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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is about the first ever federal 

bilingual education policy. The research for the project 

comes from three major resources; lay and professional 

literature, archival documents, and structured personal 

interviews with over forty analysts and architects of the 

policy. The presentation of the dissertation follows a case 

study format. 

The purpose of the dissertation was to review the 

historical and immediate precedents that gave rise to the 

policy, narrate the story of how and why the policy was 

passed, and tell what those who supported and crafted the 

policy intended to promulgate. 

Although called a Bilingual Education Act, the major 

conclusion drawn frcn this research points in another 

direction. The concerns and problems that spawned Title VII 

of 1963 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Acz (ZSEA) 

had less to do with language or bilingual education and more 

to do with providing support for experimental prograims 

designed to increase school completion by Latino students in 

the Southwest. 

This dissertation examines policymaking through several 

prisms, some specific to Icinguage planning analysis. The 

touchstone for this analysis is Ruiz' Lsmguage Planning 

Orientations (1984a). The conclusions drawn in this 

dissertation with regard to the original Title VII and to 

subsequent government policies and school practices is that 

both emanate from a Language-as-Problem orientation. The 

recommendations are that bilingual education programs and 

practices follow a Language-as-Resource orientation. In this 

way, children can develop and enrich both of the languages 

they learn in school and the result will be balanced 

bilingual proficiencies in Icinguage use cuid literacy. 
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CHAPTER I 

PROLOGUE 

1.1. Introduction/ Rationale, and Purpose of the 
Dissertation. 

Serious, well-informed discussions of American 

language policy are rare, and most of those which 

exist focus only on limited aspects of policy 

(Fishman 1981, p. 526). 

Almost thirty years ago, on January 2, 1968, Congress 

passed an amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act of 1965, It was called then, and is still called. Title 

VII of that Act. Because of its contents, this piece of 

legislation is popularly referred to as the Bilingual 

Education Act (BEA) of 1968. Crafted within a landscape 

that featured some of the most radical and volatile political 

and social movements and collisions in the history of the 

United States, the story of the people who labored to bring 

Title VII into existence has yet to be written. This 

dissertation tells that story and analyzes Title VII of 1968 

as a language policy. 

Over the past twenty-five years, several pieces of 

professional and lay literature focus part or all of their 

discussion on the policy and practice of bilingual education 
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(cf. Baker cind de Kanter, 1983; Citrin, 1990; Crawford, 1989; 

Leibowitz, 1978; Navarro, 1985; Padilla, 1984; Rotberg, 1982; 

Schneider, 1976) . This is a case study policy discussion and 

analysis that focuses directly on Title VII of 1968, its 

intent and purpose, and the historical and contemporaneous 

conditions that spawned it. The reader will learn about the 

educators, advocates, eind politicians who collaborated to 

craft the first federal policy document having to do with 

bilingualism and bilingual education in the US 

In contrasting terms, this discussion is not about 

issues regarding bilingual or multicultural education today. 

Nor is this study about the political contentiousness, 

caprice, and contradiction that have characterized Title VII 

and bilingual education over the past twenty-five years. 

This study is about the foresight and motivations of the 

advocates and politicians who collaborated to craft the 

first-ever discretionary policy document outlining the 

creation of federal bilingual education programs in the 

nation's schools. 

1.2. Bilingualism in th« British and Amarican 
Traditions. 

In this section, I will present some of the historical 

antecedents of Title VII of 1968. These historical 

antecedents make up the genesis of the policy and are 

separated from the events and trends that are the more 
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immediate precedents of the Act. By organizing the 

dissertation in this way, the circximstances that led to the 

legislation can be framed within a policy discussion more 

directly connected to the modem era. (See Sections IV.2 and 

IV. 3.) 

Judd (1978) divided his analysis of bilingual education 

into two periods. He talks of the first period starting in 

the nineteenth century and ending after World War I. Judd's 

second period begins with the arrival of the Ciibans in the 

late 1950s and early 1960s. 

By way of overview, the historical antecedents for Title 

VII of 1968 are embedded in Old World roots that weave their 

way through the colonial and early history of the US Over 

time, civic and official attitudes in the US began to undergo 

a significant change toward the end of the nineteenth 

century. The more open-minded laissez faire, attitude 

regarding language preservation and use was displaced by the 

assimilationist, "Fortress America" perspective that 

prevailed after W.W.I. 

