrepancy between rich and poor
schools narrows, however, there s some aptimism that learning opportunitics
will improve in Chicano segregated schools (c.z.. Pinkerton, 1989).

Notwithstanding the extreme importance of attaining. equity i school
financing for Chicaino schools, there remams the stubborn relation between
school segregation of Chicanos and lowered academic achievement. For example,
Jacger (1987 cited in Orficld. 1988) exammned the relation between test scores and
pereent: Black and Latmo high school students in metropolitan Los Angeles
(1984~85 school year). The observed correlations were very strong: (= Uth,
mathematics (= 88), and writing (=.85). Thatis. as minority enrollment increased.
achievement decreased. Jaeger reported that the correlations between school
cnrollment pereentage of White students and achievenient test scores were likee
wise of very lngh magnitudes, but ot the opposite direction (i.c., as White
corolliment i the high schools mereased. test scores also increased). Finatly,
Jacger disagpregated the data and found that when only the pereentage of Latino
students in the high schools was correlated with achicvement. the relitions were
uot as strong for the Black/Latino aggregate, but still guite substantial (range
from -.33 to -.38).

Espinosa and Ochoa (1986) have also provided supporting cvidence tor the
connection between Chicano segregation and diminished achievenment in Califor-
ma — a state m which Chicano school segregation has also increased in the last
twenty vears. Using g large state-wide sample (4,268 public clementary schools
and 791 pubhc high schools), Espinosa and Ochoa correlated Calitforng Asscsse
ment Program (CAP) scores (average of math and readimg achievement) with
pereent of Latino students in grades three, six and twelve, The relation between
Latno concentration and CAP achievement was strongly detined (e.g., at grade
twelve the observed rwas — 49y,

In another mvecugation, Valencia (19849 also found a substantial refation
between nuority concentration m schools and acadentic achievement The set-
ting tor the study was the Phoenix Union High School District (PUHSD) No.
210 Valeneta — as part of his work as an expert witness m a school closure trial
m the PUHSD —- caleulated the correlation between the pereentage of Black:
Faono enrollment with nrean stanines of e ¢ ‘omprehiensive Tests of Basie Skills
for grades nme through twelve m the Disticts cleven high schools. Table 2.2
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Table 2 2 Rank o:der companson between percentage of nurority stugent body enroliment
and acadenuc achieverment

Senace fvlinosity student Minonty Achievement
enroliment rank rank (lowest)
%
Union 94 2 1 1
South 877 ? 2
Hayden 750 3 3
North 64 4 4 4
Fast 56 7 5 )
Vves! 257 6 7
Maryvale a5 7 8
Browne 180 3 6
Ahaibra 132 g 9
Cenurat 94 10 11
Cameinack 78 1 10

Source Vatencd 11984
Bisedd on autumn, 1978 mrean stannes of the Lanpienensive Tests of Basce Saills for grades
9 12 p - 96 sgndficant < 0

Iists the ranking ot the cleven schools by mumority student enrollment accompaniced
by cach school's respective rank (lowest to highest) on achievement.

The statstical analysis (Spearman rank-order correlation) computed by
Valenen revealed that the assoctaton between Black:Latno percentage ot the
vartous Ingl schools with their respective test scores was very strong (p = .90} —
once again underscorng the ubiquitous connection between school segregation
and low academic pertormance.

On g tinal note. there 1s evidence that the relation between scheol segrega-
ton antd schooling problems s not contined to test score outconies. For examiple,
Orticld (1988) found thar the correlation between graduation rate wath the per-
centaze of Black Lanno students - metroplitan Chicago lngh schools was a
staggeripg - 83 Furthermore, a corrclation of =47 was observed between per-
cent minorty ugh school students and percent of students taking the college
entrance exaninations. Orticld also reported that the Black/Latino percentage of
schools was very negatively associated (1 ==.92) with average colfege admissions
test seores. When the andyses were disaggregated by ethniaty, the correlations
tor Tatmo high school studenes were - 40 (pereent Latino with graduanion rate)
and - 43 (percent Latino with college entrance scores). A clear and direct implica-
ton stemmnig from the findings of Orticld and others s that the school segrega-
ton ot Chicanos is hinked to their very himted matrnicalation to gher educadion.
Orum (19861, tor example, s wdenaitied poor lugh school preparation as a key
obstacle in college access for Chicano and other Lanno students. She reported
that the Tato chigibility pool for entranee to college s substantially reduced. as
73 per cent of Latino gh school graduates luve not completed a college prepara-
tory curriculum. Also, approxumately 33 per cent ot Latino high school graduates
have veryv ow grades D7 ot T averiges) inone o1 more vital academite subjects

In conchusion, there s oa great deal ot Instoncal and contemporary cvidence
that the school segregation of Chicano students in our nation’s public clementary
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and secondary schools is connected to school failure, hence inequality. Various
sources inform us that segregated Chicano schools tend to be schools charac-
terized by low funding. high dropout rates, low achievement test scores, a dis-
proportionately high percentage of low-income students, and  few  college
preparatory courses. There is no doubrt that the isolation of Chicano students in
schools that suffer from inequities in facilities, resources, and curricula offerings
is far from desirable. The desegregation of Chicano schools and the subsequent
integration of Chicano and other ‘minority” and ‘majority” students in cquitable
learning contexts s a commendable goal. Later, we share our thoughts and ideas
how such integration may be realized. But first, it is necessary to understand the
historical roots of segregation. Our proposition is that in order to move towards
the goal of desegregation and integration of Chicano students, one must have a
sense of the events and forces that helped shape the educational isolation of
Chicanos.

Racism and Chicano School Segregation in the Southwest:
An Historical Perspective

Racism and the Structural Foundation of Scpregation

There is ample evidence that the ideological foundations of school segregation
date back to the nineteenth century racial behet that Wiite groups should not
socully interact with brologically inferior colored races (Konviiz 1946; Menchaca
1987, Menchaca and Valencia, 1990). During the nincteenth century, Whue
supremacy ideologies helped to promote the beliet” that racial mimority groups
were mherently iferior and helped to provide the rationale to segregate the
colored races” (Comas, 1961; Jackson, 1986). Racisnt was mstitutionalized within
the academie, religious. and governmental spheres and it culminated in the
passage of de jure segregation (Menchaca and Valencia). Within the academice
sphivre, Instornans were ac the forefront in proselvtizing a White superiority
weology and argued in favor of cugenics to ensure that the White races would
reman pure (Feagin, 1989; Gossetr. 1933, 1977). Historians also favored the
soctal segregation of the colored races as bemy the most practical  thod of
preventing racial intermingling. The religious sphere was abso incluacd in the
racist deologies of the erac m which sonie churches practiced segregation. The
behet that the Anglo-Saxons were "God's Chosen People’ provided the rationale
to support the view that God did not mtend the races to mix becanse he had “not
created att the races equat’. Withm the Protestant Church, White supremacist
pastors interpreted the doctnne as God's plan to rnid the world of the ‘colored
races and thus make reom tor the soperior White races. For example, the
penocde of the Amertcan Indian was figuradvely nterpreted to be the resalt of
God's predestned will to maprove the racial makeup of the world (Gossetr, 1953,
1977, Newcombe, 19837 Inimany congregations, racism was manitested in the
total exclusion ot ractal mmority groups. ‘Colored people’ were expected to
atend services mother own churches, ond mwore wlerant congregations ractal
mmonties were allowed toattend church bue were expected to st apart trone the
White congregation (Cadena, 19870 Glazer and Moviihan, 1963 Mendhaca,
1987, 1989 Menchaca and Valeneia, 1990)
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White supremacist views also surfaced in the governmentel sphere and
culminated in the legislation of segregationist laws. The passage of “scparate but
cqual legislation® in the nincteenth century reflected the government's endorse-
ment of the widespread racial ideologics of the period (Feagin, 1989; Hendrick.
1977; Wollenberg, 1978). At the federal level the passage of Plessy v Ferguson n
1896 was a blatant example of the government’s approval of the rationale that the
colored races should not mix with Whites. Though Plessy «. Ferguson was passed
with the specific intention of segregating Blacks, the case was used to justify all
forms of social segregation. At the local level. city governments used the legisla-
tion to segregate othier racial minority groups by arguing that the spirit of the law
applied to all “coloreds’ (Hyman and Wiccek, 1982; Konvitz, 1946). Morcover,
Plessy v. Ferguson represented a symbolic action on part of the federal legislators
to enact an undisputable law that gave the states the right to practice segregation.

By the carly 1900s, most states practiced some form of social segregation
and had institutionalized school segregation as the main vehicle to nuintain a
segregated society (Feagm, 1989). The rationale being that if the children of the
Wlnte and ‘colored” races were soctalized not to intermingle, the groups would
not nuarry, and thus the punty ot cach race would be retained (Konvitz, 1946).
Ractal minoritics questioned the extension of segregationist legislation to the
educational dontain and therefore took their plight to the Federal Supreme Court.
hn several Federal Supreme Court cases, however, the courts asserted the states’
rights to scgregate the “colored races” and ruled agamst anti-segregationist prac-
tices. For example, in 1927 the Federal Supreme Court ruled in Guag Lum v Rice
that the separation of the colored races m the schools was within the diseretion of
the State and not i conflice with the fourteenth amendment (Konvitz, 1946).
Over a decade later. the rule of separate but equal facilines i educational
mstitutions was reasserted mthe US Federal Supreme Court of 1938 m Craines v,
Canada. Although the federal courts did not legislate a mandate that “all colored
children must be segregated”, they supported the states” rights to instituee school
segregation if destred by the legislators.

Paradosteally, although Chicanos were not specitically mentioned inthe
‘separate but cqual legislanon” there s ample evidence that they were often
treated as colored” and were consequently segregated in most social spheres.
Fhstorically. the ratonale ased to socally segregate Mexicans was based on the
racial perspective that Mexiaans were ‘Indian’, or at best “half-breed savages” who
were not sutted o interact with Whites iMenchaca and Valencia, 1990; Paredes,
1978: Surace, 1982). Although the rattication of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidal-
go had guaranteed Mexicans the politieal privileges cmjoved by Whites, state
legislators - the latter halt ot the nincteenth century and early 19008 attemped
to violate the agreement (Menchaca, 1990). Lepslators sought to linnt the
Menteans” pohitical and socul rights based on the rationale that Mexicans were
Indrans. They argued that because Indians by law were protnbited from votig,
restding, 115 Whie neghborhoods, and attending schools with White children,
these Liws abso applied to Mesicans (Hezer and Amquist. 1971). For example,
Calttorna the state constitution prolibited “Indun-lookmg Mesicans” from vor-
e and only exterddad dhat privilepe to White-lookmny, Mexican” males (Califera
st Comtitntron of 1849, andke T secuon 1 Mendhaca, 1990, Paditta, 1979, In
the area of natur ization the federal government abso attempted to deny Mexion
e rants then neht to apply tor atizenship on the basis that they were tndian
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(Hull. 1985; Kansas, 1941; Konvitz, 1946; People v. De La Guerra, 1870; Rodriques
v. Texas Cirenit Conrt, (1893, 81F:337-353).

Racial discrimination against the ‘Indianism® of Mexicans was also muani-
fested in the form of residential segregation. This exclusionary practice eventual-
ly provided the underlymg structure for the school segregation of Mexican
students, and thus it s important to examine the structural relation between
residential and school segregation. By 1870, the residential segregation of the
Mexican was firmly entrenched in the multicthnic structure of the Southwest and
such housmg patterns were viewed by Anglo-Americans to be the natural division
between the iferior “half~breed Mexican” and the ‘superior’ White race (Acuna,
1988; Canuarillo. 19844). Using nincteenth-century archival records, historian
Alberto Camarillo attributes the carly stages of Mexican residential segregation to
Anglo-American racial prejudice. Camarillo states. "The old Mexican pucblos
were viewed by most Americans as “foreign™, “backward”, and undesirable
locations in which to live’ (p. 224). For example, in Calitornia the residential
segregation ot the Mexican began as carly as 1850 and the process was completed
by 1870, In San Francisco. San Jose. Santa Barbara. Los Angcles, San Diego.
Santa Cruz. and Monterev, Anglo-American settlers restructured the old pucblos
by constructing new subdivistons in the towns and prohibited Mexicans from
moving mto Anglo naighborhoods. Throughout Calitornia the residential seg-
regation of the Mexican was enforced by the use of racial harassment and
violenee, and in many cities by the use ot housing covenant restrictions prohibit-
mg Mexicans trom residing m the White zones (Hendrick, 1977).

Social historian David Montejano (1987) also reports that a similar process of
residental segregation: became widespread and provided the foundation for
school segregation m Texas. Throughout the state, Mexicans were segregated in
separate sections of the anes. and in many Anglo-American tarm communitics
local de pae laws were used to prevent Mexicans trom establishing residence.
Restdential segregation was planned by the ranchers and town developers and
mantanad through local liws and real estate poliaies. For example, m Weslaco,
Tevas, Mewicains were only allowed to buy property in devonared arcas near the
Missours Pacitic Ralroad tracks, and municipal ording v e gaired that Mexican
naghborhoods nd businesses only be established i+ 6w aas.

By the carly 19005 the mtenstfication of M vican tesieaential segregation
became more complex m Texas, Calitornia, and el parts of the Southwest
Contnbutmg factors were the dustrial and urban development of the South-
west Tt very clear, however, that the growth of such residential segregation
accompanied school segregaton and was strongly liaked to Anglo-American
tacd prepidice Later. we will discuss the need for policy makers o explare
stratepies that might lead to resdennal integration - 2 major solution to chimm-
ate school SCETCEANI0N,

The Rootng of Clincano School Segreganon

Fhe ponod ot Moscan immmgraton to the Unired States e the 19204 dehmeates
how racsm contmued to be the adeologcal toree that pushed torward the growth
ot Wl torms of segregation, me partieular restdential and school segregation
Cananllo, 198400 1984b: Montepano, 1987) That s, when the size of the

3.4




Segregation, Desegregation, and Integration of Chicano Students

Mexican population increased in the Southwest, the Anglo Americans responded
by demanding residential and school segregation (Wollenberg. 1978). It also
becaine common to segregate Mexicans in most public facilities including swim-
ming pools, theaters, restaurants, and schools. In California, for example, when
the Mexican-origin population tripled in the 1920s. from 121.000 to 368.000, the
local school boards responded by instituting widespread school segregation
(Wolleniberg). In 1928, sixty-four schools m southern California responded
to a government survey and reported that they had %0 to 100 per cent Mexican
enrollments. Three vears later, the state of Calitornia conducted a sccond survey
and reported that 9 out ot 10 school districts practiced school segregation in some
form or another (Leis, 1931; cited in Gonzalez, 1985). Hendrick (1977) also
reported in 1931, 85 per cent of California schools surveyed by the state
government reported segregating Mexican students cither in separate classrooms
or in separate schools.

The school segregation of Mexican students was also widespread in Texas
and coincided with a period of dramatic growth in the immigrant population
(Montcjano. 1987). As in California, segregated schools were a direct outgrowth
of residential segregavion, increasing Mexican immigration, and in particular
racial discrimination, In the carly 1900s, segregated schools were established by
large-scale growers as a means of preventing the Mexican students from attend-
ing White schools. One of the first Mexican schools was established at the turn of
the century in Central Texas (Seguin), and afterwards the process of separate
Mexican schools became a common practice throughout the state (Rangel and
Alcala, 1972). Morcover, in the late 19205 school segregation became more
intense and it coincided with the growth of the Mexican immigrant population
(Montcjana). In the arcas where the newcomers were concentrated, such as the
lower Rio Grande Valley, the school segregation of Mexican students radically
increased. Reconstructing, the educational histories of local communities m the
tower Rio Grande Valley, Montejano concluded that Mexican immigration and
residential and school segregation were inextricably part of the same process:

The towns of Edinburg. Harlingen. and San Benito segregated their
Mexicant school children through the fourth and fifth grades. And along
the dense string of newcomer towns of Highway 83 — the Jongest mile’
of McAllen. Mercedes. Misston, Pharr-San Juan, and Weslaco — Mes-
rean school segregation was an unbroken policy. On the Gulf Coast
slains, Raymondville, Kingsville, Robstown, Kenedy, and Taft were
among the new towns where segregation was practiced. And in the
Winter Garden arca. Mexicans were segregated through the fifth grade
m Crystal City, Carrizo Springs. Palm, Vallev Wells, Asherton, and
Frio Town. (p. 168)

By (930, 90 per cent of the schools m Texas were raciatly segregated (Rangel and
Alcala, 1972). '

The rattonales used to segregate Mexican students ranged from racial to
cocnal deticrt qustifications Overall, these beliets were ideologreal smokesereens
used to prevent Chicano students trom attendmg White schools. For example, in
California dinurg the 19205 and 19304, government ofticrals attemnpted to classaity
Moo students as Indians m order to segregate them on the basis that thev
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were eolored™. On January 230 1927, the Attorney General of California stated
that Mexicans could be treated as Indians, thereby placmig them. under the
mandate of de jrre segregation (Hendrick, 1977). In 1930, the Califonia Attorney
Generab once again issued an opinion on the racial background of the Mexican
students. According to Attorney General Webb, Mexicans were Indians and
theretore should not be treated as White. Webb stated, 't is well known that the
greater portion ot the populition of Mexico are Induans and were [sic] such
Iduns migrate o the Umited States, they are subject to the laws applicable
generally to other Indians™ (cited in Weinberg, 1977, p- 166}, Webb's opinion was
cused by school boards to classity: Mexicans as Indians and therefore attempted
to segregate them on the basts that they were non-White, Finally, m 1935, the
Calitorna legislature passed @ Law to segregate othicially Mexican stadents on the
basis rhat thev were Indian. Without exphicitly mentioning Mexicans. the 1935
school code preseribed that schools segregate Mexicans who descended from
Indians. The Calitornia school code of 1933 stated:

The poverning board of the Schoot district shall have power to ostabhish
separate schools for Indun children. excepuing children of Indians who
are the wards of the US government and children of all other Indrans
who are the deseendents of the onginal American Induns of the US, and
for children of Chinese, Japanese, or Mongohan parcntage. (Cited in
Hendnek, 1977 po 37T

Although e school code did not mention Mexicans by e, it was exphictt chat
the stae’s mtention was (o segrepgate dark-shinned Mexican students. Thus,
Mevican chiddren became the principal target ot the discrimmatory school code
without bemg dentitied, and American Induans., though named divectly, were
released from legally mandaeed segregation.

Language was a4 second rationale used 10 segregate: Mexican students.
Allegediv, Mexican students were not permitted o ateend classes with their
Anglo Anicrican peers beeause they needed special instruction w Enghsh (Gon-
zalez. 19900 Menchaca and Valenen, 1990 San Migucl, 1986, 1987). The pedago-
araal radorate was that the Inuited- or non-Enghsh-speaking Mesican children
would mpede the acadenue progress ot the Anglo children. The racial overtones
ot these pracaces were blatmtly seen when Mexican American students, who did
not speak Spishe were also foreed to attend the Mexican: schools (Alvares.
19360 Menchaca, 19870 The need to acculturate Mexican studenes m specul
Amercamzation clisses was - tird maor exeuse used 1o Justity segregation.
Mentean students were daractenized as direy, dull, unchristn, and lacking anv
socul ctquerte Theretore, the cducanional behet was that Mexteans needed
specal dlisses where thes wenld Tern o enmlate ther Anglo Anierican counter-
pares (Gara, 1979 Gonzales, 900,

Fhe results ot 1Q tests were also used, mpart. to segregate Mexican students
and provided the alleged saenttic ratonmale. Tewrs Perman, Professot ot Fdue
cationat Stantord. Uimversite, presented mans tindings from racual studies of
nachience ot vescndh supportng the view thar Blacks, Indims, and M-
e Amenicans were mtclectaally mtenor to Whites (Blun, 19787 1 the Case ot
Mestican Ameneans, Wallam Sheldon of The Unversity of Lexas at Austin also
used 1O tests such as the Cole-Vimcent and Stantord Binet tests to measure the
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nrental abihty of Mexican Amcericans in Texas (Wollenberg, 1974). Sheldon
concluded that Mexican students, as measured by 1Q tests, only had "85 per cent
of the intelligence” of White students. Morcover, Thomas Garth ot the Univer-
sity of Denver administered the Navonal Intelligence Test to over 1000 Mexican-
origin students in Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado and discovered that the
median 1Q of those tested was 78.1 (the lowest of any-study to that date).
Accordmyg to Garth, there was a connection between the Mexican children’s
heritage and their very low 13, thus supgesting a racial interpretation (Wollen-
berg, 1974).

Usimg the rescarch of the social saentists. school boards muanipulated the 1QQ
data to support their racist behets. Because it was common for Mexican students
to score considerably lower than their White peers, school boards members used
test results mopare to separate the Mextean and Anglo students. It was ratonalized
that Anglo students must be instructed in separate schools in order to prevent
them from getting bebind, Mexican stus ents, on the other hand. were identified
to be slow learners needing spectal i rnction in separate schools. Gonzalez
(1974, 1990) also postts that 1Q testing was an ideological foundation used
to track minority students i the schools and to provade thent with inferior
cducation.

The Mexican communiey m the Southwest did not idly stand by while ats
children were being segregated in inferior tacilides. The struggle tor desegrega-
ton was mittated i Texas and California in the carly 1930s. In Del Rio, Texas,
Mextcan parents successtully proved chat the Independent School District had
legally segregated Mexican students on the basis ot race (Rangel and Alcala,
1972). The court ruled i the case of Del Rio Independent School District v,
Salvatierra (1930) that Mexicans were White and had been arbitrarily segregated
because they were Mexican. The judgnient, however. was overturned by the
appetlate court on the basis that the school board had the night to scegregate
Mexican students because ot therr “language problemy’,

In Cabtornia, the Mestcan parents of Lemon Grove were able to successtully
overturnt school segregation on March 130 1931 Alvares v Lemon Grore School
Drstrict represented one ot the first successtul desegregation cases of Mexican
students mthe United States, The court ruled m favor ot the Mexican commun-
1y on the basis that separate facilities for Mexican students were not conducive
towards tharr Amencanization and retarded the English fanguage competency of
the Spansh-speakmyg children.

I 1945, the era of de poe segregetion finalhy came to anend for the Mexaican
commumty ot the Southwest. The ighly touted Mendes vo Wesnnaer (1947)
case ended de jure segregation m California and provided the lTegal toundanion to
end the school segregatton of Mexican studenes throughout the Southwest. In
Mendez. Judge McCormick conduded that the school board had segregated
Menteans on thie basis of ther T aonzed” appearance and had gerrymandered the
school districe morder 1o ensore that Mexican students attend  the Mexiean
schools Tudge McCormick concluded that this was an illegal action because there
was no constitational or congressional mandate that authorized school boards
to segrepate Meviaan studente On the contrary, he stated chat the fourteenth
atnendiment and the ratitication ot the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo had guaran-
teed Mesicans equal nights m the United States. Although the Mendes case helped
to end de prre segregaton, the school segregation of Mexican students remuained
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widespread (Hendrick. 1977), and increased over the generations. Morcover, as
Gonzalez (1990) notes when speaking of the Mendes case, *Eventually, de jure
segregation in schools ended throughout the Southwest, but not before an educa-
tional policy remforeing sociocconomic inequaiity severely vicumized genera-
tions of Mexican children” (p. 29,

Following the Mendez casc. the Delpado v, Bastrop Independen: School District
(1948) in Texas was another example of the Ciicanos’ struggle for desegregation.
The court ruled that placing Mexican students i separate schools was discrimin-
atory and illegal. Paradoxically, although the court passed this ruling it also
allowed school boards to segregate Mexican students within a school on the basts
of their imited-English competency. Thus, this initated a new form of school
segregation within desegregated school scttings based on a language rationale
(Sant Miguel, 1987).

In conclusion. the history of Chicano school segregation is a troubled one —
tilled with numeroas events of forced isolation. History informs us that racism
was 1 driving force m the relations between school segregation and Chicano
school failure. But. Chicano communities did not idly stand by, Selvatierra,
Alvarez, Mendez, Delgado, and others are testimony to the the Chicano’s struggle
for desegregated schools and equal educational opportunity. Notwithstanding
these legal accomplishments, one can argue that to some degree these were
cmpty victories: that is. although Chicanos won the battle against de jure
segregation, thar isolation i segregated schools continued. We now turn to an
analysis of a modern form of school segregation in desegregated schools —-
resegregation.

Contemporary lssues in Chicano School Segregation:
Resegregation

Thus far, we have examined the historical inequalities that structured Chicano
segregated elementary and sccondary public schools. With the end of de jure
segregation of "Mexican schools’. the process o school desegregation m - the
Southwest began slowly. Furthermore, desegregation over the tew decades
tovched only a small number of Chicano students and contained a number of
prttalls. In this section. we will examme these problems by analyzing the pheno-
menon of resegregation; that s, the process of Chicanos being segregated
withim desegregated settings. We discuss five aspects of current school desegre-
gation and resegregation. First. we will briefly took at Chicano segregation as g
stlent problem; sccond. linguage scgregation as an old problem but new issuea
brought forth: third, the relationship between bilingual cducation and desegrega-
tron; fourth, the bilingual teacher shortage and s impact on resegregation: and
tith. academie resegregation and s implicatton for the schooling of Chicanos.