For centuries, English was not the language of choice by 

the educated or the elite in England. French was the 

language of the gentry and aristocracy. Using English was 

considered vulgar, even until fairly modem times. As late 

as 1868, England had no official policy regarding language 

use. In that year, a law was passed that required all 

official papers to be printed in English. Even so, the 
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attitude toward language vernacular and acquisition in 

England was open and free. The important characteristic of 

language preference was that one's choice was not to be 

legislated because legislation essentially would remove 

choice. Thus it was up to the individual to decide language 

preference and use based on desired social and political 

status and achievement (Marshall, 1986). 

As English was replacing French in Great Britain during 

this time, no official policy or action was taken. But for 

upward social mobility, English mastery became the sine qua 

non (Heath, 1978). 

Bilingualism and the use of several languages were very 

common among the early years of the American colonies and 

formation of the Republic. Predominant among the non-English 

languages was German. No less a person than Benjamin 

Franklin was confronted with the issues of language use, 

choice, and policy. Early in his political career, Franklin 

was voted out of office by the German community of 

Pennsylvania for his assimilationist outlook regarding 

language (Crawford, 1989). 

Shortly after Franklin got his lesson in language 

planning, the colonial government was attempting to curry 

favor with the French Canadians in the struggle for 

independence against Great Britain. Thus, official 

government documents were printed in French. German, too, 

was used to appease and appeal to the very large German-
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speaking coiramonities, especially in the important colony of 

Pennsylvania. Hence, government docviments including even the 

Articles of War were printed in non-English languages. 

According to Kloss (1977), "It was still hoped at that time 

that they [French Canadians] could be induced to join the 

rebellion. . . . not as foreigners but as expected future 

citizens of the United States* (p. 27). Independence did not 

bring an end to the practice of publishing official documents 

in Icinguages other than English. The first constitution 

(Articles of Confederation), was, by order of the national 

government, printed in German (Crawford, 1989). 

Wise counsel comes from yet another source of some 

renown in early America. In 1787, while the states were 

struggling with the concepts of federalism and the proposed 

Constitution, Thomas Jefferson sent a letter to his nephew, 

Peter Carr, who was preparing for an exploration of the 

western region of North America. Given the following 200 

years of history and current reality in this region, 

Jefferson's advice is immeasurably prophetic. 

Bestow great attention on Spem-ish and endeavor to 

acquire an accurate knowledge of it. Our future 

connections with Spain and Spanish America will 

render that language of valuable acquisition. The 

ancient history of that part of America, too is 

written in that language. I am sending you a 

dictionary. 
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In sum, the history of England, the American colonies, 

the independence movement, and during consolidation, 

federation, and expansion of the new republic, the official 

and popular attitude toward language diversity seems to have 

been pluralistic at least and in some instances even actively 

supported. Mackey (1978) argues the point clearly: 

Any thought of forcing the speakers of all these 

languages to replace their native tongues with 

English would have run counter to the fundamental 

principles of the new republic. The ideal of 

political pluralism on which the United States had 

been founded was hospitable to the notion of 

linguistic and cultural diversity (Emphasis added). 

Indeed, without such tolerance the founding of the 

new nation would have been impossible when one 

considers the religious, cultural, and political 

diversity of the original thirteen, (p. xv) 

This pluralistic outlook toward cultural and linguistic 

diversity, however, was reserved for European-American 

communities. A quite different attitude was directed at 

people who spoke a non-European language. A case in point is 

the treatment of the Cherokee people. A tireless scholar, 

Sequoyah, developed a syllabary for the Cherokee language. 

Using the syllabary, a printing press, and a comprehensive 

bilingual approach in educating their children, the Cherokees 
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developed a 90% literacy rate in the 1800s, However, a 

series of repressive policies by the federal government (one 

of which was the destruction of the printing press) resulted 

in a 60% illiteracy rate by the middle of the 1900s 

(Crawford, 1989; Leibowitz, 1980; Troike, 1989). 

In essence, devaluing the languages of minority and 

conquered people was part of European-American expansion. 

This is not to say that European languages escaped being 

targets of extremist nationalism. Before, during, and in the 

years immediately following W.W.I, anti-German sentiment 

created by nativists, know-nothings, and the Ku Klux Klan 

created a national xenophobia directed at racial, ethnic, 

religious, and lemguage differences (Brooke, 1996) . This 

xenophobia evolved into a "language scare" (Ruiz, 1984a) that 

colored the outlook of official American policy and popular 

regard for non-English European languages. "Between 1916 and 

1918, for exaiiple, the number of students enrolled in German 

classes in Milwaukee schools dropped from 30,000 to 400, and 

the ntunber of German teachers from 200 to one" (Ruiz, 1984a, 

pp. 18, 19; see also Brooke, 1996 for percentage data). An 

argument can be made, though, that over the course of 

generations, language bias against people of color has been 

more consistent and direct than against speakers of non-

English European languages (For more on this, see Subsection 

II.2.c). 
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In his monograph, Ruiz quotes Parker's term, language 