Chucano School Segregation A Stlent Problem

In 1954 the Supreme Court deciston e Brown vo Board ot Eduaation stated tihuat
pubhe. schools could not place students i separate tacihues based on race,
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rchigron, or national origin. Rucially segregated schools were “imherently unequal’
and practices fostering them were unconstitutional (Brown, 1954). The impact of
Brown was so dramatic in the United States that many social scientists concurred
that the case helped launch the modern civil rights movement. School desegrega-
tion, thus, became one of the leading and mest controversial issues in American
cducational history (Welch and Light, 1987). During the 1960s and 1970s school
desegregation received an enormous amount of public attention. Stories depicting
communitics in conflict over the school desegregation process became a common
observance for anyone who kept up with the issue. Social scientists and political
commentators wrote extensively about school desegregation. In the intual stages
of the process, studies focused on the desegregation of schools in the deep South,
but then as the movement gathered mon entum, the focus shifted to castern,
mid-western, and western regions of the nation (Crain, {968; Edwards and Wirt,
1967; Kirp, 1982; Rist, 1979). Given the scholarly and public attention that school
desegregation reccived, most Americans immediately identitied the school deseg-
regation process exclusively as a Black/White issue. As Ortield, Monfort, and
George (1987) have noted, “Schoaol segregation has been widely understood as a
problem for blacks. There s litde public discussion of the fact, however, that
black students are now less likely to attend schools with less than half whites than
are Hispanics™ (p. 24).

Although Chicanos were actively involved m o several court cases tor desegre-
gated schooling throughout the Southwest during the pre-Brown era, they quick-
v became an invisible nuinonty group and did not receive much attention in the
desegregation process after the 1950s. The two most importaut cases in the
post-Braw cra concerning the desegregation of Chicano children were Cisneros v,
Corptis Christi Independent School Distric i Texas (197) and Keyes 1. School
District Number One in Denver, Colorado (1975). Brought on by Mexican Amer-
icans m the Corpus Christ area, the Cisneros case was extreniely signiticant in
their struggle for desegregated schools. This case demonstrated how Mexican
Americans thought 1t was necessary to be identitied as a separate class or an
dentitiable nunority group i order to benetit from Brown. Because the court
ruled that Mexican Americans were an wdentitiable ethnie mmority group. they
were tound to be unconstitunionally segregated in Texas pubhe schools. As San
Migucl noted. Mesican Anrericans wanted to discard .. 0 the “other white™ legal
strategy used o during the 19405 and 1950s to climinate segregation and
substitute the equal protection argument used in black desegregation cases” (San
Miguael, 1987, p. 178).

The Keyes case m Colorado was sinnlar to the Cuoneros case in the sense that
1t compelled the court to recognize 'L how to treat Mextcan American children
m the desegregation process” (San Miguel, 1987, po 180). Orniginally brought on
by Blacks. the coutt was forced to make the dearvion whether to recogmyee
Chicano students as "White” and to integrate them with Blacks or view them as
an denufiable minorty group and mix them with Wi ¢ dnldren. Onee agam,
Chicanoe students were - tact recognized as andenutiable nunonty group and
thus entitled to spectal services m descegregated settings in Colorado. Yet, despite
the unportance of Crnenn and Acyes. the educational solavon ot most Clucmo
students conunued w both sepregated md desegregated Amencan pubhe
schools,
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Chicano School Failure and Success
Language Segregation: Old Problem New Issues

Language segregation is not a new issue. American public schools have attempted
to segregate Chicano children based on language for over six decades. The
defendants in the Del Rio v, Salvatierra (1931), Alvarez v. Lemon Grove (1931),
and the Delgado v Bastrop (1948) cases all ventured, to some degree, to usc the
argument that the Chicano students’ inability to speak English justified the usc of
scparate classes. Two decades after the Brown decision, however, the Supreme
Court casc in the landmark Lau v. Nichols (1974) litigation brought forth new
issues of equuty that dramatically changed the course of schooling for Chicano
students. The decision held that public schools had to provide an education that
was comprehensible to himited-English-proticient (LEP) students. Because the
English language was the only vehicle of instruction, LEP chilidren were being
denied access to a meaningful educational experience. The Supreme Court recog-
nized that in order for LEP students to participate in the schooling process. they
tirst had to understand the English language. This dilemma was an educational
contradiction and thus made "a mockery of public education’ (Lau, 1974).
Because LEP children, in general, could not benefit from an cducation that
was conducted entirely in English, many Chicano LEP students were not able
cffectively to participate in the American educational system.

After Brown (1934). providing schooling in desegregated institutions was the
law of the land. But, it was not until after the Cisneros (1970) and Keyes (1973)
decisions that the “ethnicity” of Chicano students was clarified. That is, they were
no longer considered to be *White” or ‘other-White' in the desegregation process.
They were now considered to be an ‘identifiable minority group’ and had to be
mtegrated with White children. Twenty years atter Brown, following the Lau
{1974) decision, these same public schools found themselves in a position where
they had to provide Chicano LEP children an education that considered therr
special langunage needs. These benchmark decisions placed Chicano LEP children
m school settings where educators were mandated to address an additonal host
of background needs. Given the legal forces behind Brown and Law, a new form
of school segregation began to emerge m American public schools — that is,
Linguage segregation within desegregated schools, a new form of resegregation,

Anudst heated national discussions over school desegregation, some educa-
tors began to voice concerns about the education of Chicano LEP students
(Feagm, 1989 US Commisston on Crvil Rights, 1972). The growth rate ot LEP
students, Jow academie achievement, and high dropout rates — coupled with
mereasing segregation and their fow socioecononue backgronnds — encouraged
Congress to pass 4 number of educauonal programs 1 the late 1960s. As ut
was argied for Black children, poverty was perecived as a major culprit of
Chicano school failure. The mareasing munber of Chicano children who could
not connnuntcate i Enghsh, however, caused educators and legislaors to ques-
tion that perception The passage of Tatle VI of the BElementary and Sceondary
Fducation Act (ESEA) m 1963, the Bitmgual Education Act of 1968, and ESEA
Tude I remedual programs resulted - tederal resources that were songht by
politicallv and soaullv consaous mmaonry groups (Solomone, 1986) Many pro-
prams were developed wath tederal tunds w order to mmiprove schoohng tor
Chicano students, but the passage ot these programs purporimg to shaft the
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Chicano LEP student into the educational mamstream did not have much of an
mpact.

Although Lan did not prescribe specific remedies or pedagogical strategies
for the limited-English proticient, this ruling paved the way for more equitable
opportunitics for Chicano LEP children in public schools. In California, for
example, many educators became actively involved in, and supportive of, en-
hancing educational opportunities for Chicano LEP children. The California State
Department of Education passed a bill (AB-1329) requining bilingual education in
its public schools two years after the Lan decision (Calitornia State Department
of Education, AB-1329, 1976; AB-307. 1982). This passage motivated an interest
in cquity for LEP students and provoked many influential policy makers
throughout the nation to respond to the educational needs of the limited-English
proficient. Schools not only had to provide a “comprehensible cducation’ for
Chicano LEP children. but it was also intended that they receive their education
in cthnically and linganstically mixed classroom settings. Unfortunately. as we
shall see next, this was not to be the case o many mstances

Bilingual Education and Linguistic Segregation

In the mid-1970s, rescarchers and policy makers began 1o examine the legal
ramifications of policies stemming from the joint apphcaton of the Supreme
Court's rulng in the Lanw and Brown deasions. Almost immediately, some
rescarchers pomted to a potential “conflict” between bilingual education (although
not mandated by Law) and school desegregation (Cardenas, 19755 Carter and
Segura. 1979). By the late 1970, friction between bilingual education and deseg-
regation began to attract more attention. Although educators were beginning to
recognize that bilingual education and desegregation were both essential clements
m the schoohng process promoting educational equality for Chicano students,
the isste was much nore complicated than most had imually realized. For
example, Zerkel (1977) argued that bilingual education and desegregation had
different. 1f not opposite, meanings. Desegregation typically meant *. .. scatter-
mg Black students 1o provide instruction m “racially balanced™ settings. Bilingual
education, on the other hand. has usually meant the clustermg of” Spanish-
speaking studens so thev could receive instruction th ough their native language’
(p. 181). Even af bikngual cducation and desegregation were not completely
conflicimg, remedies, Zerkel argued, *... they were not tully  compatible’
(p. 181 He turther asserted that bilmgual education and desegregation were at
conflict because the two nandates competed with cach other in school systems
with hoted resources,

fducators as sell as the Livperson were coprous about the desegregaton
process Mixmg ethme mmonty students, m order to reach ractal ethie balance
m schools, was not difficult to conceptialize, Integraung Chicano TEP students
with therr Fnglishospeaking counterparts however, was more complen. For
manyv policy. makers respousible tor school desegregation, it appeared that the
Panguage tssue ondy compheatad the process One vear atter the Lindmak Lan
case, Curdentas 1197350 beean o wite about school svstans thronchone the
Sotthwese that were bepmmmy o pie the educational needs of Cliscano TEE
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children (bilingual cducation of native language instruction programs) against the
desegregation process. He fonnd many Chicano LEP children to bein “. .. cither
segregated bilingual education or integration without bilingual education

{(p. 203, It was not long betore many educators throughour the nation took
advantage of the “ether or atuation’. Many recaleitrant school systems cireum-
vented the miplementation of bitingual education programs by scattermg LEP
chitdren throughout ther districts: others used bilingual education as an oppor-
tunity to segregate Chicano LEP children, thus separating them from Whate
chaldren (Cardenas, 1975; Carter. 1970).

By the carly 1980s, desegregation and bilingual education increasingly
receved more actention. Although some desegregation experts were tmpartial
about bilingaal education in general, astute researchers pointed out that successtul
plins should "0 incude i dhe desegregation plan provisions that preserve
extsting bilingual programs’ (Stephan and Feagin, 1980, p. 323). By 1983, biling-
ual cducation and desegregation became a serious enough problemt that the
Cabtornn Stiee Department of Educatton (1983) sponsored the Desegregation
and Bilmpual Education Conterence to address the issue. Speakers attended from
the US Department of Educaton, che Ottice for Civil Righes, and the Calitornia
State Deparoment of Education; scholars, legal experts. and policy makers trom
vartons school districts throughout the state also attended. During the conterence,
participants sertously discussed assues and coneerns over the friction between
bilmgual cducation and desegregation. Rescarchers, poliey muakers, and practi-
toners concurred that *o o0 integraton and bilingual cducation. [were| m eftect,
looking at two difterene but valid detinitions ot cquality” (Cahtorna State Depart-
mentof Education, 1983, p. 7). Most presenters were optinistic that *. .. tegrrated

cducavon and ihngual education [were] pareners i the social enterprise’ (p. 13).
Maost evervone concliuded that schools could provide quahty education to the
Imuted-English proficent m mtegrated classroom settungs. Bilingual education
and desegregation were thus perecived as two harmonions forees working
together tor the LEP sadent m Calitornia,

Some educators were opunustic thae bihigual cducation and desegregatnon
could work without being o risk. Most were coenzant that bilingual education
should not be used as an excuse to hinguistically sepregate LEP children. At the
sime tise. the desegregation process was not mtended ro disnantle: ilingual
programs In realiev, mot school svstems overlooked (or neglectedy the needs of
the Tonted-English proticient in the desegreganon pracess (Aras and Bray.
1983). For example. many desegregation plans threatened bilmgual educanion
programs because they broke up racuallyzethncally segregated schools and
assigned stndents thronghont schoaol districts without considermg therr Linguage
needs i distncss where biligual programs were abready operanive, there was
concern that desegregation plimners would disnuntde than On dhis issue Roos
1978y argued:

1Al duldren e need of” bilmazuol educatuon programs were dispersed
withoac consderation ot that [language] need. 10 s unbkely m most
comnunnnes that there would be sutficient pambers ot caldren m amy
school or area to qusaty separate classes tor comprehensive bilimgual-
breultural mstruction (p 133)
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Cogrzaie that bilingual education could not be used as 4 method to justfy
language scgregation, it was also argued that it was absolutely necessary to
ensure that adequate numbers of LEP students be grouped together so these
programs could be established (Roos, 1978),

In the late 1970s, Lau Centers were ostablished throughout the nation with
the mission to techmcally assist school systems, providing more equitable oppor-
tunities for LEP children (Roos, 1978). One of the objecuves of Lau centers was
to convince policy makers to think about the importance of language integration
m bilingual classrooms. The controversial Boston case was one example m the
carly 1980s where bilingual education and desegregation were simultancously
analvzed (Roos). Legal experts argued that Boston's desegregation plan had: (a)
ordered a specitic number of LEP students to specitic schools in order to attain
linguistic integration in clissrooms and (b) made certain that the proper delivery
of curriculumn and instruction in certain classrooms was provided. Roos stated:

The conrt resolved the problem by imually concluding that three con-
scentive bilingual classes were the mimmum necessary for an cttective
program of bilingual instruction, which would mean an enrollment ot
sixty LESA [limited-Enghsh speaking  ability] students —  twenty

students tor cach grade level. Then the court determimed how large the
minority population m cach school should be. (p. 136}

Ihe Boston school system in s reconctliatory negotations with the courts
demonstrated how a large mner-city school systent was able to assign LEP
atudents o certain schools i order to ensure that bilingual programs were
maplemented in integrated classroom settings. Although not always carried out in
practice, the court’s motive was not only to assign students to schools according
to racescthnicity but that ther language backgrounds were considered as well. In
Boston as well as ather school systems across the naton, it appeared that some
“cducators and legal experts ultimately wanted to prevent resegregation — that
1. Linguage segregauon within desegregated schools, On paper many schools
appeared to be racdly balanced. but beneath the facade of many “desegregated
«hools” there was an inereasing trend that many LEP children would be linguis-
ucally segregated. :

Over the list few vears. some soctal scientists have vnfairly blamed the
segregation of Chicano LEP children on bilingual education. Adversaries of
bilmgual education argue that *.. . for the sake of bilingual education, some
thnrey-tive vears atter Brown o Bourd of Edudation, we have resegregated the
classroont along cthnie and linguistic Imes™ (Bikales, 1989). Evidence shows that
Chicano LEP children are clearly esperiencing an increasmyg, segregation trend in
prblic schools. We contend, however, that ths cannot be attributed to bilingual
cducation. A study conducted by Baratz (1985) found that in spite of the increas-
mg nuntbers of segregated schools, “o. . 68 per cent of eighth-grade and 82 per
cent of cleventh-grade language mmornty students received nerther bilingual or
Englishi-as—a-second fanguage mstructon” (cited m Valdivieso, 1986, p. 19D, To
argaie that Inlmgual education s the calprit tor laingrage segregation is nucearate
becanse evidance suggests that a substantral proportion ot DEP students who are
chytble are not (and have not been) enrolled m bilingual classroom settings. For

43




Chicano School Falwre and St cess

example, Olsen (1988) tound that 75 per cent ot LEP students in Cahiforina public
) schools received hule, it anve mstrucnonal support in therr naove language. To
BN blame bilingual educanion as the cause tor language segregation only distorts
more complicared issue That s, ow does one go about meeting che challenge of
Ingunoadly integraomg classrooms ma desegregated school setting?
v conclustion, most Chicano LEP students are segregated whethier ey are
placed me bilingual or non-bilingual classes. Bue the linguistic segregation of
Chicano LEP students in desegregated sehools is becoming a new form of

resegregation. One can argue that segreganon based on language s just as
— harmtul as segregation based an race or ethimieity, Unless language segregation m
- desegregated schools s taken more seriously, sach resegregation s hkely o
.o mtensity e the 1990s and bevond. The current and projected numbers of lan-

B giage mmority students has bronghe torth an enormous amount ot attention to

Clicano, other Latino, and Asan students mour nanon’s public schools. For
example. Calitornia’s overall public school 1TEP enrollment more than doubled
) from 68 per cent m 1976 o 141 per cent in 1988=84 (Calitorniua State Depart-
. : ment of Fducauon, ¢ BUDS, 19761984y, In Texas, TEP enrollmants ares

tentold, from 0.9 per cent e 1982 o 9.0 1 1988 (Texas Educanon Agency.
: TUR2-TYRRL These percentages. however, are but state averages and they do not
S retlect an acearate precare ot the nnpace LEP clldren have at the locad level. For

example, m the 198889 academme sear the Los Angeles Unitied School Dhistrict
Iad a 310 per cent T EP enrollment: San Franaisco Gintied School District seas at
28.7 per cents San Phego Uhutied School Dhstrict, 16 3 per cents Denver Publie
Schools 16,9 per cents Houston Independent School Districte 1323 per cen:
Albuguierque Unitied School Dhistrice, 42,6 per cents and the Chicago Pablic
_ School, 8.9 per cent (LAUSH: SFUSD SDHUSD, DDPS: HISD AUSD: and €S
— Phistrier Suvess, 988 -89y,

y Fhe percentage of LEP students at the nanonal Tevel are projected o merease
at dramatie rates over the nest three decades. Pallas, Natriello, and MceInll (198%)
estinated that there were shghdy under 2 nnlhon TEP chldeen mi the Umieed
States i 19820 The number ot TEP children s expected o triple, readuog 6
malhon by the vear 2200 Pallas e al underceore that imore than two-thirds of
the TEDR papulanon s located i three states, Calitornn, Texas, and New York.
With respect to the Clncano saadent populanon, Calitornia and Tesas combined
contam a mgoney of the nanon’s TEP students (these two states have 70 per cent
of the total national Chicano stadent popalagon, see Valenaa, chapeer 1. this
volume,

Insam. gaven the groswng iunber ot Chicano T EP seudenes its perplesimg
why htde has been soriteen about the issues ot hingnstic segregation m desegre-
aated schoels For example. 4 Nanon e Rek (Naoonal Conmussion one Eaeed-
fence m Pducaton, 1983 only bretly mentioned Linguage mmorines, and then
onfysn terms of demograplie trends, completels ignormg ther uneqis ocal and
protracted edncantonal problems Natonal 1reports and reformis tocusing on the
nuprovanent of education tor the Chicano TEP student have not recersed niach
aecntion  Fhere are, however, some educators who are votweme therr concerns
about the cenenl Tmgwstc solanon of Clucano TEP stadents, T addinon, these
cducators are rasimg sernous quiestions abont an exacerbatimg factor - - che small

mmber of properly oamed bilmgual teachers to provide anapproprie education
o Clicane TP students m o desegregated schoolss We now tann o this issig
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Fhe Biingual Teacher Shevtage and s Impact on Resegregation

Vatenon and Aburto an pressy as well as Orume (1986010 report that bilingual
cducation has the Lirgest percentage of teacher shortage of any field in educadion.
I'he lnmited and dwidhng supply ot certificd bihmgual teachers s so severe that
the sianon has placed mereased pressure on nmuany school svstems. Because
some desegregated school svaems are required 1o meet both Brown and Lan
mandates, policy makers school principals. and teachers are pedagogically torn
between meeting the needs of Chicano LEP children in segregated bilingual
clissroom settings or cthimeally mixmg these staudents wichout providing the
natve Limguge mstruction nmainsiream clissraoms. As such, bilmguat eduiea-
ten and desegregation lave reached a numerical “eatch 227 some large inner-
aite public scheol svstems For example, Donato and Garcia (in press) reported
PEP cenralment mercases m Calitorma desegregated  school svstems have
been so dramate thae many L aono and Asian cluldren are aither (a) hinguistceally
seuregated e bihinguat classrooms where many o’ them are receiving 1he
appropriate curnculum and mstrachon, or (b they are enrolled momanstream
classes. but the mstrucnon s otten meomprehensible v the student,

Given the shortage of cantied bilmgual teachers many Latmo TEP seudents
are ustered together m dassrooms where the priority s to serve as many of
them as possible e thar meave linguage. There s no donbe thae these studenes
experience very Iintle contact with thar Enghsh-speakmg pecrs. But m those
Jdesearegated schools where Tmgostic cthine classroom mtegration is a4 prionty,
2 Lirge nunibar of Fanno TEP stndents assigned to mamstream: dasses do nen
receive an cducanon chut s comprehensibie o then - thus violatng the whole
essenee ot the Lan deasion

The actal need tor Dilinguad wachers s dithealt o deternime Evidanice
suegests that the namber o bilimgnal teachers needed throughont the nanon
depends Largelv on speatic onteria used to adenaty TEP stdenrs That s, the
criteri used o adenaty TEE studems varies by state and by school systemes
within cach st Regardloss of the marhod used, the nedd tor more bihmgaal
teachers s prow s steadilv - Fhe nummber of hilimgnal teachers needed at the
mattonal Tevel has arown from 120000 m 1976 to a4 projection ot 170,000 the
vear 2000 Thos projecuon medndes teachaers of all Linguages. although Spanish-
speakers comprise the hghest percentage 172 per centy Fhe sevenes ot the
problem becomes daarer when these needs are broken down by state. Calitornna,
tor examnple. prowected that s pubhic sehoals wonld need another 2,000 lilin-
gl teachers m 1990 and almose 1700 more by the vear 20000 Farly projections,
howevar, sizmbanty underestmated the need accordmg 1o a0 recent surves
conducted by e states The Calitornia State Depastiment of T ducauon (1987 - 88y
now estiiates e 23000 iimenal teachers sall be needed ur 1990 ad 29, 0000 by
the vear 200 The state had severelv inderestinated ats needs by approximately
[ ceachiers tor 199 and 120000 tor the vear 20000 I Tesas, the supply of
Dilimgnal teschers s ~ambirly disial and the demand s enormons. The 1980
witnessed v moderate growth approsunately 90003 i the mimber ot nhingual
tcachiers, howveever, doanme the Late 19508 throngh the carly 19900 that crowth tan
mercase ot tonghls 12 o tachas, wall not be enongh o compensate tor thy
mercastne, pumbor ot TP stadents (Macas, 1989y,

Huouehont 1 e Southw ese nany stubbomn cchool sestems e unwilling, 1o
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adhere to bilingual education implementationscompliance. Some school systems
do not report the precise number ot LEP students. By underreporting the number
of LEP students, the number of teachers needed is dramatically underestimated. The
mereasing number of LEP students and the small pool of gquahtied bilihgual
teachers cannot satisty most school district needs. As a resalt, many districts have
moved m the direction of developing their own alternative certitication plans in
order to meet their bilingual teacker shortages. Large school districts in Texas
such as Dallas. Houston, and many school systems in the Rio Grande area are
now training and certifving their own bihngual teachers. District alternative
certitication plans will be somewhat helptul in meeting the demand for bilingual
teachers, but the tmal results are not ver available. In theory, it more bilingual
teachers were available, mtegration would be niore manageable (Olsen. 1988).

Resolution ot the conflicts brought on by the Brown and Lan decisions has
not received much attention m recent educational history. Although the issue has
been rased by g small numiber of scholars over the past decade and a halt] tew
answers are torthcoming. Furthermore, the influence of a rapidly growmyg num-
ber ot Chicano LEP students in our public schools has been ignored to a large
extent. Indeed. the new torm ot resegregation (language sepregation in desegre-
pated schoolsd will mevitably gam more attentian as LEP students continue to
increase. The growmg number of Chicano LEP students and continuing shortage
of bilingual teachers will intensity the pressure on pohicy makers as concerned
parents, interest groups, and teachers press tor immediate solutions. Depending
o the philosophieal positions of school systems, policy makers may choose
bilmgual cducation over mtegration or mtegration over bilingual cducadon. In
our qudgment. Cliucano LEP students should got be pawns m tlis contentious
discourse. Tt is mmperative that they receive their nanve lainguage mstruction i
Hnguistically - cthmcally meegrated classrooms.,

School systems tunctionmyg under voluntary or court-ordered desegregation,
liowever, have had more experience witl this issue posed by Brown and Lau. The
prowing, numbers and the laick of coordimation wathm mdividual school systemis
make it almost tmpossible w integrate the hmited-Enghsh protficient. It s com-
mon throughout the nation that the phyvacal mixmg ot students from ditterent
racially and cthnreallv diverse backgrounds continues o be the promary goal.
We have no quarrel with this objective, but m the fimal analysis the language
needs of most Chicano TEP studengs otten take a back seat in the desegreganon
process

It the number of certtied bilingual teachers does not inerease. Chicano LEP
students mdesegregated settmgs will cither be segregated i bilingual classes or
they will be ethmeally inguistically mixed without the proper nanve language
mstruction. What nmiay ulumately happen — given the growmg number of
Chiano T EP students and the hnuted supply of” bilmgual teachers — s that
policy makers wall have @ more dir - ule tine meetmg the goals of both Lawand
Brown, thus making 1t more difficult to accommodate the curncalar and pedago-
wcal needs of Clucano TEP chuldren nr the truest sense of mtegrated educagtonal
cxpertences. Granted, providing an meegrated bilingual educational environment
tor Chrcano TER sendents witl be estremely challengmg for educators me the
fos and bevond. Yot we are optimistic that approprate retorme can be
achieved.
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Academie Resegregation

Another torm of resegregation n desegregated schools 1s referred to as “academic?
or “mtellectual’ rescgregation. This tvpe ot resegreganon ... generally takes
flace when schools that have been racially descegregated go 1o a system of
acadenie tracking or ability grouping” (Hughes, Gordon, and Hillman. 1980,
p 1 It is widely acknowledged that ethmic mmority students, as @ whole,
achieve at lower levels than their White peers. Thus, under circumstances when
minority and White students attend the desegregated setting. there s likely to be
astratitied and nerarchical structure in the delivery of instructnon. On the general
wsue of tracking. Brophy and Good (1474) note:

The ettects of student achicvement differences on teachers are magnitied
when the school uses 1 tracking svstem ... students in the high tracks
are likely to be from high SES homes, which usually means preferential
treatment 1 the teachar assignments and resources allocations made by
school adnunistrators ... the trackmyg systems msures that the highest
achieving children are hikely to get the best education that the school
svstem has to otter. while the low achievers are hkely to get the worst
Over time this factor alone v liable to increase the differences between
the two groups of cluldren. (p. 83)

Lhe contention of Brophy and Good (1974 and related empirical Hiterature
(cooe Oukes, 1983 st 1970, US Commission on Cival Rights, 1974) rase
critical ssties about the practices of homogencous groups and resultant curri-
culim difterentation m shaping the denul of equal educational opportunity tor
mmorney students, There s a tarly strong conseusus i the asatlable saentitic
literature that abthty grouping at the clementary level and tracking at the sceond-
ary level have adverse psyehological and cognitive ctfects on students placed i
Tow-achieving” groups. For esample. Ouakes i her study of tracking, reports
that students 1 tow tracks tvpreally were denied aceess to Chigh status” know-
ledge — e the knowledge that s 4 prerequisite tor college adnnsstons and
academic success,

Aside from the broad ssue of ability grouping, and tracking, s there
evidence that Chicano students experience acadenne resegregation in desegre-
gated schools? Drirect evidenee s ditticult to come by, There is some rescarch,
however. that provides indirect contirmanon that acadenuic resegregation oceurs.
For example, Valencir (1984 exanuned potential curricutum difterentiation w a
Phoenix high school that was likely to undergo considerable cthnic mixing
lirht ot a4 school closure court case. The antidipated enrollment of Central High
School = a 90 per cent White, high-achievig, high SES background school —
was to merease mosize by 57 per cent i the 1982--83 school vear (a jump from
2,044 1o 3,200 students) Tlis dramatic 1,000 plus merease in enrollment would
be predommantly Chicano and Black students trom two high schools that were
bemg proposed for closure (Phoenis Umon, 94 per cent minonty; Easte 36 per
cont mnory)

In the Phoemiy case, mumoriy plantits from the schools targeted tor closure
stied m order to keep therr sehools open. Valencra (1984) — anexpert witness tor
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the plamnuffs — predicted that acadenne resegregation would occur at Central
High School. the host school. This hypothesis was given some credence based on
Valencia's analysis of 1982-83 rescegregation statistics in which preregistration
course-by-course enrollments were listed by ethnicity. In court. Valencia testified
that because of the very sharp differences in academic performance between the
tugh-achieving Central High White students and the incoming. low-achicving
Chicano and Black students, there would be serious academic resegregation at
Central High. To provide some support for this claim of resegregation along
lines of achievement, Valencia did a comprehensive analysis of the preregistration
data and prepared exhibies for the court. His discussion of the resegregation
tindings as presented intrial testimony are:

In aseries of exhubits. tabular data were presented for Anglo vs. minor-
ity cnrollment across grade (9-12), subject area (Enghsh, mathematies,
science, and social studies). designation (Alpha, Gamma. and Beta), and
curriculum type (remedual, bastel Tess advanced. advanced/college pre-
paratory. and special). The major result of tus analysis revealed that
minority students were overrepresented m- remedial courses, showed
parity in enrollment in basie courses and were underrepresented m
advanced/college preparatory courses. For example. in mathemaucs
courses, 228 students were preregistered for remncedial courses. Of these,
61 (20,6 per cent) were Anglo and 167 (73 4 per cent) were minoritics.
Flns meant that minorities were overrepresented by 73 1 per cent,
compared to their overall student body presence ot 42,4 per cent. For the
939 students enrolled in basie mathematios courses. 421 (48 per cent)
were Anglos and 518 (35.2 per cent) were nunority, mdicatung 1 mmor-
ity overrepresentation of 302 per cent. Funallve regarding the 147
students enrolled m advancedicollege preparatory conrses, 748 (71 4 per
cent) were Anglo, while 299 (28,6 per cent) were minority, 4 nunority
underrepresentaton of 67.5 per cent. This sinalar pattern was also
observed tor courses n English, saience, and socnl studies. Theretore, m
contrast to the defendants” claim that tracking or abiliey grouping by
cthimaty would not be practiced at Centralo v appeared that in tuct g
torin of cthnic resegregation by ability was extremcly hkely to ecour
Clearly, this “dual” edincanonal svstem ae Ceneral rased serions e of
cqual cducational opportumity. (pp. 86-7

Although the Phocms situaton was not a4 desegregation case, paose. 1t had
Al the myredients of one (eoge, the tvpreal one-way transter of mumtorines to g
White host school; nuxmy of fow-achicvimg mimories with ngh-achieving,
White studenes). Thus, one can draw tererces from tus case to understand
more fully the potenualities of acadeniie segregation withur o desegregated set-
ung. As Valenaa (19850 condduded. there was suthaent predicuve evidence that
Cenmal High School would undergo considerable curnicalar seraaticaton be-
tween White and Chicano’Black students. Such o separation — as e other
metances of woadenne resegrceaton - would hhov readt e the tnsmy of
harriers to cqual educational opportamity for nunonty students. FThe bottom hne,
as Valenaw viderscores s 0 dhat resegregation on mitellectual grounds s just as
mvidions as segreganon on racnal grounds” (po 94)0 The Tesson we Jearn from

48




Segregation, Desegregation, and Integration of Chicano Students

academic resegregation is thee desegregation planners and educators must work
with commitment and vigor to avoid homogencous grouping. Integration, in its
truest sense, has as a cornerstone the goal of equity, in which all students in a
desegregated school should have equal access to knowledge.

Towards Integration

Although there have been scattered attempts in recent decades to desegregate our
natton’s schools, very little has improved in the reduction ot racial/ethnic isola-
tton. As Orticld e al. (1987) comment, much of the standoff in desegregation
struggles 1s related to opposition at the national level:

Three of the four Administrations since 1968 were openly hostle to
urban descgregation orders and the Carter Administration took tew in-
ittatives in the tield. There have been no important policy initiatives sup-
porting desegregation tfrom any branch ot government smee 1971 (p. 1)

As seen m the case of Black student segregation, Chicano and other Latinos have
also sutiered from the lack of national leadership regarding school desegregation.
Orficld e al. (1987) analyzed segregation/desegregation statistics for Latino stu-
dents i the Southwest. The target locations were fifteen metropolitan areas (e ..
Los Angcles, Phoemx. Denver) with enroflments over 530,000 students and which
contained more than 10 per cent Latine students. It was tound (with some
exceptions) that ‘there was little evidence of any desegregation plans in the West
powertul cnough to substantially merease Hispanic mtegration” (p. 30).* That 1s.
Ortield ¢r al.. contend that none of the metropolitan areas {(e.g . Los Angeles)
experiencmg increased Chicano school segregation had ineftect desegregation
plans True, the intensttication of Chicano segregation i the Southwest is par-
tably due to a groundswell of imnugration patterns and the very high Latino
birthrate. Yet. httde evidence was tound of voluntary desegregation or manda-
tory. court-ordered desegregation plans.™ In short, the segregation of’ Chicano
students is casy to summarize it is cledr that there s 4 very strong tendency
m American soctety today for an mereasing isolation of Hispanic children and
there have been no policies that have been able to reverse that tendency™ (p. 28).

In this closmg section of the present chapter, we attempt to il this gap by
discussmg a number of rescarchrpolicy suggestions that perhaps can serve as
starting pomts to help reverse the intensification ot Chicano school segregation
and to help promote mtegration. We ofter discissions on the tollowmg ideas: (a)
commumity case studies of historical segregation, (b) residential mitegration, (c)
busing. (3 two-way bilmgual education (¢) mutuenliral education m teacher
cducaton progras, (1) proactive technical assistance m desegregation planung.,

and {2} 1 conceptndization of school mtegration,

Commonty Case Stidiecs ol Historal Scerecation
to understnd the ongns and persistence ot school sepregation ot Clncano

students, an bistorcal communiy case studvoapproach can provade the methodo-
Togtcal base to explore this phenomenon (Alvares, 19880 Menchaca and Valenea,
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1990). In particular, case studies may be useful in providing the background for
the litigation of school segregation cases. In light of the very limited amount of
current Chicano and other Latino-initated desegregation litigation (see Orfield
et al., 1987), it is likely that such lawsuoits may be forthcoming in the 1990s and
bevond as Chicano segregation further increases. A bonanza in these cases would
be testimony, tor example. on the roots of de jure segregation at the pardcular
school district level.

An approach to commumty case studies of historical segregation includes: a
collection of oral histories. analvsis of residential patterns, analysis of the dates
and construction of schools, and a review of available school records. Oral
histories can provide data indicating if people attended segregated schools. Study-
mg residential patterns wall suzirest whether the barrioization of the Mexican
community was voluntary ar involuntary. or both. Collection of school records
will provide a documented history of the school board's intentional or uninten-
vonal plans n overall school district development, and can also be used to verify
or discredit the oral histories. And, most important of Al an analysis of the dates
and location of the construction of schools can possibly provide data to discern if
the "Mexican” schools were constructed tor the specitic purpose of segregating
Chicano students,

[n sum. many research queries with resultant policy unplications night arise
from commumty case studies. For example, could the "Mexican® schools have
been locoted in zones where both Mexican and  Anglo students may have
attended, rather than constructing the Mexican schools in the interior ot the
barries or the Anglo school m the Anglo residential zones? And, did the con-
struction of new schools follow a historical pattern indrcating that the size of
the student population did not necessitate the construction of new "Mexican’
or "White' schools? Was the Chicano commumty meluded in the deciston-making
process i the construction and location of schools® The answers to these and
related questions may potentially advanee our understanding of” the history
ot segregation m Chicano commumties. particularly in litigation involving,
desegregation.

Resudentrad Integranon

As we bave discussed earlier, a4 contributng source of Chicano segregated schools
las histoncally been attributed to restdential segregation or ethineally solated
restdentral zones (Camuarillo, 19840, Montejano, 19870 Menchaca and Valencia,
f990). We agree with Gottlieb (1983) that *. .. school and housing segregation
are so deeply meertwined that much greater attention needs to be given to the
mterrelationships © L7 (po 100). As Gottlieb argues, adeally the best solution for
brngig an end to school segregation 1s to termimate housing segregation. Of
cotrse, this will not be an casy gaal to obtam.

Omne approach to attack this problem 1s for pohicy nukers to lobby assertive-
Iy tor residential imtegraton, Although 1o will be difticult to meegrate existing
neighborhoods, it can be achieved thiongh long-ternn urban and suburban plan-
nig For example, mnorder to attract nmorwy tanmlies, attordable housing (e,
single-tantly homesy will need to be constructed near or in White middie-class
netghborhoods

)

b.s
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Furthermore. m White ncighborhoods that are ethnically isolated, but are
located adjacent to Chicano neighborhoods, the construction of new schools in
the border zones nught lead to cthnic mixing in the local schools. That is, when a
school 1s constructed in the border zone of two cthnically isolated neighbor-
hoods. an cthnically mixed school community would be formed. Although the
naighborhoods would not be integrated, the students of the cthuically isolated
neighborhoods would attend the same school and this may lead to the formation
of interethnic friendships. Possibly these friendships may encourage the students
to cross the residential boundaries and this may lead to ethnic mixing on a social
basis. Although this does not lead to residential integration, it at least contributes
to the formation of intercthnic community bonds.

In conclusion, we strongly support cftorts to achieve residential integration.
Given the sharp increase m the Chicano school-age population and the growing
desire for many of these families to buy homes, segregated mumcipalities have
grand opportunitics to realize residential integration. As Gottlieh (1983) notes,
for those citics who reman silent on this issue, they reinforce their reputations as
being closed commumtics.

Busing

Since the Landmark Sweann v, Charlotte-Mecklenburg (1971) case, in which busing
was upheld as an acceptable means for desegregating schools, the use of busing
for such purposes has created enormous controversy (Coles, 1974 Milis, 1973,
1979: Petugrew, 1973). Criticisms, typically from White parents. have ranged
trom charges that busing 1s dangerous to complaints that bus rides are much too
long. Petugrew contends that such opposition to busing reached such virulent
levels in the 19705 that a nationd mania occurred.

There are an array of facts that make school busig ter desegregation
purposes a perplexing target (Pettigrew, 1975). First, busing as a perfunctory and
major means of transporting students to schools was legally authorized through-
out the natien i 1919, Millions of students travelling billions of nules have
traditionally been bused to their respective schools cach year. In contrast, busing
for purposes of desegregation constitutes a miniscule percentage of students.
Thus, the ssue is not busing, per se. Rather, using buses tor integration purposes
has not been an “acceptable’ reason. I short, widespread busing for regular
transportation of students to school 1s tine, but busing to achieve desegregation is
tepically deemed unaceeptable, As 4 White mother tfrom Richmond, Virgima
candidly revealed, "ICs not the distance. ... 1Es the niggers” (Pettigrew, 1975.
p.o 232). A second myth ot school busing tor desegregation purposes is that
busing 1s dangerous with respect to potential accidents. Contrary to this beliet,
bustng by far 1s one of the safest modes of transportation. School buses —
compared to regular buses, automobiles, and even walking to school — are
clearlv safer (Pettigrew).

I s, we suggest that as our soctety enters the 1990, the desegregation of
Clnene students could be reahized through the use of busing. We do acknaw-
ledge that any mention of busing tor desegregation purposes 18 fikelv to be ey
with fierce opposition — from some White parents, and to a lesser degree, some
Chicano parents. Yet, such opposition needs to be challenged with logic and
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goodwill. There s no doub: that busing s the mose ethicient means of achicving
desegreganon. It busing s to be promoted for the reductnon of Chicano and
White student solation. we contend that such plans mcorporate certain princi-
ples. For example, Chicano students should not be foreed to carry the exclusive
burden of busing (L.e.. one-way busing to White host schools). White students
need 1o share w the adjustment problems assocuated with desegreganon, indlud-
myg transporation. Sceond, the tme and distances White and Chicano seudenes
travel to their host schools should not ‘be excessive.

Pakmg all macters together, it s not surprising that resistance to busing for
desegreganon ends is filled wich subtlenies ot racist overtones. Ateer all, as we
have discussed carlier. connections between racisnr and the history of Chicano
segregation are wellb documented. As mothe past. the present racual motves o
Keep Chicano and White studenes from attending school together are unaceept-
able. I opposition to busimg continues (as 1t clearly 18, our tation is very likely
to see Pettgrew’s (1975) torehodng prediction nieerialize: * .. 0w tuture histortan
v hikely o conclude that “busig™ became in our dme the polite, culeurally
sanctioned wav to Oppose the racial dg‘\t'gl'cg.llioll ot the pll])lic schoold ip 2325,

Divomweay Balingieal Bdueation

The erowmg number of language mmonty students and the lmited supply of
cerutied bilngaal cducatnon eachers will inevitably exacerbate linguage seprega-
ton i our wanon’s public schools. Ovando and Collier (19831 mameam. how -
ever. that “two-way bilingual educauon” mav be che only wav 1o reduee the
Language searegaton in desegregated schools, Two-way bilmgual education 1s
medel mowhich students of rwo differene linguage backhgrounds o e, Spami-h-
and Foghsh-speakerst are brought together s a bilimgaal class setang moorder tor
hotlt groups to become truly bilmgual’. For example. the goad of a two-wan
Mmhingual cducavon requires that Enghsh-speakers faarn Spash and Spanish-
speahers Tearn Lnghshe But niore nmpotant, ... two-way bilmgual education
can beoseen as an etfecove micthod of reaching a0 second langruage to Buglish-
donmant students me dhe Umited States aswell as providmg an tegrated s
tor Linguagce-nnonty students’ (Ovando and Collicr, 1983, pp 40- 1.
Iwo-way bilmgual educanon appears o be e onlv model thae places and
seisitizes English-speakers ma second Linguage leanmg environment; i also
strosses hmgrinstie meegraiion e the dassroem There s no griestion that -
plomentie: two-wan bifngnal education programs will be ditticult because of the
contmued resistance to hgual education i general The mose challenging, tacer
ot two way bilmgual programs swall be o convinee Enghsli-speaking parenes
about the value of dher cluldren learng @ second Linpaage Related o the
pobocs and acadenne achiesanent mtwo-wany ihneual programs, Crawtord
JAUR) skt Could Lingaage-maggonty and Linguage-nnonty duldreen, learmng
stde Iy side as ey cach other, become Huent bilmguals while makimy good
progress e other subject<s? po 165} Crawtord conrends that 11 pubhic schools
follow the enteru tor etfecnve twosway bilingual edncation progeams, than i can
P accamplihad We propose that once Enelish-speakang parents iccogmyee the
te-lonnyg value of blmgualisny tor then chuldren. there wall be more of 1 need to
tam addional bilgaal rechers the protession. Thus, both Chicano TEP and
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majoriey langiage scadents witl benetie I the fmal analvsis, linguage integration
as proposed mthe two-wav hilimgual model should become mare manageable.

Multcdial Educanion i Teadher ducation

Durmy the late 19605 and early 19705 ethnic mmonties became extrenmely vocal
m public school polines. Mutority groups contended thae public schools were
cthnocentric, monocnloural, and undemaocraone. They demanded ‘muloculoural
cducanon” atall fevels i the schooling process: Thatis. they wanted cducators to
beconte more aware and sensiave o the calwral, hngustic, and learnmg sevle
differences of nmonoy students (Pa 19900 A major step in the development ot
multienloural education e the United Scates was the 1972 pubhcation by the
Anicnican Assoctation of Colleges tor Teacher Lducation (AACTE) enailed: No
One Model Amertcan. Cogmzant chat colleges and universioes had a major respon-
sibvhiey me teacher traming programs, AACTE (1972) stated thae eduvation for
cultural phacahsm wicluded four parts:

(h the wachimg of values which support coltural diversiey and
mdvidual tiquencss: (21 dhe encouragement of the qualiciove expan-
ston of existing cthnie coltures and therr meorporation mee the main-
strcanm of Anienican soao-cconoume and polineal hiter (33 the support
of explorations m alternanve and emerging hie stvless and o dhe on-
coutagement of multcalturabisim, mualadingualism, and mulodulecosn
Paic TG po T

Ahhoueh AAC T recommended that mutticularal cducanion be aomago
part o teacher tramsn pics vans, Pac 49903 noted that many recaleierant colleges
and wnversines el thae To0 0 muloneuliural cducation components were unneces
sarv e ther progrims because thar msutuaons eicher did not have mmoney
stndents or were located mecthimcally homogencous areas” (po 100 Despiee thie
rapadiv dhumgimyg color” ot ome schools colleges and mnversies contimue to
distegard the need tor mulnculomal experiences mteacher tratmmy proarams
Valenaa and Aburto an presst recenthy noted dhat only a very small namber ot
prospective teachiers tihe mulocalmral cducanon class, Moreover. most prospect-
ive teachers are ungquahtied to ceach methmeaaldls mived b setames Valenen
and Abarto note thar "Perhaps the imired preservice ttammg me mualocalunat
cducanon recerved by prospective eachers explims, i pat teacher preyndi
annnst nmonty gronps” op 1o Educatars contmue to view mualtenloural cduea-
ton as aseparate component m the teacher wanmmng process and. unfortcnatedy nss-
construe the reed ror prospectve teachers toeun a mualucaloaral understanding

Laokmg at both the dhungnig cthme demography i ome pubhic schools and
teachier eduacation tranung progarams from a dc\c_ull.p.l[lml CONTENL We Td¢eon-
wmend that colleges and wrversities cnphasize a true mulueulural cdacanon
currtcului that s ncorporated tduoushont ns programs Prospectine dasstoom
teachors need o be prepared tor the real warld That s assune that school
desercegation sall ocaur, it reachas necd 1o be tamad toreado m e matn
cultural settme. Forthermore, they should he aaven an opportumity to borer
nuderstand then own cnltral ddenney <o that they can learn how then anlene
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mfluences their pereeptions of other ethnie groups. More important, they should
also be able to recognize and accept that they have prejudices that might aftect
them i the descgregated classroom. By recognizing their own biases, preservice
teachers can perhaps develop strategies to help them work more éffectively in
multicultural classroom settings in order to better understand Chicano studeats in
desegregated classrooms and schools.

Proactive Technical Assistance in Deseregation” Planning

Our intent here is to offer — 1 very general termis — a briet policy discussion of
the need tor desegregation planners to provide technical assistance to school
districts that are fuced with the challenge of desegregating high-density Chicano
and White schools. By ‘proactive” assistance, we mean guidance and advice from
desegregation experts that are aerively sought by school officials — cither resultant
of a voluntary descgregation plan. or a mandatory, court-ordered desegregation
plan.

We are well aware of the literature indicating that voluntary desegregation
plans sometimes do not work and. in general, are only partually successtul in the
reduction of racial/cthnic 1solstion (c.g.. Hawley and Smylie, 1988; Orticeld.
1978, 1988; Rossell and Hawlev. 1983). Perhaps in such plans, the quality and
quantity of voluntary planmng could have been improved by a closer relationship
of all agents involved. Of course. this improvenient is based on the premise that
all participants — which wdeally would be minority and White parents. school
officials, expert planners, and other comnunity members — work in good faith
and toward a common, shared and cquitable vision.

How proactive technical assistance in desegregation of predominantly Chicano
and White schools would occur is open tor discussion. The tederal government
has allocated funs for Desegregation Assistance Centers (1D ACS) throughout the
US in order to provide free assistance to school systems for the last few vears,
These centers have been very instrumental i providing technical assistance to
nmany school svstems m the desegregation process. Like many government agen-
cies, however, they are underfunded and understatted. For example, California
currently has over 100 school svstems under voluntary desegregation and about
six large imner-city school svstems under court-ordered desegregation. DACs are
not capable of servicing alt those school systems attempting to desegreyate their
schools. Should the federal government tund more DACs? It more money
becomes available to fund more DACs, (given the fact that a DAC can only otfer
1ts services upon school district request) should they continue to operate the saie
way or should they become more assertive m shaping desegregation policv at the
local level? These and other suggestions about desegregation assistance need to be
addressed by school officials and policy makers so the desegregation of Chicano
schools can be done more quicklv and eftecnvels.

Coneptualization of Integranion
A common misconception s that schiool desegregation as synonvimous with

wwhool mtegration Frequently, one will see (partcularly mthe medaand polineal
areles) the two terms used interchangeably. On the contrarv, although deseg-
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regation and mtegration are elated, theyv have very ditferent meanings. Deseg-
regation is best looked at as @ mechanical process mvolving the physical mixmg
of students of ditferent racial/ethnic backgrounds in a particular school setting
that was formerly segregated. A more formal definition of desegregation s ‘the
reassignment ot students and staft by race or ethnic identity so that the racial
identitiability of the mdividual school and classes within the school 1s removed’
(Hughes er al.. 1980, p. 168). Such desegregation is the law of the land,

The coneept of integration is related to the notion of desegregation m the
sense that in order for the former to occur. one must tirst have the physical
mixing of students ot ractally ‘cthnically diverse backgrounds. While desegre-
gation involves a mandatory. court-ordered (or in some cases voluntary) mechan-
tcal process of a predetermined numerical mix of racially/ethnically diverse
students, integration is a social process involving mutual acceptance. Thus, integra-
tion cannot be mandated. That is. people cannot be legally torced to care for and
accept one another on an cqual basis. As such. the notion of mtegration involves
attirmative eftforts that taalitate the elimmation ef racial and ethnic inditterence
and at the same ume provide multicthne atmosphere and mechanisms to encour-
age mutuai respeet. understanding, and aceeptance” (Hughes eral., 1980, p. 16W).

Suttice to say that in hght of the above conceptualization of school mtegra-
tion, the goal of achieving integration of Chicano and White (and perhaps other
minority) students m desegregated schools is no casy task. On the broader
rescarch level, there is evidence that desegregation can and does work. but there
are few indications of mtegration (Hughes o al.. 1980). It has become widely
acknowledged that in order tor integration to occur, there has to be a concerted
cffort by state and federal agencics. school officials. teachers, and the local
comniunity. As scen in other contexts of improving race/cthnic relations,

concerned leaders and participants need to strive for attaimable objectives and
workable processes.

There is some evidence, however, that schools have been lax in working
towards integraton. Sagar and Schotield (1984; cited in Bennet. 1990} in 2
rescarch study ot how host schools respond to desegregation, wdenutied tour
possible response patterns: () bustmiess-as-usual, (b) assimilation. (¢} pluralistic
coextstence. and () mtegrated pluralisin. The business-as-usual response — as
the terms implics — contains no proactive eftorts by school otticials That s, the
same anrrculim, same standards, same teaching methods. and so on, that pre-
valed in the segregated setting continue under desegregation. The assimilationist
response, as noted by Sagar and Schotield. is basically designed to make racial/
cthnic minority students more like White students. Under these circumstances,
nunority students who fail to assimilate become acadenmic casualues — the
dropout. the suspended student, and so forth. The turd type of response —
pluralistic coexistence — 15 based on separation in which “students are allowed to
maintain different stvles and values, but wathin a school environment ot separate
turfs tor ditterent racual groups” (Bennett, 1990, po 23). Inoshort, the plurahstic
coexistence response (as are the busmess-as-usual and assimilationist responses)
results e resegregation.