curtain: "... he [Parker] suggests that American 

ignorance of foreign languages and international affairs has 

the same effect as the restricted flow of public information 

in countries behind the *Iron Curtain." (Note 34, Ruiz, 

1984a). Whether it be language scare or language curtain, 

public intolerance for and xenophobia about languages other 

than English were intensified during the second and third 

decade of the twentieth century. What made this reprisal 

different from previous English-only attitudes is that non-

English European languages became the target. This 

assimilationist outlook was directed mostly at German, a 

language that had been em integral part of the American 

language fabric since the earliest colonial settlements. (For 

a somewhat different interpretation of the history of 

language planning «u*d use vis-a-vis the German-speaking 

community, see Leibowitz, 1971.) 

Anomalous to the repression of bilingualism have been 

the continuous efforts on the part of American upper classes 

to teach second language proficiency to their children. The 

paradoxical truth is that the elite consistently have valued 

bilingualism among themselves for generations, while at the 

same time denigrated or crushed its potential among those to 

whom it might come more naturally - those whose primary or 

community language (Li) is a language other than English. So 

i 
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as the American aristocracy encouraged acquisition of a 

second language among themselves and their children, the 

expectation was that lower class speakers of languages other 

than English would shift from their primary language to 

become monolingual English speakers. This "subtractive 

hilingualism" (Heath, 1978; Lambert, 1981) has been the case 

most 'ispecially when the Li has not been a European language 

of status. 

The irony, of course, is that bilingualisn in the US 

should come most naturally and opportxinistically to speakers 

of non-English community languages. 

1.3. Background for this Study, Statwoant of 
tha Problam, Purposaa of tha Study, and 
Raaaareh Quaationa. 

Title VII of 1968 is the most important piece of federal 

policy written about bilingualism and bilingual education in 

the USA. The subsequent five reauthorizations may have 

aroused more public, professional, and political interest, 

but the original Act was revolutioneury in US language 

planning. As important as it is, only a few writings employ 

Title VII of 1968 as the exclusive focus of discussion (cf. 

Judd, 1978; Padilla, 1984; Sanchez, 1973). 

During my first semester as a doctoral student at the 

University of Arizona, I interviewed Professor Adalbert© 

Guerrero (1991) for a paper in a qualitative research class. 
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His involvement in the Tucson movement, which led to the 

writing of The Invisible Minority (NEA, 1966), and his 

important testimony that guided the formulation of Title VII 

were stories I found fascinating and compelling. I read 

everything I could find about the history of federal 

bilingual policymaking and the reauthorizations of Title VII. 

I was impressed, bewildered, and struck by the 

contentiousness, politicization, debate, and confusion that 

chciracterized federal bilingual education policy. As I 

became more aware of the competing perspectives and views on 

bilingual education policy, I also became more aware of their 

irreconcilability. I made a commitment to study, to 

investigate the history, and to analyze and clarify bilingual 

education policymaking at the federal level. I knew I would 

have to identify a clear and limited focal point to guide my 

work. Several decisions have provided a distinct focus 

making the reseeirch for this project feasible and practical 

(For more detail on the evolution of this work, see Chapter 

III). More important, I have been encouraged by personal 

comments from others in the field of the merit of the project 

- that this story needs to be told before it is too late 

(cf., Bemal; Cardenas; Crawford; Yarborough, Interviews; 

Crawford, 1995). 

The sources used in this research can be divided into 

three broad areas: scholarly literature, archival evidence 

and dociiments, and interview data. A review of the critical 
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and analytical literature and commentary regarding Title VII 

of 1968 exposes a number of clear contradictions in the 

interpretations of the intent and purpose of the Act. For 

example, Andersson & Boyer see Title VII as a policy 

statement that "... is intended to conserve our language 

resources and to advance the learning of the child, 

irrespective of language." (1978; p. xv). A different 

interpretation holds that the Act is not at all designed to 

protect or enhance languages other them English. At one 

point in their work, Fradd eind Vega (1987) comment that "... 

ESEA legislation was expanded to include transitional 

bilingual education, referred to as Title VII of ESEA." (p. 

49). In a separate article, Fradd is a bit more direct: "In 

the United States the intent of federal bilingual education 

legislation has never been to promote any language other than 

English." (1987, p. 5). 

A third interpretation of Title VII as a policy 

statement is offered by Padilla (1984) . Taking literally 

some of the phrasing of Title VII, he argues that the purpose 

of Title VII was to provide "... financial inducements to 

those school districts willing to devise innovative 

approaches to the education of non-English speaking students" 

(Padilla, 1984, p. 4). (For a similar analysis, see 

Schneider, [1976].) 



These contradictions are mystifying, becoming even more 

bewildering in light of comments made by Senator Ralph 

Yarborough, chief architect of Title VII of 1968. "It is not 

the purpose of the bill to create pockets of different 

languages throughout the country . . . not to stamp out the 

mother tongue, and not to make their mother tongue the 

dominant language, but just to try to make those children 

fully literate in English.' (Crawford, 1989; p. 32). 

(Emphasis added). (See Section IV.4 for more on Yarborough) 

Given the contradicting interpretations regarding the 

policy objectives of Title VII, this study was undertaken for 

the following purposes: 

1) To report the story of the genesis and 

formulation of Title VII as told by key players, 

advocates, and experts; 

2) To determine how closely the Act as passed 

conformed to and promulgated the ideals and 

intentions of the advocates and experts who 

supported it; 

3) To determine whether the Act is perceived by 

interview respondents as a bilingual education, 

language planning. Civil Rights, Anti-poverty, or 

other policy statement; 

4) To determine if the Act reflected the intentions 

of the policymakers. Did the Act spring from 
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pluralist or assimilationist, bilinguist or 

monolinguist paradigms? 

5 J To examine the Act itself and the perspectives 

of key players, advocates, and experts through the 

prism of Ruiz' three language planning 

orientations: Leinguage-as-Problem, Language-as-

Right, Language-as-Resource (1984a). 

T H E  R E S E A R C H  Q U E S T I O N S  

Five questions guide the development of this study. 

1) What are perceived by writers, analysts, and key 

players as important circumstances and key events 

that led to the first federal bilingual education 

policy in the USA? 

2) What players and organizations were perceived as 

the most important architects in the crafting of 

the policy? What were their roles? 

3) What forces were perceived as important 

influences on the proponents and sponsors of 

federal bilingual education policy in 1968? 

4) Were the assumptions that guided the 

policymakers assimilationist or pluralist? Were 

the premises based on bilingual objectives or 

English acquisition objectives? 
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5) Can the orientations of the key players who 

developed this language planning policy be 

categorized as "language-as-problem, language-as-

right, or language-as-resource" (Ruiz, 1984)? 

Table 1.3, is a matrix showing the relationships among 

the five purposes of this study, the five research questions, 

and the prompts on the interview protocol. The numbers in 

the column under Research Questions refer to the research 

questions. The numbers in the column under Interview Prompts 

refer to the questions of the interview protocol that were 

designed to elicit data about the purpose of the study and to 

answer the research questions (A copy of the Interview 

Protocol can be foimd in Appendix 1.3), Hence, purpose #2 is 

related to research questions 1 and 4 and interview prompts 

1, 2, and 4 were composed to elicit responses corresponding 

to those research questions and purpose. 
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pnRPQgg RKSIARCH 
OniSTlONS 

IMTBRVIEW 
PRQMFT3 

1) To report the story 
on origins and 
formulation. 

1, 2, 3, 4 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 
11, 13. 

2) To determine 
conformity to ideals of 
policy's proponents. 

1. 4 1, 2, 4. 

3) To determine type of 
policy (i.e., language 
planning, education, 
civil rights, or anti-
povertv). 

1, 4 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 
11, 12. 

4) To determine if the 
policy was pluralist or 
assimilationist, 
bilinguist or 
monolinguist. 

2, 4 4, 6, 7, 8 ,9, 11, 
12, 13. 

5) To determine policy 
orientation (Language-
as-problem, -as-right, -
as-resource). 

3, 4, 5 3, 7, 9, 11, 13. 

Tabl« 1.3: Relationships Among Study's 
Purpose, Questions, and Interview Prompts, 

1.4. D«algn of th« Study. 

One soiiTce for this research was lay and professional 

literature. Another was archival evidence foxind in 

government docioments. A third source was interview data from 

policy analysts who have examined the Act and key players who 

crafted it. The data from analysts and players were gathered 

by personal "structured" (Spradley, 1979) or "focused" 

interviews (Yin, 1989) . Title VII of 1968 was treated as a 
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case study (Yin, 1989), much the same way as Sanchez (1973), 

Clark and Astuto (1986) , and Medina and Sacken (1988) did 

their case studies. 