The tourth and final response — utegrated pluralisin — s far datterent from
the first three  Tts maor mark of distmction s that *..0 aategrated pluralvan
activelv seeks to avoud resegregation ot students” (Bennett, 1990, po 24) 0 e host
school attenpts to achieve this by striving to attamn the following;:
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[Te] is pluralistic i the sense that it recognizes the diverse ractal and
cthnic groups in our socicty and does not denigrate them just because
they deviate from the white middle ¢lass patterns of behavior. Integrated
pluralism affirms the equal valie of the school’s various ethnie groups,
encouraging their participation, not on majority-defined terms, but in an
evolving svstem which reflects the contribution of all groups. However.
mtegrated pluralism goes beyond mere support for the side-by-side
coexistence of different group vahics and styles. It is integrationise in the
senise that it atfirms the educational value inherent in exposing all
students o a diversity of perspectives and behavioral repertoires and
the socal value of structuring the school so that students from pre-
viously isolated and ceven hostile groups can come to know cach other
under conditons conducive to the development of positive intergroup
relations . ... Tneegrated pluralism takes an activist stance in trying to
toster interaction between different groups of students rather  than
aceepting rescgregation as cither desirable or mevitable. (Sagar and
Schoticld, 1984, pp. 231--2)

In sum, how the host school responds o the process of desegregation is
cntical in determinmg whether or not all students recetve a cubturally pluralisue
and equitable schooling experience. We urge host schools that are undergoing
desegregation to become aware and avoid those insututional responses that are
unaceeptable and to strive for that goal which is acceptable — mtegrated plural-
ism. By knowing the ditterence between desegregation and integration (and
using that knowledge), school ofticisls and desegregation planners — working
closely with the community — can help provide the setting tor improved racials
cthme relations as well as opumal acadene development tor Chicanos and other
students.

But is this mere rhetone, or can integratton actually be realized? As Bennett
{1990) underscores, there are at least three necessary conditions that underlie the
practice of cultural (e, mtegrated) plurahsm in the school. First, there are
postuve teacher expectations. Teachers in integrated schooling must have high
anel reasonable expectations tor Chicano student suceess (also, see Valencia and
Aburto, this volume). Sceond. i mtegrated schooling it is entical that there
be a learmng environment that supports and cncourages positve interracial/
mterethnic contact. Bennett notes that contact theorists are quite speaific as to the
nature of positive mteraction (c.g.. Chicanos and Whites share equal status;
C hicanos and Whites be given oppormnities for intergroup cooperation). Third,
it s vl that Chicano and other students attending an integrated school be
provided the opportumity to be exposed to a4 multicultural curriculum. What
chould such a currrcnhnn contan and how nught it be implemented? The vision
ot mulocultural currreulum we tind espectally attractve 18 the one deseribed by
Bennett She speaks of four core democratic values that underlic mulonculwural
perspectives: T (D) aceepaance and apprecation of ailtural diversity, (2) respect
tor lnoman dignmiey and meversal human nghts, (3) responsibility to the world
comnunity, and ¢ reverence tor the carth™ (p 2800 From these core values,
Bernett notes that teachers can develop a nomber ot mulucultural currrculum
goals (¢ ., to cambat racsms to binld skills along Times of socal action).
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Conclusion

In closing. we wish to leave the reader with several summary points that capture
the core of this chapter. First, as nstory mforms us, it is abundantly clear that
racsm 1 2 deving torce behmd school segregation and Chicano school failure.
Theretore, if we are to desegregate and mregrate Chicano students, it is critical
that we confront overt and institutional racism in the larger society, in particular
within the educational system. Desegregation and integration of our schools
must be viewed as important stages in the long struggle to combat and dismantle
ractsm m the nation. Although adults are often resistant to accepting and building
A culturally diverse and equitable socicety, children and youth are considerably
more open. I Chicano students and other students from cthnically diverse
backgrounds are mixed i classrooms and involved m muldcultural education,
then interethnic communication can be enhanced and integrated ploralism s
likely to be attamed. Thus, school desegregation — as 3 first step — can be
viewed as a tremendous potentual leading to integration and to the promotion of
and respect tor cultural diversity.

Second. there is the issue of resegregation — especially among Chicano LEP
students. Notwithstandmg the significant advances made by Chicano parents in
their desegregative legal batdes. the reahity is that Chicano students continue —
to a large degree — to remain segregated within desegregated settings. This is a
mounting concern that certainly requires the attention of school officials. re-
searchers, and policy makers in the vears ahead. We cannot farget the changing
demography and the increasig number of LEP students in-our public schools.
Chieano LEP students must receive the native language istruction in ‘hinguisti-
cally mtegrated” settings. Anything less than this s unaceeptable.

Third = and our tinal summary point — 1s concerned with the issue of pace.
It has been over tour decades since Mendez and over three decades since Brown.
There has been 1 lot of deliberation. but very littde speed i eliminating school
segregation in our natton. As noted carbier. Chicano segregation is mtensitying.
Given the projection that over the next thirty years, the Chicano/Latino youth
popalation will account tor nearly all of the mercase m the country’s vouth sector
e Valenena, chapter 1, this volume). it is sad to predict that the next generation
of Chicano students will experience school segregation far more severely than the
current generation. This issue alone should sur educators. politicians, and parents
ot the 106 to quicken the pace of desegregating and integrating our schools.
Nou 1~ the unie tor concerted action.

In this chapter, we have covered a number of issues and aspects concerning,

the segregatton, desegregation, resegregation, and mtegration of Chicano stu-
dents. Suftice 1t to sav that the nunierous concerns and saggestions discussed can
— 1t serously constdered == provide researchers and policyimakers of the 199%
with full agendas. Uhere 18 no doubt mour mimds that the cthme isolation of
Chicano puptls constitutes one ot the major educational issues of the tines.
Hopefully, the issnes covered e this chapter will spark 1 renewed mterest amony
concerned mdividuasls and agances to push torward in puesurng Chicano school
IEL
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Notes

tn our discussion of hastorical segregation n this chapter we typically refer to Mexican-
ongm students as “Mexican”, as that was the term generally used in the carhier periods.

Orum (1986). however, does provide this qualitier about Black and Latino segregation
ditterences:

While the segreganon of Black students dechined between 1908 and 1980 m
every regron of the country except the Northeast, the segregation of Hispanic
students mereased manonwide. Whale Black studenes were more likely than
Hispamc students to attend schools with minority enrollments of 90— 100 per
cent. Black enrolhments i the nanon’s most segregated schouls fell by 31,1
per cent between 1968 and 19800 while Fispauic attendance in those same
schools rose duning the sanie period by 5.7 per cent. (p. 19)

MeCurdv's (19755 references are testmony given by fornier Oxnard Supermtendents
who testiticd g desegreganon trial m Oxnard m the mid-1970x,

An cxceeption, tor example, s Denver, Colorado, which is under a comprehensive
desegregation order 1esultant from a 1973 Supreme Court deension (Ortield ¢ al..
TUR7 . .

Oue exeeption. however, 1s the San Jose, Cahfornia. major urban case won by Chicano
plamatts (Arus, 1987)
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Chapter 3

Chicano Dropouts: A Review of
Research and Policy Issues

Russell W. Rumberger

One visible form ot school failure 15 dropping out of high school. Dropping out
ot school has always been costly, both for the individual and for che larger
soctety. By one recent estimate the economic costs alone amount to more than
$200,000 tor individuals over a lifetime and more than $200 billion for a one-yvear
cohort of” dropouts (Catterall. 1987). But interest in school dropouts among
policymakers, cducational practitioners, and researchers is even greater todav
than m any recent period. At least two additional factors can account for this
recent mterest. One ds that demographic changes in the US population are
increasing the number of persons who have higher risk of dropping out of
school These changes include the growth of minority populations, the poor. and
voungsters living i single-parent houscholds (Pallas, Natricllo and  MeDill,
1989). The other factor is that 4 variety of recent policy reports suggest that the
cducational demands of work i the US will increase in the suture, shich could
further erode employment opportunities for dropouts (r.g.. US Departments of
Labor, Education. and Commerce, 1988). Together these trends suggest that the
number of dropouts m the US could be increasing at the very time that economic
opportumties are decreasmg. which could turdher exacerbate the already poor
cconone and sodial circumstances of dropouts.

Much of recent attention to the dropout problem has focused on the His-
pamic population. One reason is that the proportion of dropouts m the Hispanic
population s significantly higher than any other major ethme group. For m-
stance. e F9R6 more than 25 per cent of all Hispanic vouth aged 18 and 19 vears
old were dropouts, compared to 15 per cent of Blacks and 12 per cent of Whites
(Table 3.1, Another reason for this attention s that the Hispanmie population is
expected to grow taster than any other mugor ethiie group Between 1985 and
2020, the number of Winte voutlr aged 18-24 is expected to dedine by 23 per
cents while the nnuber of Hispame vouth will maease by 63 per cent (Rutiber-
ger, 1990 Table 1420, Fhus, based on current dropout rates, the total numiber of
voung dropouts could actuallv mercase over the next thirtv-five vears,

Phewe trends ate not lost on ciaplovers, who are now amoty the moste vocdl
proponents of cducational retorm {c.u.. Commttee tor Foononne Development.
1987) - The growth ot the Fhspame populaton and s potential mpact on the
future Labor torce 1s particularly pressmg on regrons and communities - the
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Chicano Dropouts

Tabie 31  Number and proportion of dropouts i population by age, gender, race, ethncity
1986

Age Groups (years)
14-15  18-17  18-19  20-21 22-24

Number un thousands) '76 872 1,089 1,726
Wh.te
Maies 66 470 741
Females 63 323 403 667
Black
Mates 17 5 74 95 139
Females 21 2 82 g4 134
Hispanic ong:n
Males 12 151 254
Females 13 114 182
Mexican ongin
Mas2s i 125 220
Fema'es b ¢ 92 120

o, of Pobuiation " 14 3
White
hMaies i50
Feaes
Biack
Males
Females
HLSPAN C Oy
Ma-es 3
Femrales 3
Mexican ofig.r
Ma'es 15 143 466 56 1
Females 50 203 353 375 3G 2 572

14 7

Sources  US Bureau of the Census 11988a) Table 37 (1988c¢) Table 1. (1988di Tabie !

Note  Hispanic orgin and Mexican ong:n may be of any race For persons 16 to 24 years oid,
dropouts are defined as persons weth less than 12 years of schuol ana not currenty
cnrollod o schopol o persons 25 years old and vver dropouts e defined as persons
W A Toss than 12 vears of sehool va

Umted States where Hispanies already represent - sizable proportion ot the
populion. Even tor the US as g whole, the Hispanie populavon, which current-
Iy represents less thm 10 per cent of the US Libor torce, will comprise more than
35 per cent of the net labor toree merease expectsd between 1986 and the vear
2000 (Fullerton, 1987, Table 3D,

Winle concern for vartous ethnic groups m the US s clearly warranted and
gratitving. 1t s also beconng mercasmgly clear that substantial ditferences can
exist withm maor cthime groups. Such 1s the case with Hispantes. Flisparie
generally refers to persons of Mextean, Pucrto Rican. Cuban, Central or South
American, or other Spansh culture or ongm, regardless of race (Brown., Rosen,
TG and Obvas, 19500 20 Along o vaneny ot erdue wonal and e onomi
ndicators, the ditferences among Hispanic sub-groups are actunally greater than
difterences betaween Hisparte and non-FHispanie populations. Fot instance. m 1988,
difterences mdropout rates hetween Cabanand Mestaan, orem populations —
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Chicane School Failure and Success

were greater than ditferences in dropout rates between Hispanic and non-
Hispanic populations (US Burcau of the Census, 19882, Table 1). Therefore,
attentton to sub-group differences is as warranted as attention to major cthnic
group differences.

Mexican Americans or Chicanos represent two-thirds of  the Hispanic
population in the United States. by far the largese of the Hispanic sub-groups
(US Burcau of the Census, 1988a, Table 1; also. see Valendia. chapter 1, this
volume). Chicanos represent an even larger proportion of the Hispanic popula-
tion in Texas and California (Orum. 1986, p. 7). Morcover. they generally have
the lowest sociocconomic status and the lowest level of educational attainment of
all the Hispanic sub-groups (US Burcau of the Census, 1988a). Thus the edu-
cational and cconomic circumstances of Chicanos warrant particular attention
by rescarchers and policy makers. Of course, Chicanos themselves are a diverse
group who differ in such ways as language use, immigration status. and their
own cthnic identitics (Matate-Bianchi. 1986).

The purpose of this chapter is to exanmne the current state of knowledge and
rescarch about the Chicano dropout problem. Four facets of the problem will be
examined, based on a framework used to examine the overall dropout problem
{(Rumberger, 1987). The first facet addresses the extent of the dropout problem
and trends i the incidence of dropping out. The second facet discusses the
factors that predict or are possible causes of the dropout problem. The third facet
examines the individual and social consequences to dropping out. The last tacet
discusses solutions to the Chicano dropout problem.

For cach facet of the problem. I will first discuss the current state of research
and knowledge about the facet m general and then | will discuss what is known
about this facet of the problem with respect to the Chicano population. In the
latter case. an attempt will be made to highlight where the nature of the Chicano
dropout problem and proposed solutions are similar or dissimilar to that of other
cthnic groups. particularly other Hispanic sub-groups and the non-Hispanic,
White population. Understanding the extent and noture of these differences may
be the key to effective socul interventions. Such comparisons are not alwavs
possible, however, because existing rescarch and data have not always identified
and examined cthnic group or sub-group differences. Ethuic differences are
turther compounded by gender and  socioeconomic differences (Grant and
Sleeter, 1980),

The Incidence of the Problem

Ome reason the dropout problem has receved considerable attention is beeause
the mddence of droppurg out among particular social groups — and in some
educattonal settings — 15 conadered to be too high and posstbly getang worse.
But exactly how bad w the dropout problem?

Detoang and Meavining Iropout.

Fhe answer depends on how one detines a dropout. Because there is no umversal
detimton of a dropout, 1t ditticudt to know trom cuisting data exactly how
extensive the dropout problens s m the US.

Oty




Chicano Dropouts

In general, a dropout is @ person who is not currently enrolled in school and
does not have a high school diploma or cquivalent certificate. A close examina-
tion of this definition reveals a fundamental problem with the entire notion of
dropping out. Dropout status. ds well as enrollment status and graduation status
from which it 15 determined. are bivariate conditions that reveal little about the
varving rate of learning and knowledge that students acquire in school. W¢ use
the status of school enrollment and graduation as indications of learning and
knowledge when, in fact. the former may reveal very litte about the latter.
Students who are enrolled in school may not be attending classes and hence
learning anything. while students who graduate from school may have acquired
very little usetul knowledge. For example, a recent study found that more than a
quarter of Chicago’s recent high school graduates could read only at or below the
cighth grade level (Designs for Change. 1985, Table 1).

In other words. we use dropping out as a visible and convenient measure of
academic failure and graduation as a visible and convenient measure of academic
success when neither reveal much about how much or how little knowledge a
student has acquired. Thus, in some respects, oo much attention is being placed
on dropping out and graduating, when we should be more concerned with
student engagement, learning, and knowledge.

Despite the inherent limitations what dropout status means. there will
always be continued need and interest in measuring dropouts. Unforumately.
available data on dropouts are potentially maccurate and incomparable because
they are collected by different agencies. using different definitions, and different
wurces of data. The major seurce of data at the national level is provided by the
US Census Burcau, wlich annually collects national information on the school
enrollinent and dropout status of the population trom houschold interviews.
Census data may understate the extent of dropping out because school enroll-
ment information s often supplicd by parents who may not know or accurately
report the enrollment status of their children. However, the data are the most
comprehensive svailable and have been collected for many years, which allows
analyses of trends.

The Census computes the proportion of dropouts in the population i two
Jifferent ways. For persons under the age of 35 years, dropouts are persons who
are not enrolled in school at the time of the Census survey and not high school
graduates: for persons 35 years of age and over, dropotlts are persoils who have
completed less than twelve vears ot school or do not have o high school certi-
ficate. What do these data show?

The Extent of the Dropout Problem

In 1986 there were more thau 41 miltion dropouts in the United States (see Table
3.1). The proportion of dropouts in the population varies by age, with the higher
rates among;, the adult population and lower rates among the vounger age groups.
Among adults 25 vears and over. 25 per cent were dropouts in 1986, compared to
12 per cent among 18- to 19-year-olds. In general, dropout rates are stimilar tor
males and tenuales. R

At virtually every age group. dropout rates are lugher for Chicanos -
roughly twice that of Whites and higher than any other cthme or racial group
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except Amertcan Indians, Among adules, tor ex

ample, dropout rates for Chicano
males and females were 360 per cent

and 57 per cent compared to rates of 50 per
cent and 52 per cent tor all Hispanics, respectively, and 25 per cent for both
White males and females. Chicanos o have the highest dropout rates among
Al the Hispanie sub-groups identified m the Census. I 198K, for example, the
dropout rate for Mexican-origin Hispanic adults was 33 per cent, compared to 49
per cent for Puerto Ricans, 40 per cent for Cubans and 37 per cent for Central
and South Anrericans (US Burcau of the Census, T988a. Table 1.

One other notable ethnic difterence in dropout rates concerns when students
leave school. Hispanic males are dmost twice as hkely to quit school before
complenny one vear of high school as Hispanie temales or Whites. Almost 50 per
cent of all 4-to-24-vear-old Hispanic males who left school !

octween October
1984 .nd October 1985 did so betfore completing one vear of high school (nine
I & \ 2

vears of schooling), compuared o 28 per cent for Hispamie females and Whate
males (US Bureau of the Census, 1988b. Table 7).

Trends in Dropont Ruates

Historiaally, dropont rates have mmproved dramatically in the US. In 1940, only .
25 per cent of the adult population had completed four vears of high school; by

1986, 75 per cent of the adult population had completed high school (US Burcan
ot the Census, 1988¢, Table 19). In recent years. however, mprovements have
slowed. In the twelveovear period berween 1974 and 1986, dropout rates

among
IR-and i9-vear-olds declined from 17 per cent to

2 per cent, while among 25-to-
29-vear-olds. dropout rates declined from 16 per cent.to 14 per cont (Table 3.2)
Fhe greater miprovement in the vounger cohort is attributable to the greater
proportion of 18- and [9-year-olds sull enrofled in schooll which increased from
10 per cent to 13 per cent m this pertod (US Burcau of the Census, 1975, 1988d).

Onlv recent trends m Hispame and Chicano dropout rates ¢
because the Census did not dentify Hispanies until 1974 and Mexican-origin
Fhspanics unul 1979, Among Hispanies 25 to 29 vears of age. the proportion of
male dropouts has remamed unchunged at around 40 per cent between 1974 and
1986, while the proportion of female dropouts declined m this period from 50 per
cent to 37 per cent. Sumlar trends occurred tor Chicanos from 1980 and 1986,
with rates miproving for females. but not muales. Dropout rates for White females
also improved in s pertod. while dropout rates tor White males did not. In

contrast. dropout rates among Blacks m this age group improved tor males and
temuales

an be exammed

Among 18- and 19-vcar-olds, there are more consiste
and cthnie groups, with both male and female r
this age group, Hispantes i general and Chicano muales m particular have made
dramatie smprovements n therr dropout rates. The dropout rate among Chicano
males, for example, dedimed tron 50 per cent ta 32 per cent between 1980 and
986 (Lable 3 200 At least somie of ths improvemens is attributable to an increase m
the proportion of Chicmo males sull cnrolled mschool, which increased from 11
per centan 1950 10 17 por cent m 1986 (UIS Bureau of the Census, 1985, [able D6,
198Kd, Table 1)

Overalll Censos data reveal general mprovements in dropouat rates national-

nt patterns among racial
dtesimproving in this period. In
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Chicano Droponts

Taple 3 2 ° Dropout rates by age group sex, race and ethn-c:ity 1974, 1980 1986
" of tne poouiaton)

1974 1980

Tota! 18-19-vear vas 166
White
Maigs
Females
Biack
Males
Fermnates
H-spanic ong:n
Males
females
Mex:can orgin
Males
Femaes

Tota! 25-29 year olds

\Whete
Males
Fernales

Blacs
Ma'es
Females

tHspanic 0T Qe
Males
Females

NMexicar ongr
NMales . a6 4 a6 7
Fermaes 46 1 426

Sources US Devartrment of the Census (19751 Tapie 1. 11985 Table 1. (1988d! Table 1

Nete Hisparic ongin ang Mexican onain may be of any race Dropouls are defined as persons
Of 2 gnver COPOI W PO dre 10! Lniote @ 0 S hod: - October of the yed! in Question an
Nave 10 iecewved @ high sohoe! Bplorrad o an g dient tugh schood cedthicate

te espectally for Hispanie- and Mextcan-onigim populations. Yot dropout rates tor

Hispanies aind Chicanos sull remam more than twice as high as the rates tor
Whites.

The Causes of the Problem

Much of the rescarch on the dropout ssue has tocused on denufyving the causes
of the problem. Flus tocns 1s part of the larger and more general ettort o build
maodels and dentity the factors assoctated with student achievement, The major
ditterence s that m dropoat research the educationmal outcome of mterest ~ drop-
out status, whereas m sndent achievement research educanonal achievement s
most trequientfy measured by grades or test scores,

Attempts to fully understand the canses of dropping out are hampered by
the same set of tactors that contrones the study of student achievement imore
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generally. First, there are a large variety of factors that predict or influence
dropout behavior. ranging from family background to school characteristics.
Second. these factors tend to be highly interrelated making it difficult to assess
the influence of any one factor. Third, because dropping out is often viewed as a
longer-term, cumulative process of disengagement, it requires a longitudinal
perspective to more tully understand how this process takes place and the factors
that afteet it. Finally. as is the case with any human behavior, dropping out
itseif 1s a complex phenomenon. Not all dropouts are the same, just as not all
high school graduates are the same. As they themselves report, dropouts leave
school tor different reasons (Rumberger, 1983, Table 11).

The rescarch literature on the causes of high school dropouts is based on a
number of social science disciplines — including anthropology, psychology. and
sociology — and cemploys a number of research techniques, ranging from
cthinography to large-scale statistical studies. Each rescarch tradition has strengths
and weaknesses i improving our understanding of the dropout problem.

Ethnographic studies provide rich descriptions of the circumstances and
experiences ot students” academic and social lives. But such studies typically
tocus on only 4 few. select number of students, which restrict cheir ability to
generahze to the larger, national population of students and dropouts. Large-scale
statistical studies typically employ large. national surveys of students, such as the
High School and Beyond survey of 58,000 high school soplomores and scniors
throughout the US in 1980 (Peng. Fetters and Kolstad, 1981). Studies based on
Luge. nationally representative surveys can provide results that can be generalized
to the national population of dropouts, but they are restricted by the populations
and varnbles that are surveyed, )

For instance, the High School and Beyond (HSB) survey, which has been used
by a number of recent studies on high school dropouts. was first conducted on a
sample of high school sophomores and semors m the Spring of 1980, Follow-up
sturveys in 19820 1984, and 1986 have been used by a number of studies to
examine the correlates of dropour behavior among the sophomore cohort. But
the sophomore cohort may not be representative of all high school dropouts
because many leave school betore the end of the tenth grade. This 1s especially
true for Hispante dropouts, as noted above. Thus, nanonal surveys are not
umune to the problem of generalizability.

Anotlier problem shared by most research on dropouts is that studics can
ouly show associations or correlations between dropout behavior and o host of
other factors, such as family background or school experiences. Strictly speaking,
they can never prove canse and effect. Yet more sophisticated studics are able to
more strongly suggest causal relationships by statisticdly controlling for a variety
of spuriotts or intervenmg variables. Nonetheless, strict causality should not be
interred from even miore soplitsticated studies. In the discussion below, the term
mfnence is used o denote association. but not causality.

While all rescarch has himitations, the cumulative timdmgs from all existing
stuches are able to provide & more complete picture of the many factors that
mthience dropout behavior, These mfluences can be grouped mto tour major
categortes: fanuly background, schools, commnunity, and personal characteristics,
In reviewmg the research hterature in these four areas, 1 will address the follow-
mng questrons:
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Chicano Dropouts

Tabie 33  Selected demographw charactenstics of children under 18 years and mgh school
dropout rgtes by race and ethnicity

= Total White Black Hispamic
Demogrephic charactenistics
. % lving below poverty
— ievel, 1987 20.0 150 451 393
o % with parents who have
compieted high school, 1987 791 808 69 4 451
% hving with both
parents, 1987 750 809 - 431 68 2
: High school dropout rates*®
2 Total 144 130 172 191
Composite fanuly SES M/F M/F M/F
Lowest quartile 223 238/237 199/16 7 233/22 8
Highest quartiie 79 8539 18 0/8 1 100/11 5

kX Sources Ut Bureau of the Census (1988} Money Income and Poverty Status in the Urited
- States 1987 Current Population Reperts No P-60, No 1681 (Washington, DC, US
N Government Printing Qtfice), Table 16, US Bureau of the Census {1988, Martal
— . Status and Living Ariangements Maich 1987. Current Popuiations Reports No P-20.
S No 423 (Wash:ngton, DC. US Government Printng Office), Table 9, Bairo and
- Kotstad (1987) Table 4 1 :
il * Proportion of 1980 high school sophomaores who Jropped out ot school

—1. I Which factors appear to influence dropout behavior?

» Do these tactors influence dropout behavior directly or indirectiy, by

influencing other antecedents of dropout behavior such as grades and

promotion?

3 Dathese factors influence dropout behavior similarly tor Chicanos as tor
other ethnie groups, particularly non-Hispanic Whites?

4 To what extent do differences in these factors explain observed ditter-
ences m dropout rates between Chicanos and other students?

1=

Family Backeround

As s the case with other mcasures of student achievenment, tamily background
exerts a powertul influence on dropout behavior. The mast widely studied aspect
of fanuly background is soctocconomic status (SES). which is typically a compo-
site measure of a series of tamily demographic variables such as family income and
parental education. For example, deseripave data from the sophomore cohort of
the national High School and Beyond study, show that dropout rates are almaost
three tmes higher for students from low SES familiee than from high SES
familics (Table 3.3). These data also show that the general relationship between
famuly SES and dropout behavior appeats to be true tor both Whites and
Hispanmes, but now for Blacks.

Much ot the influence of family background on dropout behavior s mdieect.
That is. family background has been shown to be a powertul predictor of other

)
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measures of student performance —such asstudent grades, test scores, and retention
— which, in turn, are strongly assoctated wih dropping out. For example, high
school sophoniores in 1980 were twice as likely to drop out if they had been held
back a grade, whereas students in the lowest quarter of ability were three to five
times as hikely to drop out as students in the highest quarter of ability (Barro and
Kolstad. 1987, Table 6.1). These factors influence dropout behavior for Hispanics
and Chicanos as"well as Blacks and Whites, males as well as females, although the
relative importance of these three factors appears to vary somewhat between
gender, racial, and ethnic groups (Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack and Rock, 1986;
Fernandez, Paulsen and Hirano-Nakanishi, 1989; Rumberger. 1983: Velez, 1989).

Yet even controliing for these other measures of student achievement, most
multivariate statistical studies still find a direct effect of family SES on dropout
behavior, although in most studies the relationship only holds for Whites but not
Hispanics and Chicanos (Ekstrom ef al., 1986; Fernandez et al., 1989; Rumberger,
1983). This suggests that for Hispanics and Chicanos, SES influences drop-
out behavior indireetly, through its mfluence on other measures of student
achievement.

Other aspects of family background also appear to influence dropout be-
havior, but like SES, they tend to have mostly a direct influence on the dropout
behavior for Whites but not for Chicanos and Hispanics. One factor 1s family
composition. In general, rescarch suggests that students from single-parent
houscholds are more likely to drop out of school than students from families
where both parents are present even controlling for other, intervening factors
(Bachman, Green and Wirtanen, 1971; Ekstrom et of., 1986; Fernandez et al..
1989; Rumberger, 1983; Velez, 1989). But of the four studies that examined
Hispanics or Chicanos separately from Whites, two found no cffects for His-
panics or Chicanos (Fernandez e al.. 1989; Rumberger, 1983), winle the other
two did (Ekstrom er al., 19806; Velez, 1989).

Fanuly size abo appears to influence dropout rates: students from larger
families tend to have higher dropout rates than students from smaller families
(Bachman et al.. 1971; Fernandez er al., 1989; Rumberger, 1983). Burt again the
direct influence of family size on dropout rates, after controlling for other factors,
only holds for Whites in one study and tor Hispanie temales in another (Fernan-
dez et al | 1989 Rumbcerger. 1983).

Two other aspects of family background are of parucular interest in under-
standmy Hispanic and Chicano dropout behavior: immigration status and
Lainguage proticieney. Most evidence suggests that both immigration status and
linguage use mtluence dropout behavior only indirectly, through their effects on
other measures of student achievement, such as grades and retention (Stemberyg,
Blimde and Chan, 1984). But at lcast two rescarch studies found that more recent
mngrants dare more likely to drop out of school than other students, even
controlling for other mtervenmg varubles (Rumberger, 1983 Velez, 1989).

Imnngration status and linguage use are both associated with SES. More
recent Mexican immigrants generally have lower SES than second-and-third
generation Mexican Amencaans, and are more hkely to be proficient m Spanish
rather than Frnghsh (Bunel and Cardoza, 1988). Fanily sociocconomie status has
Mready been shown to mtuence dropout behavior, largely through 1ts effects on
student academic achievement. Research also reveals that lack of Enghsh pro-
haencey 1s strongly assocuted with grade retenton and acadennc performance
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Chicano Dropouts

among both Spanish-speaking students and other non-Engiish-speaking students
(Steinberg e al., 198:1).

Altogether, to what extent do ditterences tanuly background between
Chicanos and other cthme groups help explain observed differences in dropout
rates among groups? First, Census data reveal widespread racial and ethnic
differences in several aspects of family background. In 1987, for example, about
40 per cent of Black and Hispanic children were living in families wath incomes
below the poverty level, compared to 15 per cent for White children (see Table
3.3). And only 45 per cent of Hispanic parents had completed high school,
compared to 69 per cent for Blacks and 81 per cent for Whites.

A couple of recent emipirical studies of two difterent national survey data scts
found that at least three-quarters of the differences in observed dropout rates
between Whites and Hispanics and Whites and Mexican Americans can be attri-
butable to differences in family background (Fernandez e al., 1989 Rumberger,
1983). These findings suggest that much if net all of the high dropout rates for
Hispanics and Chicanos could be climinated by raising their SES status to that of
Whites.

While large-scale statistical studies are able to dentonstrate the importance of
faimly background in influencing dropout behavior, generally they are unable to
reveal exactly how this influence operates. This is because most large surveys
wsually ascertain struetural characteristics of fanmlies — stich as income, parental
education, size. and composition -—— but httle about fanmly procwesses or mechan-
isms. Increasingly, research is now attempting to discover the vanous mechan-
s through which families nfluence student achievement and dropout behavior
(Coleman, 1988). This is where small-scale. ethnographic studies are particularly
valuable because they can reveal the complex array of family mechanisms and
therr interrclationships (e.g.. Trueba, Spindler and Spindler. 1990).

Existmg rescarch suggests that there are at least several differant ways in
which families influcnce the educational achievement of therr children. Each of
these mAuences could help explain why Hispanic and Chicano students are more
hkely to drop oue than non-Hispanic, White students. .

One important influcnce is parental academic involvement. Regardless of edhmie
background, parents of hizh school graduates — compared to parents of drop-
otts — are more likely to be actively involvea m their shildren’s education
through such activittes as monttoring homework and ateendimg school and
teacher conferences (Delgado-Gattan, 1988, 1990; Rumberger. Ghatak. Poulos,
Ritter and Dornbusch, 1990)  There are at east severdl possible explananons
why sonte parents are more mvolved than other parents. In some cases, poor
parents stmply lack the dme and resources to fullv participate. I some cases,
parents, espectally recent inmugrants, ftecl they lack the skill and knowledge to
more fully participate and end up deferring responsibility o s hool ofticials
(Delgado-Garan, 1988, 1990 Larcau. 1987). Yet schools are also to blame: a
recent survey found that mner-aty parents are more involved with ther chil-
dre s schiools when the schools have strong programs to encourage parental
mvolverment (Dauber and Epstem, 1989).

Anorher way diat fantlies influence student aeevement is thiough proper
academie encomagement Rescarch has shown that extnmsi rewards and puntsh-
ments reduce mternal motvaton, which leads mdividuals to explun their own
behavior as the product of outside torces {1 epper and Greene, T978) T contrast,
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parents who offer encouragement, praise, and other positive responses leave their
children ultimately responsible for their own behavior, which helps develop
internal motivaton and improves academic performance (Dornbusch. Elworth
and Ritter, 1989). This process may also operate on dropout behavior since
dropouts in all ethnic groups tend to demonstrate lower levels of internal controt
and lower educational aspirations than other students (¢.g.. Ekstrom et al., 1986
Rumberger, 1983; Rumberger e al., 1990). Yet there is no evidence that differ-
ences in the type or amount of academic support can explain higher Chicano
dropout rates independent of SES.

A final way that families influence studer © achicvement is by providing
proper social support. Social support, in part, is shaped by parenting seyles, which
reflect parent-child interactions and decision-making which, in tirn, can lead to
ditferences in the amount of autoromy and psychosocial maturity in children. A
parenting style that is too permissive can lead to excessive autonomy, more
influence from peers, improper social attitudes and behaviors which, in turn, can
hurt academic performance and increase the likelihood of dropping out (Dorn-
busch, Ritter. Leiderman, Roberts and Fraleigh, 1987, Rumberger er al., 1990;
Steinberg. Elman and Mounts, 1989). In contrast, scudents from families that
stress jomnt decision-making are socially more mature, less influenced by their
peers, have better soaual attitudes and behaviors and do better in school

Some evidence suggests that Hispanic and Mexican American families are
less hikely than non-Hispanic White families to foster the type of independence
that tends to improve academic performance. Dornbusch er al. (1987) found that
Hispanic students were less likely than White students to come from familics
with the authoritative parenting styles that are associated with higher grades in
school. Anderson and Evans (1976) found that Mexican American students were
given less independence training and were granted less autonomy in decision-
muking in their families compared to Anglo-American students, which reduced
their confidence to succeed in school and their school achievement. Jn both
studies, however, Hispanie and Mexican American tamilies had lower SES than
Anglo tamilies, suggesung that differences in social support are related to SES,
not o cthnic or cultral disterences w tamilies.

Clearly more rescarch is needed to better understand how SES, ethnicity,
and other family characteristics shape these various family mechanisms as well as
how these family mechanisms shape student achievement. But to more fully
understand how families influence student achievement and dropout behavior,
one must also examine the interaction between familics and schools in order to
understand why certain types of atutudes and behaviors tostered and sup-
ported inthe tamily nuav or may not be usetul in helping students suceeed in
school This 1ssue s abso relevant w the discussion ot schools.

S II(H‘I\

Despite the powertul mfucence of fanuly background, schools sull make o difter-
ences One recent study of the sinev-three Chicago public high schools tonnd that
the actual dropout rates were 30 per cent higher to 50 per cent fower than the rate
expected given the composition of the students in the schools (Toles, Schulz and
Rice, 1986, Table 1), Thus the tvpes of schools that students attend can help to
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compensate tor other disadvantages that students bring into school or simply
compound them.

Of course thie kinds of schools that students attend is influenced by their
place of residence and social class. Many Hispanics and other minoritics attend
ner-city schools that generally are considered poor and have dropout rates as
high as 50 per cent (Carnegic Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
1988: Hess and Lauber, 1986). I 1984, 27 per cent of all Hispanic students were
enrolled in the twenty largest school districts in the United States where minor-
ities represented 70 per cent of student enrollment (US Department of Education,
1987, Table 1:27). Hispanics are now cven more likely than Blacks to attend
minority concentration schools (see Donato,  Menchaca and Valencia, this
volume). Morcover, achievement levels in large and segregated schools, in gener-
al. are much lower than in other school settings and appear to be attributable, at
least in part, to poorer school climate and more staff and student discipline
problems (Bryk and Thum. 1989 Espinosa and Ochoa, 1986; Pittman and
Haughwout, 1987)

Exactly how schools influence dropout behavior is less clear. Ethnographic
studics show that dropouts report poor schooling conditions and experiences:
schools cither fail to engage some students or they actively try to push the
difficult and problematic students out (Fine, 1986; Olsen and Edwards, 1982).
Engagement can be on two levels: academic and social. Several studies suggest
that students who are less socially engaged in school — have fewer friends and
are less engaged in tormal social activities — are more likely drop out
(Tidwell, 1988; Valverde, 1987: Velez, 1989). Rescarch also shows that students
who are less academically engaged — cut class, are absent, and have discipline
problems in school — are also more likely to drop out (Ekstrom er al.. 1980;
Velez, 1989). These relations hold tor Hispanics as well as Whites.

As suggested earlier, to better understand how both schools and famihes
mfluence achievenient and dropout behavior, one must focus on the mteraction
between families and schools. This may be particularly important for understanding
the achicvement of Chicano children. For instance, rescarch suggests that in the
US lower soctal class children in general and Hispanic children in particular often
face learning environments m school that foster poor academis performance and
may be dystunctional to the type of learnmy seyle and rew. . d structure found
m the home (Laosa, 1977; Ortiz. 1988 Trueba, 1989). In contrast, in Japan there
appears to be a complementary and remtorcing relationshnp between the Jearning
environments and reward structures found in Japanese families and schools
(Hollowav, 198%).

Commumty Influences

A third mtuence on dropout behavior s the community. or the cnvionment
outade of the school and the Gannly. This environment mcludes other socul
mstittions, such as churches o commumty orgamzations, the labor muarket, and
peers Research sugpests that the connmumty canexert a powertul mfluence an
student achies ement and dropout behavior. And there s at feast some evidence to
show that Hispames may be more mfluenced to drop out by conditions m the
comminity, notably work opportnmues and peers.
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With respect to labor sarket influences, males i general and Hispanic males
w particular are more likely to report that they left school for cconomic reasons.
ucluding the desire or the need ro work (Rumberger, 1983, Table 11). In addi-
ton, there may be less cconomiz incentives for Hispanic males to fimsh high
svhool than other mule students because the relative rewards for finishing school
— carnings and emplovment rates — are lower for Hispanics than for cither
Blacks or Whites (sce below).

Another commumity influence on dropout behavior is peers. Recent rescarch
reveals that peers exert a powertul influence on children. especially teenagers
(lami, 1989). Although the influence of peers on dropout behavior has not been
the subject of much study. ethnographic studies report that dropouts of all ethnie
backgrounds are more likely to assoctate wath other vouth who drop out or
have low educational aspirations (Delgado-Gaitan, 1986; Fine. 1936: Olsen and
Edwards, 1982: Valverde, 1987). Survey studies also confirm that higher cduca-
tronal aspirations of peers are associated with lower dropout rates, even controll-
my tor a host of other tactors (Ekstrom ¢f al., 19%6; Hanson and Gmsburg, 1988;
Rumberger, 1983, Hispanic females especially may be more mtuenced by the
cducational aspirations of tharr friends than other students (Rumberger, 1983,
Table TV). Finally, dropouts may be more susceptible to the influence of peers
than otlier students because they are more likely to have ditticulties at home or at
school (Delgado-Gaitan, 1980; Steinberg and Silverberg, 1986).

Personal Characteristics

The tinal set of nfluences on dropout behavior includes a varicty ot personal
characteristies, atttudes, and behaviors. A host of such tactors — low educational
aspirations, disciphne problems, drug use. teenage pregnaney — are associated
with increased rates of dropping out of school (Ekstrom et al.. 1986: Mensch and
Kandel, 1988; Rumberger. 1983). Yet. in general, these characteristies do not
explam higher dropout rates for Hispanics and Chicanos.

For example. higher educational aspirations are associated with lower drop-
out rates for all ethine groups, including Chicanos (Buriel and Cardoza, 1988:
Delgado-Gaitan, 1988; Rumberger, 1983). Yet. general, Hispanics and Chica-
nos as well as their parents share the same high level of educanional aspIrations s
non-Hispame Whites (Delgado-Gatan, 1988; Rumberger, 1983). Even Chicanos
who ditter in immigration status show vivtually no differences m - educational
aspirattons (Buniel and Cardoza, 1988). Similarly, although teenage pregnancy s
assocrated with droppimg out for all females, differences - the inadence of
teenage pregnaney do not appear to explain the higher rate of droppmyg out
amony Clncano temales (Rumberger, 1983).

Fo summuanze, rescarch sugpests that 4 complex myvriad of factors leads to
diopping out of school. In general, these factors operate simtlarly on all ethine
groups  Thus at s the madence of these factors that explains the hgher dropout
rates of Hispanie and Chicans stadents. Phe most visible and powertul smgle
Fictor s SIS Fhspaoics and Clucanos are more hheh to come trom low SIS
fonsie fonthes where dnldren are more likely to drop out ot school regard-
less ot cthu ary The mechamsmis by which fannlies influence dropout belavion
are not wall understood, but thev inctude both direct effects on students” attr-
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tudes, behaviors, and performance in school as well as mdwect eftfects on the
tvpes of schools that students attend.

Consequences of the Problem

Dropping out of high school has severe economic and social consequences for
both the mdividual and society at large. The economic consequences . re well
known: dropouts. in general, have more ditficulty getting a job and recave lower
wages trow the jobs they do gett But there are also a host of other soqual
conequences to dropping out. ranging from mereased crnme and drug use to
poorer health that have not been well documented but, nonctheless, can be
considered costly (Rumberger. 1987). An nmportant question in the current
diccusston s whether the ccononne and soctal consequences of droppmg out of
school are the same tor Hispames and Chieanos as for other ethnic groups.

Foonone Comsegientecs

The most often discussed consequence ot droppmg out ot school s cconone,
Dropouts, m general, have higher rates of unemployment and lower carnimgs
than lugh school graduates. For example. as shown m Table 3.4 youths who
diopped out of Ingh school durmg the 1984-85 school vear had unemiploviment
rates aboue 30 per cent higher than Ingh school graduates who were not earolled
i college (36 per cent versus 25 per cent). In 19860 male high school dropouts
had 4 median amal moome thae swas 32 per cent lower than nuale high school
erduates. while fenale dropouts had o medun annual meome that was 30 pa
ceat lower dhan temale Ingh school graduates (see Fable 3.4,

[hese ditferences persist over the enare workmg ifetime and thus can be
sizeable. In 1983, the expected ditferanee i hfenme carnings between amale high
shool graduate and @ male high school dropout amounted to $212.00, wlile the
ditterence tor tenales amounted to $T2,000 (Runtberger, 1990, Table 14.6).

In peneral, theretore, there appears to be o powertul ceononue meentive for
awrdents o tnsh high school Bat s dus ccononne meentve sinlar tor His-
panies and Chicanos as tfor Whites and other groups? Recent data suggest that
the answer mav be no.

As shown in Table 340 uncrplovment rates m October 1985 tor Whiee
vouths who dropped ont ot lugh school durmig the 1984-85 school vear was
Admost twrce as Ingh as high school graduaces fronn the vear betore who were
not enrolled mcollege. Bun tor Hispanies, dropouts had an unemploviment rate
only shghtls higher than gh school graduates - And Black dropouts had un-
cmplovinent rates than were actially Tower than Black high school graduates! OF
comse these estinates are based on rather small samples and are theretore subyect
to error, bt they do sugeest that the cirploviment benetits to complenng Ingh
school may uot be as wreat e connmonly beheved Differcnces mecarnigs tor
Fispanme dropouts and graduates were more sumlar to ditterences tor Blacks and
Whites, althongl mate Fhspames sull recerved a lower cconomie pavott 1o com-
pletmg Ingh school than Whites
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Table 34  Unemployment and income of hugh school graduates and dropouts by
race/ethnicity and sex, 1985 and 1986

Total White Biack H:spanic
Unemployment rate (%), October 1985
(1984-85 rugh schoo! dropouts
and graduates)
Dropouts 356 352 435 452
Graduates not errotled in college 246 i81 551 408
Rauo Dropouts/Graduates 145 194 79 11
Median Income ($). 1986
(Persons 25 years and older!
Males
Dropouts i1-3 years of higr schooil 13.401 14.000 11.318 12,253
Graduates 19.772 20.468 14.465 16,102
Ratio Dropouts/Graduates 68 68 78 76
Females
Dropouts (1-3 years of high schoot 5.831 5.938 5,190 5.855
Graduates 8.366 8.388 8,244 8.453
Ratio Dropecuts/Graduates 70 71 63 69

Sources Sharon R Cohany. 'What happened to the high school class of 19852 Monthly
Labor Review, 109 (October 1986} Table 1, US Bureau of the Census, (1988} Money
Income of Households. Families, and Persons in the United States' 1986, Current
Population Reports. Senes P-60. No. 159, Washington, DC, US Government Printing
tfice. June, Table 35, US Bureau of the Census (1988a). Table 17
Note Hispanic origin may be of any race

Orther data further support the notion that Hispanies receive a lower econo-
mic benetit to graduating from high school than Whites. In 1986, White high
school dropouts were more than twice as likely as graduates to have no work
experience during the vear — 118 per cent versus 4.8 per cent — but for
Hispanies there was litde difference — 9.6 per cent versus 8.9 per cent (Markey,
1988, p. 41). Another study tound that ditferences in wages between White high
school graduates and dropouts were much higher than difterences between His-
panic high school graduates and dropouts (Stern and Paik, 1989). Yo another
study found that Hispanic high school graduates only cammed 5 per cent niore
than Hispanic dropouts of sinilar ability levels, while the refative advantages for
Whites and Blacks were 8 per cent and 30 per cent, respectively (Berlin and Sum,
1988, Table C-3). Finally, historical data suggest that the cconomic incentives to
Hispanics to graduate trom gh schoul appear to have dinninished over time
(Rumberger. 1987, Table 4).

Socrtl Convequenees

The soctal consequences to dropping out ot high school mddude the cconomie
consequences discussed above, anee soaety as a whole satters from foregone
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carnmgs and taxes from mdividuals with inadequate schooling. But the social
consequences of dropping out are even greater. In the only comprehensive study
that has ever been done on the soctal consequences of dropouts. Levin (1972)
identified seven social consequences of dropping out of high school (p. 10):

forgone national income;

forgone tax revenues for the support of government services;
increased demand tor social services:

increased crime:

reduced political partcipation;

reduced intergenerational mobihity;

poorer levels of health.
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For cach of these areas he examined the research literature on the relation
between education and that particular social outcome. He then estimated the
socul costs associated with the tirst four outcomes. For a cohort of male drop-
outs 25=34 vears ot age in 1969, foregone incone over a lifetime was estimated at
$237 billion and foregone governnient tax receipts were estimated at $71 billion
(Leving 19720 p. IX). In addition, welfare expenditures attributable to dropouts
were ostimated at 83 billion per vear and criminal expenditures were estimated at
another 83 billion dollars (ibid ).

Recent research continues to support the conclusions that droppmg out leads
to ¢ variety of adverse social consequences. For example. high school dropouts
were twice as likely to live below the poverty level in 1986 than as high school
graduates (Rumberger. 19900 Table 14.6). Young female dropouts are 50 per cent
more likely to give birth to a child out of wedlock than voung female graduates
with similar backgrounds (Berhin and Sum, {988, p. 41). Dropouts are more.
likely to engage in criminal behavior and get arrested than graduates (Berlin and
Suni, 1988; Thornberry, Moore and Cliristenson, 1983}, Aud dropouts are niore
likely to use bath legal drogs (cigarettes and aleohol) and illegal drugs (marijuana
and cocaine) than igh school graduates (Mensch and Kandcel, 1988). Although
the incidence of these activities 1s rarely disaggregated by cthnicity in these
studies, there v no reason to expect them to be any different for Hispames and
Chicanos than tor other ethnic groups (for one study, see Bruno and Doscher.
1979). One recent study of Los Angeles. which has 4 high concentration of
Hispanic students, estimated that the foregone income associated sith one cohort
of dropouts m 1986 was $3.2 billion and the socal costs to local government of
tunding crimmal services, welture, and health attributable to dropouts were $488
million (Catterall, 1987, Table 4).

In summary. there are sizable ccononie and socal consequences to dropping
out of school for all ethnie groups. Yet there is at least sonie evidence to suggest
that Hispanies and Chicanos may have less to gain economically from tinishing
high school than other students. It students respond to incentives or disincentives
in the Llabor market, as some people suggest (Bishop, 1989), then as such evidence
hecomes evident to students 1t becomes harder for parents, teachers, and other
persons to convinee non-college-bound Hispanie and Chicano students to remain
m school.

9




Chicano School Faitlure and Success

Solutions to the Problem

The problem of high school dropouts is more than an academic concern. There is
widespread interest and activiey both inside and outside of the education com-
munity in ryimg to solve the problen. Policy makers at the federal and state
levels have enacted a variety ot policies and programs to help solve the dropout
problem (e.g.. Council of Chict State School Ofticers. 1987). Foundatons have
funded programs to address the problem. And educanon and community organ-
izations have developed and implemented a0 wide variety of dropout pre-
vennon and recovery programs (Orr, 1987; Rumbcerger, 1990). But are these
cfforts likely to solve the dropout problem in general, and the dropout problem
among Hispanics and Chicanos i particular?

The answer depends on how one views the dropout problem. If one views the
dropout problem as largely a problem of educational failure that attects a relatively
small proportion of students, then progranemaric solutions might be able to offectively
solve the problem. In this case. one could be quite sanguine about “solving’ the
dropout problem. It however. one views the dropout problent as a larger. endemic
soctal problem that affeets the majority of students in some schools and districts,
then solving the problem may require more sysremic solunons. And because such
changes are more sweepimg and difhcuale to achieve, itis harder to be as sanguine
about the prospects for success. A case ¢an be made tor cach perspective,

Programmane Solunons

Mot of the eftort to solve the dropout probicm can e classined as programmanc
solutions. Currently there are hundreds of local programs around che country that
are designed to keep potential dropouts m school and help exisung dropouts to get
addivonal schoolmg or traming. Unforaunately. there is licde conprehensive
mtormaton avalable ata nanonal level about how much s bang spenc on dropout
programs. how many students are bemyg served, and whether thase programs are
suceesstul.

[he only recent eftect oty to docament dropout efforts nationally was
conducted by the General Accountng Ottice {(GAQ) in the autaimn of 1980,
Alter reviewng hiterature and contacting a large number of navonal st and
local agencies, the GAO compiled a hst of more than 1000 dropour prograns
(US GAQO 1987, Appendix 1), But a mal survey of those progranes vielded usetul
mtormation on a totl of only 479 progruns. Fwentv=six ot these progians
primarthy served Hispanies, so it s possible to compare these progronss with the
total samiple of programs.