Anchoring this study are the language planning 

orientations described by Ruiz (1984a). At times, these 

orientations are explicit in the presentation of data and 

discussions. When not, they are an implicit part of the 

paradigm that framed this entire study. 

An important feature of this investigation is that many 

of the data come from interviews with the key players who 

participated in the development of the policy. Since little 

has been written about Title VII of 1968, telling the story 

of the Act's origins and evolution required that I rely in 

large part upon the remembrances, documents, and reflections 

of the people who helped shape it. Some of these people were 

in official policy-making roles, some were community-based 

activists and advocates, and others were members of the 

educational communities of the Southwest who were merely 

seeking support for ideas that would improve the abysmal 

school performance of Latino youth in the Southwest and/or 

validation of the language and culture of their students. 

1.5. Limitations of th« Study 

This study has four limitations. One is the effect of 

time and hindsight. Much of the information that coalesced 

i 
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into the "Findings" were developed from interviews with over 

40 respondents who either had played a part in the shaping of 

the policy or were involved as administrators or analysts 

immediately after implementation of the policy. Nearly 

twenty-five years elapsed between the time of the passage of 

the Act and the time of the interviews. Twenty-five years 

can have a powerful impact on a person's recall and outlook. 

Indeed, three interview candidates declined on the grounds 

that they did not have enough recollection of that period to 

provide valid perceptions or analysis. 

A second limitation is that this study does not present 

the contributions of the Puerto Rican and Cuban communities. 

In telling the story of Title VII, the significance of the 

Latinos of the Southwest is primary. Still, the inclusion of 

the Puerto Rican and Ciiban perspectives would have 

strengthened and broadened the scope of this study. I made 

every attempt to arrange interviews with analysts and players 

from the Cviban and Puerto Ricem communities, but had only 

limited success. 

To repeat a point made earlier, while much has been 

written about bilingual education policy and practice. 

Research and analyses of federal policy regarding bilingual 

education over the last twenty-five years are plentiful 

(c.f., Andersson & Boyer, 1978; Crawford, 1989; Fernandez, 

1987; Schneider, 1976;). However, very little has been 

written about the original passage of Title VII. Padilla 
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(1984) and two dissertations (Judd, 1978; Sanchez, 1973) are 

the only pieces written with a singular focus on Title VII of 

1968. This dearth of research and writing is a third 

limitation of the study and another reason I was so dependent 

on the recall of the primary actors and analysts with a 

quarter century of hindsight. 

Some experts argue that academic and political 

discussion of language policy in the US if very limited. 

Fishman, a linguist, is internationally recognized as an 

expert in language planning and policymaking. He has also 

made his mark in the literature focused on language policy in 

the US. The quotation from his work that leads off this 

chapter describes his regard for policy research in the US 

A fourth consideration that limited this project is that 

like the players and analysts, I set out to do the research 

by looking at a policy crafted in 1968 through an 

experiential construct fashioned in the early 1990s - with 

all the facets and perspectives gained during the interim. 

This hindsight has its disadveuitages. For exaitple, trying to 

determine if the intent of the players and proponents of the 

policy had DBE (Developmental Bilingual Education), TEE 

(Transitional Bilingual Education), or other models and 

motives in mind became difficult if not impossible. Indeed, 

several respondents chided me during their interviews saying 

that in those days, the sophistication of these models and 

ideals were not really part of the thinking. Still, 
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educators like Guerrero (Interview) understood the value of 

bilingualism and the methods that could develop and enrich 

it. In fact, many interview prompts regarding the objectives 

of the policy can be traced to the original interview I had 

with Guerrero. 
i 
i 
1 
1 

1.6. Signlflcanc* of th« Study. 

where ways of life and thought are changing very 

fast, we require a large number of such community 

studies. ... We owe it to posterity that we leave 

careful records of contemporary life and cultures 

(Dube 1967; quoted in Peshkin 1993, p. 25). 

The nature of this project is a "community study." The 

investigation was inspired by the spirit I found in the 

bilingual education community of the Southwest. The life 

blood are the words and messages of the respondents who were 

and are leaders and members of their communities. 

The significance of this study is in direct measure to 

the extent that it records, explains, cind analyzes the story 

of how a national policy was developed in a policy arena 

never before even considered. I will demonstrate that Title 

VII of 1968 was as close to being a policy outcome of a 

populist movement as there has ever been. Additionally, this 

study is the first atten^t to tell the story of how this 

development came eOsout. 
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But the deepest significance of this work is found in 

the words of Dr. Bruce Gaarder. These words were passed to 

me by Dr. Guerrero during our first interview session. In 

many ways, the subsequent politics of bilingual education and 

language policy prevent the realization of the vision 

embedded in these words. Perhaps this study can contribute 

to a re-awakening of the vision. 

"Todos de nosotros como seres humanos tenemos el 

derecho de crear e instruir a nuestros hijos para 

se parezcan a nosotros." 

(All of us as human beings have the right to raise 

and teach our children to be like ourselves.) 

1.7. Ottflnitlons 

The literature and discussion in the field of bilingual 

education is replete with vocabulary upon which no clear 

agreement exists. "Since the initial proposal of Federal 

[sic] legislation in 1967, bilingual-bicultural education has 

become an increasingly emotion-charged issue. A large part 

of the controversy has stemmed from definitional ambiguity 

cmd disagreement over goals' (Schneider, 1976, p.2). 

Judd (1978) says much the same when he asserts, "Too 

often, scholars and laymen [sic] have categorically supported 

or opposed bilingual education without clearly stating how 

they are using the terms 'bilingual education,' or 
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'bilingual, ' thus causing much endless eind often futile, 

debate" (p. 200). Any person who has witnessed or 

participated in a discussion of bilingual education will 

recognize that Judd makes a good point here. Conversations 

about bilingual education are frequently characterized by the 

need for the participeints to take pause from the context in 

order to define terms and clarify semantics. These needs 

arise even when the conversants have similar biases and 

outlooks on the issues. The confusion is magnified ten fold 

when the conversants are in disagreement. 

For example, the very term 'bilingual education' means 

to some a process designed only for the acquisition of 

English while to others bilingual education is for the 

purpose of developing proficiency in English while continuing 

to use and develop the primary language. For still others, 

bilingual education should develop full bilingualism -

studying and learning in two languages throughout schooling. 

This confusion comes as no surprise to anyone familiar 

with the history, literature, and polemic that characterizes 

the recent dialogue about bilingual education. To 

illustrate, in May of 1972, the US Commission on Civil Rights 

described bilingual education as "... a vehicle which permits 

non-English speaking children to develop to their full 

potential as bilingual, bicultural Americans" (p. 21). On 

the same page of the Commission's report is a quotation from 

the US Office of Education (USOE). The quotation supports 



3 2  

and coincides with the definition of bilingual education 

given by the Commission. In direct contradiction. Professor 

Guerrero pointed out that in negotiating for the same Act 

referred to by the Commission and the USOE, he and other 

proponents of developmental bilingual programs had to settle 

for a transitional philosophy in the Act in order to get any 

Act at all (Guerrero, 1991). Twenty years later, the 

quarreling and confusion over terms and goals of bilingual 

education continued. 

The use of the native language of children with 

limited or no proficiency in English has been a 

political football, tossed among various 

interpretations of the goals for bilingual 

education. This is illustrated in the use of the 

term bilingual education to describe a program 

whose purpose is not to develop the ability to 

speak two languages, but the use of the primary 

Icuiguage as a pedagogical tool for transferring the 

child to English 'as efficiently and effectively' 

as possible. (Navarro, 1985, p. 289) 

In like manner, former Secretary of Education Bennett 

was taken to task for his misunderstanding of bilingual 

education programs. The Secretary stated pviblicly that 

primary language was used in bilingual education. Cardenas' 

(date unknown) counter claim is clear and aggressive saying 

that Bennett's own Department of Education statistics showed 
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that not one program funded by the Department was 

developmental in character but were, instead, transitional. 

This means that primary language was valued only as a 

transitional medium to English-only mainstrearning. In other 

words, the use of non-English primary language was strictly 

to achieve mastery of English and the displacement of primary 

language from learning and instruction in favor of the 

exclusive use of English. (For more on subtractive 

bilingualism, see Subsection II.2.c.) 

Cognizant of the disagreement in basic vocabulary and 

understanding of words and terms related to bilingual 

education, the intent of this study is not to seek consensus 

among educators and policymakers regarding the definitions of 

the terms. The intent here is to clarify the lexicon as it 

is used in this study. Hence, I have chosen to make a list 

of terms and definitions as they apply to this discussion. 

Before telling how terms are defined for this paper, I 

need to point out that one of the most common terms used in 

the jargon of bilingual education is not used here. The term 

Limited English Proficient (LEP), for example, is not used. 

LEP focuses on English and its use. Besides, the definition 

implies a deficit. Rather than LEP, terms such as "speaks a 

language other than English" or "bilingual and potentially 

bilingual" or "speakers of community languages" are used to 

describe people who speak a language other than English. I 

hope the reader will note that bilingualism is implicit in 
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these phrases and they suggest an additive quality. Their 

meaning does not preclude the mastery of English but leaves 

open the idea that in addition to English, another language 

is spoken, is being acquired, or being enriched. 