Survey mtornation mcladed desenpoions ot the mugor reatures of the drop-
out progrants. Generallve dropout programs provide a wide array ot serviees
(hable 350 This array of services reffects the tact dat programs are eten
destgned 1o serve muluple objectives and o et the various needs of their
chients. These needs and objecaves fall mio soveral categories

B Ladle manme One ot the tundamontil] needs that recovery programs sase
v to provide basie skills taming i such areas s Linguage and mathematies,
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Table 35 Services provided n ail dropout programs and programs primarily serving
H:span:cs

All Dropout Programs Hispanic Programs*
. % of % l % of %
Programs Served Programs Served

Personal counseling 94 74 100 46
Basic education 91 84 92 87
Career counseling 76 67 85 46
Parental involvement

encouraged 74 62 89 65
Assistance in obtaining

social services . 70 48 69 75
Job search assistance 69 4 77 43
Job skills training 62 45 85 43
Part-time employment

placement 56 31 69 42
Pregnancy/parental

counseling 54 31 ol 60
GED preparation 46 28 39 10
Day care 23 18 23 32
English as a secord

'anguage 14 16 50 1
Number of programs 479 26

Source US General Accounung Office (1987} Table 2 4 )
* Programs servang at least 50 ne: cent Hspanic youth

where many dropouts are highly deficient. For examiple, a recent survey of
voung Americans (21-25 vears of age) found that only one quarter of all drop-
outs with Y=12 vears of schooling could read at the devel of an average eleventh
grader and only onc-halt coutd read at the level of an average cighth grader
iKirsch and Jungeblut, 1986, Table 6). The GAO survey found that 91 per cent
of all dropout programs provided basic education and that 84 per cent of pro-
gram participants recerved basie cducation services (see Table 3.3). Sumlar pro-
portions were reported i programs that primarily serviced Hispanics. A much
larger proportion of Hispanie programs. however, ottered services i Enghsh as
4 second language (30 per cent versus 14 per cent tor all programs). although
only a small pere ntage of programt participants were served by such programs.

In addition, .bout one-half of all dropout programs surveyed provide prepa-
ration to tike the General Educational Development (GED) Test. adntinistered
by the GED Testing Service of the Americann Council on Fducatien (1980),
whivh provides alternative micans for students to obtam a high school equival-
eney ceraficate trem thar state But only about one-quurter of all progeanm
participants are mvolved m GLED preparation and onlv 10 per cent of participants
m Hispanie programs are mvolved (see Table 3.5)

Job-orented servees Another need that dropout programs are destgned o serve i

for job-oreuted services. which mdude vocatomal trammg, pre-cmplovinent
Jolls tramnng e g mterview techmgues). and job-phicement services. About

l\'[
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two-thirds of the dropout programs surveyed by the GAO provided such ser-
vices, with aoout half of all participants using them. Similar proportions were
reported in Hispanic dropout programs.

Support services A third and often critical component of dropout programs is
support services. Investigations of the dropout problem have found that dropouts
frequently leave school because of a variety of school problems, including
pregnancy. drugs. family problems, or other personal problems (Olsen and
Edwards. 1982, Rumberger, 1987). In order for many of them to successfully
complete their schooling, these social problems need to be addressed. Thus most
dropout programs in general and those primarily serving Hispanics provide an
array of social services, ranging from career and personal counscling to day care
(s¢e Table 3.5).

Dropout programs not only serve students who are at risk of dropping out,
but also students who have already left school. While there are no national data
on exactly how many students are being served by cither tvpe of program, it is
known that a sizeable number of dropouts eventually receive a high school
diploma or equivalent certificate. A natonal survey of persons 21-25 years of age

m 1985 found that almost 50 per cent of persons with less than twelve years of

school had studied to take the GED exam. with about 40 per cent of those
persons receiving one (Kirsch and Jungeblut, 1986, Figure 3). Thus, these data
suggest about 20 per cent of all voung dropouts eventually receive a high school
diploma by passing the GED exam. Another study based on the High School and
Beyond survey of high school sophomores in 1980 who later dropped out ot
school found that 45 per cent had received a igh school diploma within six
vears, with one-third of those actually graduating trom high school and two-
thirds recerving an cquivalent certificate by passing the GED exam (Kolstad and
Kautnun, 1989, Table 1). Among Hispanic dropouts. only one-third eventually
fimshed school, with almost 80 per cent of those passing the GED exam.

In order tor programmatic solutions to the dropout problem to be success-
tul. 1t 1s important to know which programs are the most effective and the most
costettective. Unfortunately, such mformation is rarely available. The GAO
survey of dropout programs generated only twenty rigorous evaluations of the
479 programs that responded to the survey (US GAQO, 1987, p. 19). It appears
that many more resources are bemg used to fund programs than to find out
whether the programs are actually effective. This appears to be true with other
caucation programs as well (Slavin, 1989). Such a view is short=sighted, how-
ever. because scarce public resources would be better used to fund and implenient
only the most successtul programs.

Although information on program cffectiveness is gencerally lacking. there is
some mformation on the factors contributmg to successtul programs (where
success s identitied by program providers)  The maority of respondents to the
GAQ survey of dropout prevention and recovery programs identitied five factors

that had the greatest impact on program eftectiveness (US GAO, 1987, Table
RARY

oacarme and commnteed statt;
2w non threatenmy cnvironment for fearnng,
Voa dow student-teacher tano,
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4 individualized instruction;

5 program flexibihty.

Other studies of effective dropout programs have identified essentially the same
set of factors (Merchant, 1987; Olsen and Edwards, 1982; Stern, 1986; Wehlage,
Ratter, Smith, Lesko and Femandez, 1989). Of course, simply following this list
of factors does not guarantee an cffective program. Morcover, some programs
may be better at serving different sorts of dropouts than others — such as those
serving Hispanics — which also supports the idea of more rigorous program
cvaluations.

A couple of other difficultics remain to overcome in programmatic cfforts to
solve the dropout problem. One is that more attention needs to be focused on carly
prevention, since many at-risk students are alrcady two or more grade levels
behind before they even reach high school (Levin, 1988). Another is that more
attention be focused on dropout recovery, since only a small fraction of the more
than 40 million adult dropouts are enrolled in regular schools. GED programs, or
other education and training programs (Rumberger. 1990).

Systemic Solutions

A ditferent approach to solving the dropout problem i necessary if one views the
dropout problem as atfecting a sizable number of students, as in some communi-
ties, oOr if one views dropping out as a social as well as an educarional problem.
Both of these aspects apply to many Chicanos and other minoritics.

First, most Hispanics and other minorities attend minority-concentration

schools. In California, 70 per cent of all minority students in 1984 were enrolled
in minority-concentration schools (Haycock and Navarro, 1988, p. 9). As re-
ported above, 27 per cent of all Hispanic students nationally in 1984 were
enrolled i the twenty largest school districts in the United States where minor-
ities represented 70 per cent of student enrollment (US Department of Education,
1987. Table 1:27). In large. urban school systems. in particular, where dropout
rates approach 40 or 30 per cent. dropping out is the norm rather tun the
exeeption (Carnegie Foundation tor the Advancement of Teaching, 1988%; Hess
and Lanber, 19860). And at least for students in these districts, the solution to the
problem may require fundamental, systemic changes in the entire school system
rather than simply the type of programmauc solutions described above.

Although such changes are difticult to achieve, some tundamental, systemice
changes are currently bemg undertaken in the United States. Some specttic
programs are being developed that completely restructire clementary schools
with predoninantly poor, minority students that promise to bring such students
up to the achievement levels of other students, which would reduce the Tikeh-
hood of droppmg out in high school (Conter, 1988; Levin, 1988; Slavin and
Madden, 1989). New structural arrangements and torms of decision-making are
bemg tried within some districts and schools to foster improved cducation
(Walberg, Bakalis, Bast and Baer, 1989). And the most radical idea bemg im-
plemented m o large mumber of states s o permit parents to choose the schools
that therr chuldren attend (Nathan, 1987), although such a scheme could merease
the segregation of students across schools.

i\' ‘
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A sccond reason to argue that only systemic solutions can solve the dropout
problem rests on a recogmtion that dropping out is more ¢f a social than an
cducational problem. It is a sodial problem in that many dropouts have a varicety
of other problems in their lives, such as family problems, problems with drugs
and crime, or problems with teenage pregnancy. It also is a soctal problem in that
the carlier discussion suggests that there are three major sources of influence on
dropping out and other behaviors of young people — families, schools, and
communities. 1 one views these sources as additive — that is, that cach plays a
stpmificant role in influencing the attitudes, behavior, and academic performance
of young people — then cach must play a role in addressing the dropout
problem.

Recognition of the important role of familics, schools, and communitics in
mtluencing the behavior of young people is the basis of several types of reform
cfforts to help potential and actual dropouts. Many educators have long-argued
that parents must be centrally involved in improving the educational performance
of their children. Thus many dropout programs are built around parental in-
volvement (Orr. 1987; Wehlage, e al.. 1989). Other cftorts to reduce the dropout
problem involve strengthening the role of community, particularly community
orgamizations and the business community. In fact, some observers argue that
community mvolvement is crucial to the successtul education of youth because
familics and schools cannot ind should not shoulder the burden alone (Heath and
Mecl aughling 1987). In some dropout programs, for example, such as the Boston
Compact, the busmess community plays an important role in programs designed
to nnprove the relevance and payvoft to completing high school (Schwartz and
Hargroves, 1986-87).

Although systemic solutions are perhaps the only remedy likely to impiove
the dropout problem for many students, including Chicano students. they are
also more difficult to achieve. Moreover, it ene believes that systematic efforts
must mvolve changes in circumstances and influences ot families and community.,
then the task of achieving meanmgtul change and improvement in the dropout
problem becomes even greater.

Ultumately, whether one believes such eftorts wall be successful and spread
throughout the educational system depends on one’s behiet o the educattonal
svstem as o datalvst for social change. On the one hand, there is 1 longstanding
faith m tus country that education can serve to promote social change and
mmprove the ocnl standing of poor, disadvantaged groups. On the other hand,
there are crttics of the status quo who point out that schools have histoncally
tended to reinforee and perpetuate socual class and cthnic differences rather than
chinmate them (Bowles aud Gantis, 1976, Carnoy and Levin, 1985: see Pearl, in
this volume for a fuller treatinent of the debate over vanous school reform
ctiores)

The Foonone Rationdale for Socal Intervennion

No muatter which category of edncational solutions one believes s necessary to
solve the Chicano dropout problem, thete 1s a strong econonue rationale for
mcreased socul mvestment m dropout programs and all prograims for the educa-
tonally disadvantaged (Leving 19894, 1989b). In general, the argument can be
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made on the basis that the benefits of increasing spending on dropout programs
will far exceed the costs of funding such programs.

Unfortunately, few comprehensive studies have ever been conducted that
have examined both the costs and benefits of social investment in dropout
programs. Levin (1972) estimated that if expenditures on at-risk students were
increased by 50 per cent to insure graduation from high school, then the benefits
from higher earnings would exceed the costs by a ratio of 6:1. Or based simply
on the increased taxes generated from those earnings, taxpayers would receive
almost 82 for every dollar invested in dropout prevention. A more recent replica-
tion done in Texas that attempted to accouant for the additional social benefits of
reduced crime, welfare, and training costs associated with dropouts estimated
that the benefits of dropout prevention would exceed the costs by a ratio of 9:1
(Ramirez and Del Refugio Robledo. 1987).

In general, it appears that the benefits of social investment in dropout
prevention and recovery programs would casily outweigh the costs, even if
the benefits were restricted to increased tax receipts from the higher carnings
associated with high school completion (Rumberger, 1990). And although Chica-
no high school graduates have. on average. lower carnings than non-Hispanice,
White graduates, the social benetits of reducing the dropout rate for Chicanos
would still outweigh the costs.

Conclusions

Dropping out of high school is one visible form of educational faiture. While
graduating from high school alone will not guarantee social and economic suc-
cess, failure to graduate from high school will most likely deny it. Because so
many Chicanos drop out of high school, the economic and social welfare of the
entire Chicano population is unlikely to improve until their educational wettare
mproves.

Many aspects of this problem warrant attention. First, we need to collect
more extensive and accurate data on the educational and social expeniences of all
students in order to better measure the extent of the dropout problem and its
causes. Research clearly has a continued role to play in trying to understand and
decipher the nature of this complex educational issue.

Second, we need to better document the full range ot individual and social
consequences associated with dropping out. In particular. we need better esti-
mates of the soctal costs of dropping out since the few estimates that have been
done suggest significant returns to social investments in education (Levin, 1972).

Fhird, and most important, we need to get on with development, evalua-
tion, and mplementation of programs and reforms to improve the educational
outcomes of not just Chicanos, but all minority and disadvantaged groups. At a
programmatic levell nuany promising efforts are already under svay (Slhavin and
Muadden, 1989). The more dithcult and necessary task is to promote fundamental
and sywtentic changes in the current educational system in the United States.

Yet educational reform may not be enough because Chicano school tailure 1y
not simply an educational problem. Thirty per cent ot all Clucano tamiilies and 40
per cent of all Chicano children ive in poverty in this country. Many live in
segregated, poor neighborhoods, Without o signiticant improvement i the
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cconomic welfare of Chicano tamilies and the communities in which many of
them hive, the Chicano dropout problem is unlikely to improve dramatically.
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Part 11

Language and Classroom Perspectives on
Chicano Achievement

Part II contains two chapters. In chapter 4, ‘Bilingualism, Sccond Language
Acquisition, and the Education of Chicano Language Mmority Students’, Eugene
Garcia provides insights to the theoretical and empirical knowledge bases regard-
ing bilingualism and sccond language acquisition in Chicano youngsters. As well,
Garcia links such knowledge with cducational practice and policy pertinent to
Chicano students. Chapter 5. ‘Promoting School Success for Chicanos: The
View From Inside the Classroom’, is written by Barbara Merino. Using a
framework of micro-level analysis (i.c.. inside the classroom), she presents a
thorough examination of the schooling reccived by Chicano students who are
second language learners. A main goal is to outline successful and unsuccessful
instructional approaches. Merino's chapter covers programmatic alternatives for
instruction.. research on how classrooms function  vis-d-vis  bilingual/second
language instruction, and the ties between classroom: processes in schools and
their communities.




Chapter 4

Bilingualism, Second-Languagé
Acquisition, and the Education of
Chicano Language Minority Students

Eugene E. Garcia

Our understanding of language contmuds to expand in its utilization of diverse
theories of linguistics, cognition, and socialization (August and Garcia, 1988).
What was once considered the study of habits and structure (Chomsky, 1939;
Skinner, 1937). has become today an interlocking study of linguistic, psychol-
ogical, and social domams, cach independently significant, but converging in
a single attempt to reconstruct the nature of language. It is this multifaceted
phenemenon which confronts an educator when addressing the” educational
appropriation of knowledge in classrooms. For the educator of Chicano language
minority students as a constituency. the issuc of language becomes particularly
important.

Within the last fow years, rescarch in language acquisition has shifted from
the study of one language (Brown, 1973; Gonzalez, 1970) to the comparative
study of chikdren from diverse linguistic socicties (Bowerman, 1975; Braine,
1976) and to the study of children acquiring more than one language (Garcia,
1983; Hakuta, 1986; Hakuta and Garcia. 1989; Krashen, 1984; McLaughlin,
1984). The following discussicn introduces the theoretical and empirical know-
ledge bases related to an understanding of bilingualism and sccond language
acquisition in Chicano children. In doing so, bilingual and sccond language
acquisition will be addressed as they relate to lingwistic, cognitive and social
rescarch and theory which has developed over the last two decades. Such con-
tributions have reshaped m a dramatic way our view of bilingualisin. For at the
turn of the century, bilingualisim in children was considered a linguistic, cogni-
tive. and academic hability (Hakuta, 1986). Today's understanding of bilingual-
ismi indicates that bilingualism is not a linguistic liability and may even scrve as a
cognitive advantage.

The schoohng initiatives targeted at Chicano students have at times been
synonvimous with the schooling endeavor aimed at immgrant students. As
Gonzalez (1990 has documented, Chicano children are usually percerved as the
‘foreigners”, ‘intruders’. and ‘immigrants” who speak a ditterent language and
hold values signiticantly difterent from the American mainstream. This perspee-
tive has led policy mukers (including the US Supreme Court) to highlight
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the most salient characteristic of the student, the language difference, in their
attempts to address the historical academic low achievement of this population.
This chapter will include an expanded discussion of this issuc which brings
together rescarch, theory. educational practice and educational policy of signi-
ficance to Chicano students.

Bilingual Acquisition

Relative to native monolingual acquisition rescarch, little systematic investigation
has been available regarding children who are acquiring more than one language,
simultancously, during the carly part of their lives. Recent work in this area
however, has centered sceparately on the hnguistic (Garcia and Gonzalez, 1984),
cognitive {Cummins, 1979), and social/commumnicative aspects (Duran, 1981) of
the bilingual. That is, research with young bilingual populations has concentrated
independently on three areas: (a) the developmental nature of phonology, mor-
phology and syntax; (b) Piagctian and related cognitive attributes of bilingual
students; and (¢) the social/discourse characteristics of bilingual development.
This section reviews rescarch in these arcas with an attempt at highlighting
similar and disparate theoretical conceptualizations and empirical findings gener-
ated by these reseorch endeavors. These conceptualizations are important in
addressing the con:plexities so necessary in understanding Chicano language
minority children.

Bilingualism Dcpined.

It remains difficult to define any term to the satisfaction of the theoretician,
rescarcher and cducator, The term bilingualism here suggests the acquisition of
two languages during the first 5 to 7 vears of life. This definition includes the
following conditions:

1 Children are able to comprehend and produce aspects (lexicon, morphology.,
and syntax) of cach language.

2 Children function ‘naturally’ in the two languages as they are used in the
form of social interactioh. This condition requires a substantive bilingual
environment in the child’s first 3 to 7 years of life. In many cases this
exposure comes from within a nuclear and extended family network but
this need not be the case (visitors and extended visits to foreign countries
arc examples of alternative environments).

3 The simultaneons character of development must be apparent in both lan-
guages. This ts contrasted with the case in which a native speaker of one
language, who after mastering that one language, begins on a course of
second language acquisition.

It 18 the preceding combined condinons which define the present bilingual
population of mrerest. It 18 clear trom this defininon that an attempt is made to
melude both the chuld's Imguisne abilities e conjunction with the wocial environ-
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ment during an important psychological ‘segment’ of life (August and Garcia,
1988).

Linguistic Development

It does seem clear that 2 child can learn more than one linguistic torm for
conmmunicative purposes in many societics throughout the world. Sorenson
(1967) describes the acquisition of three to four languages by young children who
live in the Northwest Amazon region of South America. In this Brazihan-
Colombian border region. the Tukano tribal language serves as the lingua franca,
but there contmue to exist some twenty-five clearly distinguishable hinguistic
groups. European colleagues Skutnab-Kangas (1979) and Bactens Beardsmore
(1982) have provided expanded discussions regarding the international prolitera-
tion of multilingualism. In the United States, Skrabanck (1970), Waggoner (1984)
and Hakuta (1986) report that school-age Chicano children in the United States
continue to be bilingual with no indication that this phenomenon will be dis-
rupted. By the year 2000 the number of limited-English-speaking  Chicano
school-age children in the US is estimated to double.

One of the first systematic linguistic investigations of bilingualism in young
children was reported by Leopold (1939, 1947, 1949a. 1949b). This author set out
to study the simultancous acquisition of English and German in his own daugh-
ter. These initial descriptive reports indicate that as the subject was exposed to
both languages during infancy. she scemed to weld both languages into one
system during initial language production periods. For instance, carly language
formis were characterized by free mixing. Language production during later
periods seem to indicate that the use of English and German grammatical forms
developed ndependently.

With respect to bilingual development in Chicano children, Padilla and
Licbman (1975) report a longitudinal linguistic analysis of Spanish-English ac-
quisition in two 3-year-old children. These researchers followed the model of
Brown (1973) m recording Imguistic interactions of children over g tive-month
period. By an analysis of several dependent linguistic variables (phonological,
morphological, and syntactic characteristics) over this time period. they observed
gains m both Linguages, although several English forms were in evidence while
similar Spanish forms were not. Thev also report the differentiation of inguistic
svystems at phonological, exical and syntactic levels. Padilla and Licbman (1975)
conclude:

the appropriate use of botl languages i naxed utterances was evident;
that is, correct word order was preserved. For esample, there were no
occurrences of ‘rammy esta’ or "1 es baby’ nor was there evidence tor
such utterances as “esta raining’ and “es a baby.” There was abo an
absence ot the redundance of unnecessary words which might tend w
contuse meanmg

Garcia (1983 reports developmental data related to the acquisition ot Span-
and Enghish tor Clucano preschoolers (3-4 vears old) and the acquisition of
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English tor a group of matched English-only speakers. The results of that study
can be summarized as follows: (a) acquisition of both Spanish and English was
evident at complex morphological levels for Spanish/Enghsh 4-year-old children;
(b) for the bilingual children studied, English was more advanced based on the
quantity and quality of obtained morphological instances of language produc-
tions; and (c) rhere was no quantitative or qualitative difference between Spanish/
English bilingual children and matched English-only contrals on English lan-
guage morphological productions.

Huerta (1977) conducted a longitudinal analysis of a  Spanish/English
Chicano 2-year-old child. She reports a similar pattern of continuous Spanish/
English development, although identitiable stages appeared in which one lan-
guage forged ahead of the other. Morcover, she reports the significant occurrence
of mixed language utterance which made use of both Spanish and English
vocabulary as well as Spanish and English morphology. In all such cascs. these
nixed linguistic utterances were well tormed and communicative.

Garcia. Maez and Gonzalez (1979) in a study of Chicano bilingual children
4. 5 and 6 years of age. tound regional differences in the relative occurrence of
switched language utterances. That is. bilingual Spanish/English children from
Texas, Arizona. Coelorado and New Mexico, showed higher (15-20 per cent)
incidences of language switched utterances than children from California or
lllinois, especially at pre-kindergarten levels. These findings suggest that some
children may very well develop an ‘interlanguage’ in addition to the acquisition
of two independent language systems later in development.

The above “developmental” linguistic findings can be summarized as follows
tfor Chicano bilingual:

The acquisition of two languages can be parallel, but, need not be. That
1. the qualitative character of one language may lag behind, surge ahead.
or develop equally with the other language (Huerta, 1977; Padilla and
Licbman, 1975).

The acquisition ot two languages may very well resalt in an interlan-
guage, incorporating the attributes (lexicon, morphology and syntax) of
both Languages. But, this need not be the case. Languages may develop
independently (Huerta, 1977; Garcia, Maez and Gonzalez 1979).

The acquisition of two languages need not hamper, structurally, the
acquisttion of cither language (Garcia, 1983; Flakuta, 1986).

Intelligence, Cognition and Bilmgualism

A separate but significant rescarch approach to the understanding of bilingualism
and its etfects has tocused on the cognitive (intellectual) character of the bilingual.
Based on correlational studies indicating a negative relationship between child-
hood bilingualism and pertormance on standardized tests of mreelligence, a causal
statement linking bilingualism to “depressed” intelligence was tempting and this
negative conclusion characterized iuch carly work (Darcy, 1953). Due to the
mvriad of methodologieal problems of studies mvestigating this type of rela-
tionship, ay conclusions concernmg bilinguahsm and intellectual functioning (as
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measured by standardized individual or group intelligence tests) are extremely
tentative in nature (Darcy, 1963; Diaz, 1983).

With the general shift away from utilizing standardized mcasures of intelli-
gence with school-age populations of non-English backgrounds, the cognitive
character of bilingual children has received attention. Leopold (1939) in one of the
first investigations of bilingual acquisition reported a general cognitive plasticity
for his young bilingual daughter. He suggested that linguistic flexibility (in the
form of bilingualism) was related to . number of non-linguistic, cognitive tasks
such as categorization verbal signal discrimination, and creativity. Peal and
Lambert (1962) in a summarization of their work with French/English bilingual
and English monolinguals suggested that the intellectual experience of acquiring
two languages contributed to advantageous mental flexibility, superior concept
formation, and a generally diversitied set of mental abilities.

Feldman and Shen (1971). lanco-Worall (1972), Carringer (1974), and Cum-
mins and Gulatsan (1975) provide relevant evidence regarding such flexibility.
Feldman and Shen (1971) report differential responding  between  Chicano
Spanish/English bilingual and English monolinguals across three separate tasks
reflecting Piagetian-like problem solving and metalinguistic awareness. Results
indicated significantly increased cognitive flexibility  for Chicano bilinguals.
lanco-Wee=al (1972) compared matched bilingual (Afrikaans/English) and mono-
Jingual (cither Afrikaans or English) on meralinguistic tasks requiring scparation
of word sounds and word meanings. Comparison of scores on these tasks
indicated that bilinguals concentrated more on attaching meaning to words rather
than sounds. Ben-Zeev's (1977) work with Hebrew-English bilingual children is
also related to the metalinguistic abilitics of these children. Subjects in these
studics showed superiority in symbol substitution and verbal transtormational
tasks. Ben-Zeev summarizes: ‘“Two strategics characterized by thinking patterns
of the bilingual in relation to verbal material: readiness to impute structure and
readiness to rcorganize’ (p. 1017).

Recent rescarch specifically with Chicano bilinguals (Kessler and Quinn
1986, 1987) supplics additional empirical support for the emerging understanding
that bilingual children outpertorm monolingual children on specific measures of
cogntive and metalinguistre awareness. Kessler and Quinn (1987) had bilingual
anc monolingual children engage in a varicty of symbolic categorization tasks
which required their attention to abstract verbal features ot concrete objects.
Spanish/English, Chicano bilinguals from low sociocconomic status (SES) back-
grotads outperformed low SES English monolinguals and high SES English
monolinguals on these tasks. Such findings are particularly significant given the
criticism by McNab (1979) that many bilingual “cognitive advantage’ studies
atilized onlv high SES subjects of non-US mmority backgrounds. It s important
to note that findings of metalinguistic advantages have been reported for Jow SES
Puerto Rican students as well (Galambos and Hakuta, 1988).

Theoretical attempts linking  bilingualism to  cognitive attributes have
cmierged. In an attempt to identify more specifically the relationship between
cognition and bilingualism, Cummins (1979, 1981, 1984) has proposed an inter-
active theoretreal proposition: children who do not achieve balanced proficieney
m two languages (but who are immersed m g bikngual environment) may be
cogmtively “different’ and possibly “disadvantaged”.

luq

‘e
<
“




ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Clucane School Failure and Success

Any detatled conclusions concerning the relationship between the bilingual
character of children and their cogmtive tunctioning must continue to remam
tennative (Diaz, 1983). However, it is the case that:

Bilingual cluldren have been found to score lower than monolingual
cluldren on standardized measures of cognitive development, intelligence
and school achievement, '

Biligual children have been found to score higher than *matched’ mono-
finguals on specitic Piagetian,  metalinguistic, concept-formation and
creative cognitive tasks.,

‘Balanced” bilingual children have outperformed monolinguals  and
“‘unbalanced” bilinguals on specific cognitive and metalinguistic tasks.

Socral Communicative Aspects of Bilingnalism

As previously noted, language is a critical social repertoire. The linguistic com-
ponent ot any social mteraction most often determines the general quality of that
meeracion (Bates, 1976; Canale, 1983 Cole, Dore, Hall and Dowley. 1978;
Haihdav, 1975, Hymes, 1974 Ramirez, 1985; Shantz, 1977). In doing so. 1t
carries spectal mportance for the bilingual child where social tasks include lan-
suage chowce. Moreover. hike other children who acquire the abtity to dif-
terentally employ linginstic codes determined by social attributes of the speaking
context (brvin=Tripp and Mitchell-Kernan, 1977 Phillips. 1972), bilingual chil-
dren tace the task of multiple code differentiation. Implicit in this discussion is
the general noton that languages must not only be mastered in 4 structural sense
and operate m conjunction with cognitive processes, they must be utilized as a
soctal mstrument. For Chicano children this means being communteatively com-
petent w Spanish and English cultural contextes.

T'he studv of language acquisition in context is known as pragmatics (Bates,
19700, This approach demands that we think of the context of communication as
s olvmg mformation about the speaker. the listener, the speaker's goal in using
4 particular utterance, the mformaton assumed to be true in a particular speech
context. nd the rules governing discourse. For example, m considermyg the
controversial rules for discourse, three aspects of language may be considered
unportant: (a) how the child establishes a topic; (b) maintins a topic; or (c)
chunges the topic across ‘turns” in a conversation. Adult speakers are generally
adept at introducing a new topic into a conversation, by using such conventional
routmes as “Let me tell you about X' or “You'll never guess what happened
today® or ‘T wane to talk to vou about Y'. Adults can also maintain this tOPIC across
many turns i conversation, even when the other person participating is not
particularly cooperative. Interest in these social contexts has generated studics in
Chicano bilmgual mother-child, teacher-child, and child-child interaction. Gareia
{1983} reports an investigation of mother-child interaction including the descrip-
ton of Spansh/Enghsh use by children and adults (the children's mothers) in
three difterent contexts: (a) preschool instruction periods. (b) preschool freeplay
perods,and (c) the home. These deseriptions pointed out very consistently that
children, i partcular, were *choosmg’ to initiate an interaction in either Spanish
or English as 4 function of the lainguage in which the mother was using to imtiate
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that interaction. A closer qualitative examination of the same mothers and chil-
dren interacting is reported by Garcia and Carrasco (1981). This analysis sug-
gested that almost 90 per cent of mother-child interactions were initiatcd by the
mother, most often in Spanish. That is. mothers most often did not allow
children to initiate. For those small number of instances in which children did
initiate, the topic determined language choice. That is. “what’ the child spoke
about was highly correlated with the language in which he/she chose to speak.

The richest data on the bilingual children dealing with topic initiation comes
from child-child interactions. Ginishi (1981) investigated the use of Spanish and
English among first-graders and concluded that the general language initiation
rule for these students was: ‘Speak to the listener in his/her best language’. Her
analysis suggests that children when speaking with other children, first made a
choice regarding language of initiation bised on their previous language usc
history with their fellow students. Zentella (1981) agrees that bilingual students
do make these decisions. She found, however, another discourse rule operating:
“You can speak to me in cither English or Spanish’. Although Genishi's (1981)
and Zentella's (1981) discourse rules ditter, cach observation suggests that biling-
ual students will make use of their social and language use history to construct
guidelines related to discourse initation. These studics suggest that particular
sociolinguistic environments lead bilingual students to be aware of lnguage
choice issues related to discourse initiation.

A comprchensive understanding of early childhood  bilingualism must.
therefore. take into consideration more than the linguistic nature of the bilingual
or the child's cognitive attributes. It must consider the child’s surrounding
environment. Recent data tentatively suggests that social context will determine:

1 The specitic social language rules tor cach language.
2 The roles assigned to cach language.

Summary

The linguistic, cognitive and social domams of the bilingual experience have been
demonstrated as individually important in understanding the essence of the
hilingual child. But. the interaction of these would scem to more clearly describe
the ongomyg developmental quality ot bilingualism. This interactive conclusion
suggests the following:

! The linguistic, cognitive and social characters of the bilingual child are
developing simultncousty.

2 Lmguistic, cognitive and social development are interrelated. That s,
cognitive processing tactors ma: act to influence linguistic and social
development. Linguistic developnient — the ability to operate within the
structural aspects of language(s) — may act to influence social and poten-
tial cognitive functioning. In turn, the development of social competence
mtuences direetly the acquisition of linguistic and cognitive repertorres.

This interactive conceptualization is meant to reflect the interrelationship
between linguistic, cognitive and social aspects of bilingual development otten
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missing in cducational programming for this population. Changes in cach of
these domains may be ateributed to changes in other domains, and in turn, may
further alter the qualitative character of the bilingual. It is recent linguistic,
cognitive and social discourse data related to bilingualism that has transformed
the study of bilingualism from a purely linguistic framework into one that
requires an integrative conceptualization. This integrated rescarch which con-
siders as important the linguistic, cognitive and social aspects of bilingualism
promises a greater understanding of this phenomenon than previous non-
integrated investigations.

Second Language Acquisition

McLaughlin (1985) traces the reported scholarly interest in second language
acquisition to the third millennium BC when Sumerian scholars received the task
of translating their Arkadian conquerers’ language into ther own. Egyptian
historical records indicate that by 1500 BC multilingual dictionarics were avaii-
able. According to McLaughiin (1985), Egyptians and Jews received educational
experiences in Greek, and Jewish scholars developed the comparative study of
Semitic and non-Semitic languages, the scholarly foundation for modern com-
parative linguistics.

McLaughlin (1985) and Richards and Rodgers (1986) provide incisive up-
dated reviews of the development of theoretical and instructional contributions
related to second language acquisition. These authors agree that several themes
characterize the historical treatment of this phenomenon with respect to minority
students and Chicano students in particular. These themes include:

1 An mterest in the relationship between first language and second lan-

guage acquisition and input.

An understanding that the individual and social circumstances within

which a second language is acquired can determine the course of second

language acquisition,

3 A concern for psychological/cogmuve processes utilized uring second
Language acquisition.

o

The following discussion will explore these themes m recent research and
theoretical contexts.

First and Second Langnage Acquisition

Learners™ errors have been considered sigmticant in proving an understanding
regarding the strategies and processes the learner is employing during second
language acquisition (Corder, 1967). Dulayv and Burt (1974) studied the errors in
the natural speech of one hundred and seventy-nine § to 8-ycar-olds (including a
sample of Chicano duldren in Calitornia) learning English as a second linguage.
They classitied errors as erther related to tirst language Cinterference’ errors) or
related to normal language development (developmental” errors). Their analysis
idicated that ‘interference’ accounted for only 4.7 per cent of the errors while
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87.1 per cent of the errors were similar to those made by children learning
English as a first language. They postulated thar a universal ‘creative construction
process’ accounts for second language acquisition. The process was creative
because nobody had modeled the type of sentences that children produce when
acquiring a sccond language. Furthermore, they suggested that innate mechan-
isms causcd children to use certain strategics to organize linguistic input. Dulay
and Burt did not claim that they could define the specific nature of the innate
mechanisms. They did claim, however, that these mechanisms have certain
definable characteristics that cause children to use a limited set of hypotheses to
deal with the knowledge they are acquiring. The strategies parallel those iden-
tified for first language acquisition.

Krashen (1981) has developed a conceptualization of sccond language
acquisition which considers as fundamental this innate creative construction pro-
cess. His ‘nmatural order’ hypothesis indicates that the acquisition of grammatical
structures by the sccond language learner proceeds in a predictable ‘natural’
order, independeat of first language experiences and/or proficiency. Such acquisi-
tion occurs unconsciously without the lcarner’s concern for recognizing or utiliz-
ing structural rules. This ‘monitor” hypothesis suggests that conscious learning of
a sccond language can occur when the learner has achieved a significant know-
tedge of structural rules and has the time to apply those rules in a sccond
language learning situation. Krashen. theretfore, extends Dulay and .Burt’s crea-
tive construction and natural order conceptualizations by introducing the notion
of the ‘monitor’ hypothesis, learning a second language by first understanding
the grammatical structure and having the time to apply that grammatical know-
ledge. He concludes, however, that conscious learning of a sccond language is
not as cfficient or functional as the natural acquisition of a second language.

Orther rescarch has documented a distinet interrelationship between first and
sccond language acquisition. Ervin-Tripp (1974) conducted a study of thirty-onc
English-speaking children between the ages of 4 and 9 who were living in
Geneva and were attending French schools. She found that the errors these
children made in French, their second language, were a result of their application
of the same strategics that they had used in acquiring a first language. Such
strategies as over-generalization, production simplification, and loss of sentence
medial items, all predicted the kinds of crrors that appeared. In over-gencral-
ization the American children acqniring French applied a subject-verb-object
strategy to all sentences in French, and thus systematically misunderstood French
passives. In production simplification they resisted using two forms if they felt
that two torms had the same meaning. Also, medial pronouns were less often
intitated than initial, or final pronouns. She believed that interference crrors
occurred only when the second language learner was forced to generate sentences
about senuantically difticult material or concepts unfamiliar in the new culture.

Morcover, the strategies children use in acquiring a second language may
change as they become more proficient in the second language. At the beginning
of sccond language (L2) acquisition. imitation plays an important role in language
learning. As children acquire more of the target language they begin to use first
language (L1) acquisition strategies to anmalyze this mput.

Hakuta (1974) demonstrated that the child, through rote memorization,
acquires segments of speech called ‘prefabricated patterns’. Exaniples of these
prefabricated patterns are vanous allomorphs of the copula, the segment *do you’
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as employed in qaestions, and the segment ‘how to' as embedded in how
questions. These patterns are very useful in communication. The child uses these
patterns without understanding their structure but rather with knowledge of
which particular situations call for what patterns in order to communicate in the
target language.

Wong-Fillmore (1976) spent a year observing five Spanish-speaking Chicano
children acquiring English naturally, and she noticed the same phenomena. The
first thing the children did was to figure out what was being said by observing
the relationship between certain expressions and the situational context. They
infcrred the meaning of certain words they began to use as ‘formulaic expres-
sions’. (These expressions were acquired and used as analyzed wholes.) The
‘formulaic expressions’ became the raw material used by the children to figure
out the structure of the lnguage. Wong-Fillmore gave two examples of
how children usc first language acquisition strategies to begin to analyze these
.Xpressions:

The first involves noticing how parts of expressions used by others vary
in accordance with changes in the speech situation in which they occur.
The second involves noticing which parts of the formulaic expressions
are like other utterances in the speech of others (p. 15).

As the children figured out which formulas in their speech could be varied, they
were able to ‘free’ the consutuents they contained and use them in productive
speech.

In addition. at the beginning of L2 acquisition, children seem to depend
much morce on first language transfer strategies. As learners acquire more of the
second language they depend less on these strategies and more on such strategies
characteristic of first language acquisition as over-genceralization (Hakuta, 1986).

As McLaughlin (1985) has summarized, children acquiring a second lan-
guage may depend initially on transfer from the first language and on imitation
and rote memorization of the second language. In more practical terms, the less
interaction a sccond language learner has with native speakers, the more likely
transfer from the first language to the second language will be observed. As the
sccond language is acquired many of the strategics that children use to acquire the
sccond language seem to be the samie as those used in first language acquisition.

‘The Importance of 1.2 Input

It is apparent that target-language input provides children with the raw material
necessary tor language acquisition. In addition, the frequency and salience of
forms in the input data influence the presence of these forms m the output. Hatch
(1974) found that the frequency of morphemes in the input data appears to
mfluence the sequential acquisition of these morphemes. For example, the order
of acquisition of question words appears to parallel their frequency in what
children heard. She also noted an interaction between frequency of forms and
semuantic importance. A form appearing frequently, though of low scmantic
importance, will be acquired later. Larsen~Freeman (1976) tound that in-class
teacher talk of ESL teachers showed a similar rank order for frequency of
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morphemes as found in the fearner output. Hakuta (1973) discovered that the
auxiliary most otten omitted by learners in utterances involving the catenative
‘gonna’ was ‘are’. He found such a construction less perceptually salient to the
tearner because of its absence. The auxiliary because of its absence in the input
resulted in its omission n the learner’s output.

These observations make rescarchers (Hakuta, 1975, Hatch, 1974 Larsen-
Freeman, 1976) question whether the invariant order of morpheme acquisition
(Dulay and Burt, 1974) is a reaction to the input to which the learner was
exposed. The correspondence between input and output suggests that interaction
between speakers might be important in structuring language output. Even
Krashen (1981). a praponent of the natural order of grammatical acquisition,
suggests in his ‘input’ hypothesis that second language learning is enhanced under
conditions in which the learner is provided with input that contains ‘the next
level of linguistic competence’. Krashen (1981) identifies this enhancement
strategy as Cproviding comprehensible input’.  Paradoxically, howcever, he
cautions against any conscious strategy to provide ‘comprehensible input” and
instead suggests natural interaction which focuses on meaning. Therefore, even
though sccond language learning may be enriched by providing ‘comprehensible
input’, any attempt to do so without the ‘natural’ concern tor conveying meaning
could be linguistically disruptive.

Conversely, Keenan (1976) hypothesizes that the interactions from which
syntactic structures develop are determined by the rules of discourse. As indi-
cated carlier in this chapter. certain rules are generally followed i order to carry
on a4 conversation. One must get the attention of the conversational partner. The
speaker then nominates a topic and develops it Parmers take tarns. Topic clari-
tication, shifting, avoidance, and interruption characterize interactions. Finally
the topic is terminated.

Adult-child and child-child conversations are very difticult. Each genre of
conversation tollows the rules of discourse but the rules are applied differently.
As a consequence. the culd acquiring another language learns different things
tfrom cach type of conversation. In adult-child conversations the rules of dis-
course put both the child and the adult under certain constraints (CGarcia, 1986;
Hatch. 1978; McLaughlin, 1985). These constraints structure the interaction, and
consequently also the output. The child must first get the adult’s attention. Once
this is accomplished by gestures and verbalizations the child must nowminate 2
topic. The adult is also constrained by the rules of discourse in that the response
minst be relevant. For the response to be relevant, the information about the topic
must be shared by both child and adult. The adalt’s response usually clarifies the
topic that has been nominated by labeling 1t or asking for more information
about it. What, where, whose, what color, how many, what is x doirig, wan x verb, is X
rerbing are the kinds of questions the adults can use in response to the child’s
topic nomination and be relevant. The child’s response m turn must alse be
relevant. As a result there is o great deal of what, where, whose, who is verbing,
cte, Hateh (1978) hypothesized that this accounted tor the order of acquisition of
these forms in previous studies. If the child 1s unable to say something relevant he
or she can qust repeat what the adult has sad, but with the appropriate intona-
ton. He or she will aiswer a question with rising intonation and a statement
with talhmg mtonation.

In sumniary, current research suggests that natural communication sitnations
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must be provided for second language acquisition to occur. Regardless of the
ditferences in emphasis of the theories discussed above, recent theoretical pro-
positions regarding sccond language acquisition proposc that through natural
conversations the learner receives the necessary input and structures which pro-
mote sccond language acquisition. This finding suggests that in schooling situa-
tions highly segregated Chicano classrooms may significantly limit L2 acquisition
while L1-L2 integrated classrooms will promote L2 acquisition.

Social Factors Related to Second Language Acquisition

There are sociocultural variables that contribute to a child’s motivation to com-
municate in the target language. The attitude that the learner has towards mem-
bers of the cultural group whose language he or she is leaming influences
language acquisition. Gardner and Lambert (1972) found that the positive attitude
of English-speaking Canadians towards Fren: n-speaking Canadians led to high
integrative motivation to learn French. Oller and colleagues (Qller, Baca and
Vigil. 1978; Oller, Hudson and Liu, 1977) r.vestigated the relationship between
Chinese, Japanese, and Chicano students’ achievement in English with their
attitude towards the forcign language grouy. Positive attitudes toward the target
language group corresponded to higher language proficiency.

Schumann (1976) found that Chicano children are more motivated to learn a
sccond language if they do not perceive this learning process as alicnation from
their own culture. If a child belongs to a family whose integration pattern is
preservation of the native language and culture rather than assimilation or accul-
turation, the child may be less motivated to acquire the sccond language. There
may be less impetus for a cultural group to assimilate or acculturate if that group
has its own community in the ‘foreign country’, or if the duratior of residence in
the foreign country is short.

Not only is the individual's attitude toward the target culture important, but
the perceived positive or negative ‘relationship berween two cultures influences
sccond language acquisition. Schumann (1976) hypothesized that the greater the
social distance between the two cultures, the greater the difficulty the second
language learner will have in learning the target language, and conversely, the
smaller the social distance, the better will be the language learning situation.
Social distance is determined in part by the relative status of two cultures. Two
cultures that are politically. culturally, and technically cqual in status have less
social distance than two cultures whose relationship is characterized by domi-
nance or subordination. In addition, there is less social distance if the cultures of
the two groups are congruent.

A child motivated to learn a second language still needs certain social skills
to facilitate his or her ability to cstablish and maintain contact with speakers of
the target language. Wong-Fillmore (1976) and Wong-Fillmore and Valadez
(1986) suggest that individual differences in the social skills of the child influence
the rate of sccond language acquisition. Second language learners who scem most
successful employ specific social strategics:

1 Join a group and act as if you understand what's going on cven if you
don’t. The learners must initiate interactions and prerend to know what is
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going on. As a result they will be included in the conversations and
activities.

Give the impression with a few well chosen words that you can speak the
language. Children must be willing to use whatever language they have
and as a result, other children will keep trying to communicate with
them,

Count on your friends for help. The acquisition of language depends on
the participation of both the learner and someone who already speaks the
language — the friend. The children’s friends helped in several ways.
They showed faith in the learner’s ability to learn the language. and by
including the learner in their activities they made a real effort to under-
stand what the learner was saying. They also provided the learner with
natural linguistic input that he or she could understand.

Seliger (1977) has also demonstrated that high-input generators are the most
successful L2 learners. High-input generators are learners who place themselves
in situations in which they arce exposed to the target language and are willing to
use it for communication. Therefore they receive the necessary input as well as
the opportunity for practice.

In summary, children acquire a second language naturally. Although the
underlying cognitive processes used by children in acquiring a second language
may be similar in all children, sociai factors in social skills and the social climate
do scem to influence directly and significantly second language acquisition. For
Chicano language minority students, a schooling context which promotes L1 and
provides the opportunity for [ 2 interaction is most likely to achieve successtul L2
acquisition.

Summuary

From the above review of sccond language acquisition theory and research,
‘sccond language’ acquisition:

has been characterized as related and not related to acquisition of L1

linguistic structures;

has been related to specific rules of discourse:

may be nfluenced by the motivation to learn a second language: and,
4 has been related to social factors.

Hammerly (1985) has also suggested that it is usctul to indicate what second
language acquisition is not:

an intellectual exercise in involving the understanding and memorization
of grammur;

transfation;

nicmorization of sentences;

micchanical conditioning: and/or,

applying abstract rules.
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Our understanding of second language acquisition requires cognizance of
similar interrelationship identificd in this chapter when discussing the nature of
bilingualism. Eack phenomenon has been ‘diagnosed’ as dependent on L1-L2
crosshinguistic effects in combination with the social aspects of language use and
the psychological/cognitive processes which serve and guide learning. Certain
theoretical emphases and contradictions discussed in this chapter continue to
remind us that our understanding of second language acquisition remains in-
complete. This is not to suggest that little is known. The above discussion has
presented a large hodv of research and various sophisticated conceptualizations
(theories) to guide our understanding of this phenomenon.

From Bilingual Education to Language Minority Education

The debate regarding the education of Chicano students in the United States has
centered on the instructional use of the two languages of the bilingual student.
With regard to the schooling process, the breoader issue has been the effective
instruction of a growing population ot cthnic minority students who do not
speak English and therefore are considered candidates for special educational
programming that takes into consideration this language difference. Discussion
of this issue has included cross-disciplinary dialogues involving psychology:.
linguistics, sociology, politics, and education (for a more thorough discussion of
these issues see August and Garcia. 1988; Baker and de Kanter, 1983; Cummins.
1979; Garcia, 1983; Hakuta and Gould, 1987; Rossell and Ross, 1986; Troike,
1981: and Willig. 1985). The central theme of these discussions has to do with the
speatic instructionat role of the native language. At once extreme of this discus-
sion. the utlization of the native language is recommended for a significant part
of the non-Enghsh-speaking student’s clementary school years, from 4-6 years,
with 2’ concern tor native language communicative and academic ‘mastery’ prior
to immersion into the English curriculum (Wong-Fillmore and Valadez, 1986).
At the other extreme, immersion into an Enghish curriculum is recommended
carly — as carly as preschool — with minimal use of the native language and a
concern tor English language ‘leveling” by instructional staft to facilitate under-
standing. on behalt of the limited-English-speaking student (Rossel and Ross,
1980).

Each of these disparate approaches argues that the resule of its smplementa-
tion brings psychological, linguistic, social, political and educational benefits. The
‘mative language” approach suggests that competencics in the native language,
particularly as they relate to academic learning, provide important psychological
and linguistic foundations for sccond language learning and academic learning in
general — that is, *you really only learn to read once’. Native language instruc-
tion builds on social and cultural experiences and serves to politically empower
students in communities that have been historically excluded from meaningful
participation in majority educational institutions. The ‘immersion” approach sug-
gests that the sooncer a child receives instruction in English the more likely that
student will acquire Enghsh proficiency — “more time on task, better proti-
cieney’. English proticiency will in turn mitigate againse educatnonal taiture,
social separation and segregation, and. ultimate cconomic disparity.

As this discussion has unfolded, it is clear that the education of students who
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come to our schools speaking a language other than English has received con-
siderable rescarch, policy and practice attention in the last two decades. The
Departments of Education, Health and Human Services as well as private foun-
dations have supported specific demographic studies and instructional rescarch
related to this population of students, preschool through college. The United
States Congress has authorized legislation targeted directly at these students on
five separate occasions (1968, 1974, 1978, 1984, and 1987) while numerous states
have enacted legislation and developed explicit program guidclines. Mercover,
Federal District Courts and the US Court have concluded acdjudication proceed-
ings that directly influence the educational treatment of language minority
students. This significant attention has allowed answers to some questions of
importance that were unanswerable less than a decade ago. The following
discussion will highlight these questions in light of emerging information
regarding Chicano language minority students.

Who Are These Students?

As one scarches for a comprehensive definition of the ‘language minority” stu-
dent, a continuum of definitional attemipts unfold. At once end of the continuum
are general definitions such as ‘students who come from homes in which a
language other than English is spoken’. At the other end of that continuum are
highly operationalized definitions, ‘students scored above the first quartile on a
standardized test of English language proficiency’. Regardless of the definition
adopted. it is apparent that these students come in a varicty of linguistic shapes
and forms. The language minority population in the United States continues to
be linguistically heterogencous with over 100 distinct language groups identified.
For example, some Chicanos are monolingual Spanish speakers while others are
to some degree bilingual. Other non-English-speaking minority groups in the
United States are similarly heterogencous. Not inconsequential is the related
cultur al attributes of this population of students, making this population not only
hnguistically distinct but also culturally distinct.