Casanova (1991) echoes these sentiments when she notes, 

I consider the acronym LEP offensive because 

"limited" puts a negative cast on the linguistic 

skills of these students and it calls to mind a 

historically oppressed population. I have 

therefore adopted "speakers of other languages" as 

a more descriptive and accurate way to identify 

these children. The phrase results in a much more 

positive acronym as well: SOLs. (p. 180) 

In like fashion. Senator Joseph Montoya speaking in 1973 

referred to the fact that Title VII referred to children who 

spoke a language other than English as children with "limited 

English speaking ability." Implicit in this term, according 

to Montoya, is the idea that the child has a problem (NEA, 

1973a; p. 11). 

Words from Baca and Cervantes (1989) point to a second 

consideration in composing these definitions. In introducing 

a part of their book, they say. 

This section will present operational definitions 

of Bilingual Education by describing various 

bilingual program placement options, by describing 
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what the student may receive given program goals 

and staff capabilities, and finally by providing an 

operational description (p. 83). 

Similar to Baca eind Cervantes, I define the terms used 

in this dissertation within an operational and/or descriptive 

context. This means that the significance of key terms is 

derived from a pragmatic, strategic, or descriptive framework 

rather than a conceptual or abstract one. For example, the 

models most often used in bilingual education programs 

(whether they are supported by Title VII or not), are 

conventionally called "transitional" programs. For the 

purposes of this discussion, transitional programs are just 

that-transitional. They are not, however, bilingual. 

Transitional programs have as their goal the acquisition of 

English after which the Li is dropped. The "successful" 

student in such programs completes school with a dominance 

and proficiency in the L2, nearly always with a commensurate 

loss of proficiency in the Li. Because I am trying to 

simplify and reify the lexicon of bilingual education by 

defining the terms operationally, transitional programs are 

not considered bilingual. 

Although his attention is on a very different theme, 

Sternberg (1990) offers support to this discussion. In 

talking about the conceptions and nature of intelligence, 

Sternberg touches on similar issues. "For whatever 
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convenience the definition [of intelligence] may hold out, it 

is a seriously flawed definition from both scientific and 

educational points of view" (p. 34). Substituting 

"bilingualism" or "potential bilingualism" for the word 

"intelligence" in this aind the following quotation transmits 

the same message. "[T]he definition educationally 

legitimates a view of intelligence that may not be the best 

one for making decisions regarding selection, diagnosis, and 

placement in educational decision making" (p. 34). 

Using these perspectives and insights as premises, the 

definitions in this paper are derived by asking the question, 

"What is the outcome? What is the 'bilingual' program 

attempting to accomplish? What are the end results the 

program and/or the policy have in mind for the students?" 

Clearly, only one model has full and developed bilingualism 

as its operational goal. The other models, including the 

transition programs, use a variety of methods but have as 

their ultimate goal the mastery of English - not the 

development of bilingual proficiency. In transitional 

models, the goal of full and developed bilingualism is at 

best absent, and at worst devalued. 

I.7.a. Bilingualism. 

"For two decades or more linguists have become 

increasingly concerned with the description and measurement 
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of bilingualism" (Andersson & Beyer, 1970, p. 15). Given 

that this was written a quarter century ago and refers to the 

two decades previous to that, any attenpt here to define 

bilingualism might appear pretentious. Nevertheless, an 

understanding of this term is essential to the meaning of 

this paper. While I will not provide a technical or 

"measured" description of bilingualism, I will suggest a more 

practical yet affective sense of what bilingualism means in 

this discussion. 

Bilingualism describes an outlook or even a goal. 

Bilingualism is mastery of two languages. Included in the 

mastery are oral commimication, school, and community 

literacies, competencies, and skills (Cummins, Jim & McNeely, 

Sharon, 1987; Schumann, 1986). Within the sociopolitical 

context of the USA, the semantics of bilingualism carries 

with it an advocacy for or recognition of the value of 

acquiring and learning two languages. This advocacy is much 

like Banks' (1988) stages 5 and 6 on his multiethnic 

hierarchy scale. At these stages of development, a person 

has gone through earlier stages of ethnic and psychological 

self-identification and is ready to function within 

cultures throughout his or her nation and world" (p. 50). 

Finally, bilingualism is contrasted to monolingualism. 

(See Subsection I.7.h.) 