Describing the ‘typical’ Chicano language minority student, as you may
have already surmised, is highly problcinatic. However, put simply, we might
agree that the student is one: (a) who is characterized by substantive participation
in a non-English-speaking Chicano social environment, (b) who has acquired the
normal communicative abilitics of that social environment, and, (¢) who is
exposed to a substantive English-speaking environment, more than likely for the
first time. during the formal schooling process. Estimates of the number of
language minority students have been compiled by the federal government on
several occasions (Development Associates. 1984, O'Malley, 1981). These esti-
mates difter because of the detinition adopted for wdentifying these students, the
particular measure utilized to obtain the estimate, and the statistical treatment
atilized to generalize beyond the actual sample obtained. For example, O'Malley
(1981) detined the langoage minority student population by utilizing a specitic
cutoft score on an English language proficiency test adnumistered to a stratitied
sample of students. Development Associates (1984) estimated the population by
utilizing reports from a stratified sample of local school districts. Therefore,
estimates of language minority  students have  ranged between 1,300,000
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(Development Associates, 1984) to 3.600.000 (O’Malley. 1981) with the follow-
ing attributes:

The total number of language mmority children, ages 5-14, in 1976
approximated 2.52 million, with a projected increase to 3.40 million in
the year 2000 (Waggoner, 1984). In 1983, this population was more
conservatively estimated to be 1.29 million (Development Associates,
1984). Recall that this divergence in estimates reflects the procedures used
to obrtain language minority ‘counts’ and estimates.

The majority of these children reside throughout the United States. but
with distinct geographical clustering. For example. about 62 per cent
of language minority children are Chicano students found in Arizona.
Colorado, California, New Mexico. and Texas (Development Associates,
1984; O*Malley. 1981; Waggoner. 1984).

Of the estimated number of language minority children in 1978, 72 per
cent were of Spanish language background, 22 per cent other European
languages. 5 per cent Asians, and 1 per cent American Indian. However,
such distributions will change due to differential growth rates. and by the
vear 2000, the proportion of Spanish language background children is
projected to be about 77 per cent of the total (O*Malley, 1981). Estimates
by Development Associates (1984) for students in grades K-6 indicate
that 76 per cent are Spanish language background: 8 per cent Southcast
Asun (Vietnamese, Cambodian. Hmong. ctc.): 5 per cent other Euro-
pean: 5 per cent East Asian (Chinese, Korean, ete.): and. 5 per cent other
{Arabic, Navaho, ctc.).

For the national school districts sampled in the nineteen most highly
impacted states utilized by Development Associates (1984). 17 per cont of
the total K-6 student population was estimated as language minority in
these states,

Regardless of ditfering cstimates, a significant number of students from
language backgrounds other than English are served by US schools. Morcover,
this population is expected to merease steadily in the future. The challenge these
students present to US educational institutions will continue to increase con-
comitantly.

What Types of Educational Programs Serve These Students?

For a school distric statf with language minority students there are many pos-
sible program options: ‘transittonal biligual education’, *mamtenance bilingual
cducation’,  *English-as-a-sccond-language’.  ‘immersion’, *sheltered English’,
‘submension’, ete. (Government Accounting Office, 1987). Ultimately. staft will
reject program labels and mstead answer the following questions (August and
Garcia, 1988):

Wlat are the native linguage (L1) and second language (L2) characterss-
tics of the students, famibies and community (ies) we serve?
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What model of instruction is desired?
(@) How do we choose to utilize L1 and L2 as wediums of instruction?
(by How do we choosc to handle the instruction of L1 and L2?

What is the nature of staff and resources necessary to implement the
desired instruction?

These program initiatives can be differentiated by the way they. utilize the
native language and English during instruction. A recent report by Development
Associates (1984) surveyed 333 school districts in the nincteen states that served
over 80 per cent of language minority students in the United States. For grades
K-5, they report the following salient features regarding the use of language(s)
during the instruction of langnage minority students:

Nincty-three per cent of the schools reported that the use of English
predominated in their programs; conversely, 7 per cent indicated that the
usce ot the native language predominated.

Sixty per cent of the sampled schools reported that both the native
language and English were utilized during instruction.

Thirty per cent ot the sampled schools reported minimal or no use of the
native language during instruction.

Two-thirds of these schools have chosen to utilize sonie forin of bilingual
curriculum to serve this population of students. One-third of these schools
minimize or altogether ignore native language use in their instruction of language
minority students. Recall that some two-thirds to three-fourths of language

minority students in this country are of Spanish-speaking backgrounds. Pro-
grams which serve these students have been characterized primarily as *Bilingual
Transitional Education’. These programs call for the transition of these students
from carly-grade. Spanish-emphasis instruction to later-grade, English-cmphasis
instruction, and. cventually to English-only instruction,

Recent research in transition-type schools suggests that language mmonty
students can be served etfectively, These etfective schools are organized to de-
velop educational structures and processes that take into consideration both the
broader aspects of effective schools reported for English-speaking students (Pur-
key and Smith, 1983) as well as specitic attributes relevant to language minority
students (Carter and Chattield, 1986; Garcia, 1988; Tikunoft, 1983). Of particular
nuportance has been the positive effect of intensive instructien in the native
lainguage that focuses on literacy development (Wong-Fillmore and Valadez,
1986). Hakuta and Gould (1987) and Hudelson (1987) maintain that skills and
coneepts learned in the native lainguage provide a “scaftold” for acquisttion of nev
knowledge in the second hanguage.

For the one-third of the students receiving little or no instruction in the
native Linguage, two alternative types of instructional approaches hikely pre-
dommate: EST and innmersion. Each of these program types depends on the
primary utilization of’ Lnghsh durimg mstruction but does not ignore the fact that
the students served are limited in Euglish protiaency. However, these prograns
do not require mstructional personnel who speak the matve language of the
studentt. Moreover, these programs are suited to classrooms i which there s no
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substantial number of students from one non-English-speaking group, but in-
stcad may have a heterogencous non-English background student population
{Ovando and Collier, 1985).

Both ESL and immersion programs have been particularly influenced by

recent theoretical developments regarding the instruction of a sccond language
- (Chamot and OQ'Malley, 1986; Krashen, 1984). These developnients have sug-
= . gested that effective second language learning is best accomplished under condi-
tions that simulate natural communicative interactions and minimize the formal
: instruction of linguistic structures, c.g., memorization drills, learning gramma-
tical rules. cte. Although ESL programs continue to involve ‘pull-out’ sessions in
which studeuts are removed from the regular classroom to spend time on con-
centrated language learning activitics with specially trained educational staft, the
, recent theoretical and practice consensus is that such language learning experi-
N ences should be communicative and centered around academic content arcas
- - {Chamot and O'Malley, 1986).
- School district staft have been creative in developing a wide range of lan-
guage minority student programs. They have answered the above questions
differentially for: (a) different language groups (Spanish, Vietnamese. Chinese,
cte.), (b) different grade levels within a school. (¢) different sub-groups of
language minority students within a classroom, and cven different levels of
language proficiency. The result has been a broad and at times perplexing variety
of program models.

Hhat Federal and State Policies Harve Been Generated?

The immediately preceding discussion has attempted to lay a toundation for
understanding who the Chicano language minority student is and hew that
student has been served. This discussion turns now to educational policy:
first, federal legislative and legal initiatives, and sccond, state initiatives.

Federal Legislative Initiatives

The United States Congress set a minimum standard for the education of lan-
guage minority students in public cducational institutions in its passage of Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibiting discrimination by cducational
institutions on the basis of race, color, sex or national origin and by subscquent
. Egial Educational Opportunity Act of 1974 (EEOA). The EEOA was an cffort
—_— by Congress to specifically define what constitutes a denial of constitutionally
) guaranteed equal educational opportunity. The EEQA provides in part:

No state shall deny equal educational opportumties to an individual on
account of liis or her race, color, sex, or natonal ongin, by ... the
tailure by an cducational zeney to take appropriate action to overcome
language barriers that impede equal participation by students inits
instructional programs. 20 USC ss 1703(1).
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This statute does not mandate specific education treatunent, but it does require
public educational agencies to sustain programs to mect the language needs of
their students. )

The Congress of the United States on tive occasions (1968, 1974, 1978, 1984,
and 1987) has passed specific legislation related to the education of language
mmority students. The Bilingual Education Act (BEA) of 1968 was intended as a
demonstration program designed to meet the educational needs of low-income
limited-English-speaking children. Grants were awarded to local educational
agencies. institutions of higher education, or regional research tacilities to: (a)
develop and operate bilingual education programs, native history and culture
programs, carly childhood cducation programs, adult education programs, and
programs to train bilingual aides; (b) make efforts to attract and retain as
teachers, individuals from non-English-speaking backgrounds: (¢} establish co-
operation between the home and the school.

Four mgjor reauthorizations of the BEA have occurred since 1968 — in 1974,
1978, 1984 and 1987. As a conscquence of the 1974 Amendments (Public
Law 93-380). a bilingual cducation program was defined for the first time as
‘tnstruction given in, and study of English and to the extent necessary to allow a
child to progress cffectively through the education systens, the native language’
(Schneider, 1976, p. 146). The goal of bilingual education continued to be a
transition to English rather than maintenance of the native language. Children no
longer had to be low-income to participate. New programs were funded, includ -
ing a graduate fellowship program for study in the ficld of training teachers for
bilingual cducational programs, and a program for the development, assessment,
and dissemmation of classroom materials.

In the Bilingual Education Amendments of 1978 (Public Law 95-561),
program cligibility was cxpanded to include students with linuted -English
academic proficiency as well as students with Jimited-English-speaking abulity.
Parents were given a greater role in program planning and operation. Teachers
were required to be proficient in both English and in the native language of the
children in the program. Grant recipients were required to demonstrate how they
would continue the program when federal funds were withdrawn,

The Bilingual Education Act of 1984 created new program options including
special alternative instructional programs that did not require use of the child’s
mative language. These program alternatives were expanded in 1987, State and
local agency program staft were required to collect data, to identify the population
served and describe program effectiveness. Over one bilhon federal dollars have
been appropriated through Titde VI legislation tor educational activities (pro-
gram developnient, program implementation, professional training, and rescarch)
for language minority students. In addition, other congressional appropriations
(¢.g.. Vocational Education. Chapter I, cte.) explicitly target language minority
students.

Federal Legal nitiatives
Ihe 1974 Umted States Supremie Court decrsion in La vo Nidhols (44 US 563) 18
the lindmuark statement of the rights of linguage minority students mdicating,

that Hinited-English-proficient students must be provided with linguage support:
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[T]here is no cquality of treatment merely by providing students with
the same facilities; textbooks, teachers, and curriculum: for students
who do not understand English are cffectively foreclosed from any
meaningful discourse.

Basic English skills are at the very core of what these public schools
teach. Imposition of a requirement that, before a child can effectively
participate in the cducation program he must already have acquired
those basic skills is to make a mockery of public education. We know
thar those who do not understand English are certain to find their
dassroom  experiences wholly  incomprehensible and in no  way
meaningful (Lau v. Nichols, 44 US 563, p. 17).

The fitth Circuit Castaneda v, Pickard (1981) court set three requirements that
constitute an appropriate program tor language minornty students:

The theory must be based on a sound educational theory.

The program must be ‘reasonably calculated to implement eftectively’
the chosen theory.

The program must produce results in a reasonable time.

The courts have also required appropriate action to overcome language
barriers. *Measures which will actually overcome the problem’, are called for by
the S v, Texas (506 F. Supp. at 43). or ‘results indicating that the language
barriers contronting students are actually being overcome” are mandated by the
Clastarieda court (628 F. 2nd at 1010). Theretore, local school distnicts and state
cducation agencies have a burden to assess the eftectiveness of special language
programs on an ongoing basis. Other court decisions have delineated staft profes-
stonal traiming attributes and the particular role of standardized tests.

Stare Ininatiees

Through state legislanon, twelve states named mandate special educarional ser-
vices for language minority students, twelve states permit these services, and one
state prohtbits them. Twenty-six states have no legislation that directly addresses
Langiage nunonty students.

State program policy for language minority students can be characterieed as
tollows:

Implementng instructional programs that allow or require instruction m
a language other than English (17 states).

Establishing spearal qualifications for the cerutication of professional in-
structional staff (15 states).

Providing school districts supplementary funds in support ot educational
programs {15 states).

Mandatimg a cultural component (15 states).

Requiring parental consent tor enrollinent of students (11 states).
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Eight states (Arizona, California, Colorado, lllinois, Indiana, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and Texas) impose all of the above requirements concurrently.
Such a pattern suggests continued attention by states to issues related to language
minority students (sce August and Garcia, 1988, for details).

General Policy and Practice Implications for Education

The previous discussions of bilingual acquisition and sccond language acquisition
have attempted to highlight important data and theory that serve to provide an
understanding of these phenomiena. These same data and theory, however, have
influenced the educational treatment of Chicano language minority students. As
ndicated previously, the knowledge based on this arca continues to expand, but
is in no way to be considered complete or overly comprehensive. In addition, it
would be an crror to conclude that the data and theory emerged have been a
primary factor in determining the educational treatment of language minority
students. It docs scem appropriate, however, to identify in the present discussion
possible program and policy implications derived from rescarch and theory as
highlighted by our own discussion and that of Hakuta and Snow (1986), August
and Garcia (1988) and Hakuta and Garcia (1989).

One major goal of Chicano language minority education should be the
development of the full repertorre of linguistic skills in English, in prepa-
ration for participation in mainstream classes.

Time spent learning the native language is not time lost in developing
English. Children can become fluent in a second language without losing
the tirst language, and can maintain the first language without retarding
the development of the second language.

There is no cognitive cost to the development of bilingualism in children:
very possibly bilingualism enhances children's thinking skills.

Language mmority cducation programs for Chicanos should have the
tlexibility of adjusting to individual and cultural differences among chil-
dren. Furthermore, cducators should develop the expectation that it is
not abnormal for some students to need instruction in two languages tor
relatively long periods of ume.

Educators should expect that young children will take several years to
learn 4 second language to a level like that of a native speaker. At the
same time, they should not have lower expectations of older learners,
who can typically learn languages quite quickly.

Particularly for children who on other grounds are at risk for reading
failure, reading should be taught in the native language. Reading skills
acquired in the native language will transfer readily and quickly to
Loglish, and will resule in higher ultimate reading achicvement in
English.

A major problem for minority-group children is that young LEnglish-
speaking children share the negative stereotypes of their parents and the
society at Large. Anv action that upgrades the status of the minarity child
and his Language contributes to the child’s opportunities for friendship
with native English-speaking children.

113




Chicano School Failure and Sucecess

In summary, theoretical {and to some extent, rescarch) support can be
identified for cducational interventions that choose to utilize language in a variety
of distinct ways within an educational program for language minority students. It
scems necessary to conclude that the present state of rescarch and theory with
respect to the language and the education of Chicano language minority students
docs allow for some specitic conclusions. Of course, it is recommended that
educational professionals in their quest to intervene for betterment of Chicano
students, carefully scratinize relevant theory and research and utilize that analysis
to design, implement and evaluate interventions of significance to their particular
cducational circurnstances. It 1s fair to request from such designers and im-
plementers to provide a clear theoretical and research foundation, one which can
in turn receive the necessary careful scrutiny.
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Chapter 5

Promoting School Success for
Chicanos: The View from Inside the
Bilingual Classroom

Barbara J. Merino

The Hispanic population varies along several dimensions that can have clear
implications for its ratc of success in school. Although the majority of the
Hispanic population is Mexican in origin, many come from Puerto Rico, Cuba,
and Central or South Amecrica (US Burecau of the Census, 1982). For cach group,
there has been a somewhat difterent tradition of immigration. For many Mex-
icans and Pucrto Ricans, immigration is viewed as temporary. For others (e.g.,
Cubans), immigration is scen as a necessary, permancnt step. Hispanics also
difter by level of ceducation in the home country. Many Mexican immigrants
come from rural backgrounds, with low levels of education in Mexico; Cubans
and to a lesser degree Central Americans have typically had higher levels of
cducation. Many Hispanics in the US have lived there for gencrations. Although
some Hispanics speak English fluently when they arrive in school, the unifying
characteristic for most is the Spanish language. Eleven million of the dose to 15
million Hispanics counted by the 1980 census reported speaking Spanish at home
(Lopez, 1982). Most (93 per cent) of Hispanic adults report that Spanish was their
primary language when they grew up (US Burcau of the Census, 1982) and only
14 per cent of all Hispanics in the United States report having an English
language background (Brown, Rosen, Hill and Olivas, 1980).

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the nature of education for
Hispanics of Mexican origin (i.¢ , Chicanos), as scen from inside the classroom
and to outline successful and unsuccessful approaches as well as to propose a
rescarch agenda for the future. Almost all of this existing research focuses on
the Chicano as a second language learner. First, T will briefly discuss program-
natic alternatives for instruction. Sceond, 1 will focus on rescarch about how
classrooms function with respect to bilingual and second language instruction.
Finally, 1 will explore the relation of the classroom process to schools and their
communitics and conclude with the implications of classroom process research
tor other rescarchers and policy makers.
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Programmatic Alternatives for Instruction:
Bilingual Education and Structured Immersion

In North America, two principal program models have been used in designing
instruction for children learning a second language: structured immersion and
bilingual cducation. For many researchers, both of these models constitute varia-
tions on bilingual education, broadly defined as

schooling provided fully or partly in the second language with the object
of making students proficient in the sccond language while, at the same
time, maintaining and developing their proficiency in the first language
and fully guarantecing their educational development. (Stern, 1975, p. 1)

In the United States, however, bilingual education has been legally defined as

the use of two languages, onc of which is English, as mediums of
instruction for the same pupil population in a well organized program
which encompasses part or all of the curriculum and includes the study

of the history and culture associated with the mothcr tonguc. (Bratt-
Paulston 1980, p. 8)

In operational terms, structured immersion as implemented in Canada to service
the needs of English speakers learning French, conforms most to the first defini-
tion. Instruction often begins in the sccond language, with a gradual introduction
of the first around the second or third grade (Lambert and Tucker, 1972). Many
variations, however, of the modcl operate in the Canadian context and some
programs, sometimes labelled partial imimersion, use both languages as mediums
of instruction (Swain, 1984).

In the United States, a wide variety of program models also opcratc The
most common approach, however, is to provide some instruction in both lan-
guages from the beginning, with a much quicker transition to instruction wholly
n the second language in the later years of schooling. While these definitions
very broadly outline the framework in which these programs operate, they do
little to concretely operationalize how languages are actually used inside the
classroom. In fact, there is wide consensus among practitioners and rescarchers of
bilingual education in the United States that in practice these programs are best
defined administratively in fiscal terms. That is, they are seen as programs that
receive a certain type of funding, because many seldonm, if ever, use the primary
language of the children they serve (Wong-Filimore, Ammon, McLaughlin and
Anmimon, 1983). Morcover, even within bilingual programs that actually use two
languages the distribution patterns may vary a great deal (Legarreta, 1977).
Recently, an interest has developed in adopting the structured immersion Cana-
dian model in implementing instruction for language minority students in the
United States (Genesee, 1985; Pena-Hughes and Solis, 1982). In the implementa-
tion of this model, however, US policy makers have not generally envisioned a
svstematic effort to continue developmient of first language skills as in the
Canadian model, with a resurgence of instruction in the first language (L1) after
the second or tlnrd year of schooling. Rather, the US model of structured
innnersion 1 perecived as carly instruction in the second linguage (L2), English,
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with some allowance for instruction in the primary language in the beginning but
no instruction after the first few years (Baker and de Kanter, 1981). For this
rcason, and for others — most notably the dramatically different social context in
which the US and Canadian models opcrate — many educators in the United
States have questioned the viability of this model for the education of language
minority students in the United Sates (Hernandez-Chavez, 1984).

Classroom Process Studies

Applied rescarch on bilingual education has shown mixed effects for its effective-
ness, although a recent meta-analysis of the most robust cvaluation studics
showed small but positive effects for bilingual education (Willig, 1985). More-
over, so-called primary research (i.c., rescarch that tests the underlying assump-
tions about bilingual education, such as transfer of learning) clearly supports the
viability of bilingual education (Hakuta and Snow, 1986). Structured immersion
as an educational alternative has not been studied systematically in the United
States, although a five-ycar study comparing structured immersion and carly,
late-exit bilingual programs is currently in its final phase (Ramirez, Wolfson,
Tallmadge and Merino, 1984). To date, very few studies on bilingual education
actually include obscrvational data of program implementation in the classroom.
In fact, of the evaluation studics reviewed by Willig, only one (Legarreta, 1979)
cellected classroom observation data on instruction.

In searching for cffective program models for teaching language minority
children. recent rescarch has turned away from simple comparisons of students’
achicvement under different treatments. This shift has come from a rediscovery
of a truism in cducational rescarch that before program effects can be analyzed,
the program treatment must be defined operationally and observed systematically
to insure that it is in place (Baker and de Kanter, 1981 Willig, 1985 Wong-
Fillmore and Valadez, 1986). Four principal approaches have been used in obser-
vational studics of language use in bilingual classrooms. Borrowing from the
rescarch paradigms of the teacher ceffectiveness literature (Dunkin and Biddle,
1974). researchers have focused on: 1) a description of the process in which the
two languages are used with bilingual children (Schulz, 1975): 2) the relationship
of process to context, for example, distribution of language use in different
program models (Legarreta, 1977); 3) the relationship of process to process, for
example, how the use of certain behaviors by teachers (c.g., feedback) affect the
responses of students (Chaudron, 1977; Nystrom, 1983); 4) the relationship of
process to product, in which cffective teaching behaviors are identified in rela-
tionship to langiage use and their effect in promoting student achicvement
(Legarreta, 1979; Politzer, 1980; Ramirez and Stromquist, 1979).

A variety of approaches for data collection have been used in these studies.
One approach, borrowing from the tradition of teacher effectiveness studies,
(Dankin and Biddle, 1974), relies on quantitying classroom behavior through the
tallving of relevant behaviors. A large number of classroom observation instru-
ments have been developed to record classroom process m second Janguage
lassrooms. Long (1913) and Chaudron (1988) provide usctul syntheses of these
mstruments and their assumptions. Table 5.1 illustrates some of the principal

121




Chicanoe School Failure and Success

Table 51 Classification of instruments to study classroom interaction mn Chicanos

Type of recording  Recording
Authors procedure technique Focus and sample item

Legarreta. 1977 Sign Real tme  Pedagogical. affective. 'teaches

warms’

US Commussion Sign Real ume  Pedagogical, affective, cognitive,
on Cwil Rights, 1973 ‘teacher uses student ideas’

Laosa, 1979 Sign Real ime  Affective; student focus —

types of feedback; 'teacher
disapproves’

Politzer, 1980 Category Video Pedagogical, ‘auestioning-guided

response’

Hernandez, 1983 Category Video Discourse; ‘opening moves’

Schinke Llano. 1983 Sign Audio Pedagogical; ‘instructional,

managernal, disciplinary’

Rarmirez, Yuen. Category Audio Pedagogical, ‘procedurat
Ramey and Merino, explanation’

1986

Ramirez and Merino, Sign Real time  Pedagogical, ‘referential
1986 ~ questions’

Wong-Filimore, Ammon, Rating Audio Pedagogical, affective, ‘teacher
Mclaughlin and asks questions that require
Ammon. 1883 extended response’

Hoover. Calfee, Sign Real tme  Pedagogical, content;
Mace-Matluck. 1984a instructional focus-letter sound

unit’

approaches used in this type of classroom rescarch. Basically, these instruments
ditfer in terms of their unit of analyses: (1) an arbitrary time unit (three seconds
and so on), also known as a sign system, (2) or an analytical unit (an exchange, a
move), also labelled a category system. A sign system records a behavior if it
occurs within a specified time period. Thus for example, Legarreta (1977) re-
corded classroom behavior every three seconds, noting the language being used,
who was talking. who was being addressed. and the pedagogical function of
the utterance, commanding and so on. In a category system, cvery behavior is
classiticd. Thus, Politzer (1980) and his associates Ramirez and Stromquist (1979)
and Merino, Politzer and Ramirez (1979) classitied every behavior as it occurred
according to a system that generated categories based on teacher effectiveness
rescarch and L2 acquisition theory. Using videotapes of structured lessons,
teacher and student behaviors were classified into one of sixteen categories. The
principal advantage of a category system is that it is more likely to record every
behavior that occurs. Tt tends, however, to overemphasize those behaviors that
are very frequent and of short duration. The principal advantage of a sign system
15 that it should be more representative of the different types of behaviors that
occur. A sign system, however, assumes that the amount of time a behavior is in
place is important and is thus more likely to miss a very rare type of behavior
that may have a lot of influence simply because it is appropriate. For example, the
author once observed a hmited-English-proficient 9-year-old child say, ‘Oh,
now [ get ', atter hearing a teacher’s explanation of the plural system in English.
This kind of cvent s rare and some observation systems might tally it very
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simplistically as & student iniziation or student comment, when in fact it reveals that
for this child that teacher’s grammatical explanation was very relevant.

An intrinsic weakness of these systems is that the behaviors observed tend
to be low inference’. that is behaviors that are readily identified and thus more
likely to yicld high interrater reliabilitics. Another disadvantage is that the
systems tend to be formulated on the basis of theoretical constructs he!* by the
researcher. These may or may not be relevant and tend to ignore the participants’
perceptions of events. An approach that addresses these concerns is the use of
cthnography where an individual classroom is studied in detail and over fong
periods of t