3 8  

I.7.b. Bilingual Education. 

Bilingual Education is a process designed to develop 

full bilingualism. Perhaps a more proper and descriptive 

term would be education for bilingualism. Correspondingly, 

what Baker (1993) calls "language minority education" and 

"strong forms of bilingual education" are "highly important 

for castelike minorities to attempt to counteract the 

discrimination of the dominant minority and counteract the 

acceptance and internalization of that discrimination and 

economic deprivation" (p.257). 

In this discussion, then, the practice and application 

of Bilingual Education includes the use of both home or 

primary language (Li) and English (L2) as the languages of 

instruction throughout the schooling of the child. Bilingual 

Education, when capitalized in this dissertation, refers to a 

program model that is frequently called Developmental 

Bilingual Education (DBE) or enrichment bilingual education. 

When bilingual education is not capitalized, I am using the 

term in a more general, generic sense. For example, I might 

be talking about bilingual education policy or the history of 

bilingual education in the US When capitalized. Bilingual 

Education is in contrast to English immersion (submersion), 

ESL/immersion (a.k.a. structured immersion), and Transitional 

Bilingual Education (TBE) programs. 
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1,7. c. Cornmunity Language. 

Community language describes a non-English language used 

by a group of people in their homes and community. Children 

from these commtonities typically begin school speaking only 

or being dominant in the community language. Although 

sometimes synonymous with primary language, community 

language is more often used in a contrastive context where I 

am talking about a language other than English being spoken 

by an individual or a group of people, 

I.7,d English as a Second Language (ESL). 

ESL classes and programs have as their exclusive goal 

the learning of English. The curriculum of ESL is designed 

first to teach the learner how to master conversational 

English. At more advanced levels, ESL curriculum includes 

basic English literacy skills. (For this paper, the term 

literacy refers to both reading and writing.) In ESL classes 

and programs, students' L^ is neither used nor taught. ESL 

plans and programs are in no sense bilingual. Even a House 

Report that was drafted in preparation for the passage of 

Title VII of 1968 makes it cleeir that ESL (and, by 

implication, TBE) programs are not to be considered 

bilingual. "Moreover, teaching English as a second language 

is not true bilingual instructions [sic] . Bilingual programs 
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proposed by this legislation would improve the child's native 

language as well as English." (Report No. 915: The Bilingual 

Education Act, 1967, p. 5) 

1.7.e. Primary Language (Lj^) . 

Primary language is the language spoken by the student 

with his family and in his community. In the context of 

bilingual education in the US, primary language is a language 

or dialect other than standard English and is usually spoken 

with more facility than standard English by the child or 

student before entering school. Primary language is 

synonymous with home language and close to the meaning of 

community language. 

I.7.f. Immersion 

English immersion is a program model that has as its 

exclusive goal the use smd acquisition of English. In 

immersion models, the only language of instruction is 

English. The policy and practice of immersion programs 

provide no Li instruction to learners but rather "immerse" 

the student in an all English language environment. The 

belief is that since the learner will hear nothing but 

English, she will become English proficient more quickly. 

Sometimes, submersion and sink or swim are used synonymously 
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with immersion. In this paper, the terms immersion, English 

immersion, and ESL/immersion will be used synonymously. 

I.7.g. Developmental Bilingual Education (DBE). 

Developmental Bilingual Education (DBE) is synonymous 

with Bilingual Education as defined in subsection I.7.b of 

this paper. Other synonymous terms are enrichment and 

maintenance. For all of these terms, the school program 

described uses and instructs in the home language as well as 

English. The goal is to develop a student who is balanced in 

two languages with regard to oral communication and literacy. 

1.7.h. Monolingualism 

Monolingualism is the condition of being proficient in 

only one language. Monolingualism is in contrast to 

Bilingualism. 

1.7. i. Monolinguist 

The term Monolingualist is used here to describe an 

attitude; that bilingualism has relatively little value. 

Politically, monolinguists cling to the belief that public 

agencies and institutions are not the place to use, 

encourage, or develop languages other than English. 
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Monolinguists favor policies and practices that replace non-

English mono lingual ism with English mono lingual ism. 

1.1.2' Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) 

The sole purpose and intent of Transitional Bilingual 

Education programs in the US are to move the student to the 

mastery of English. In TBE programs, once English is 

mastered, the student will have no more instructional contact 

with Generally speaking, these programs move students to 

English usage as rapidly and forcefully as possible. When 

students are judged fluent in English, they are immersed in 

English only instruction, sometimes with ESL support. 

Several analysts have strong reservations about using 

bilingual education to describe such programs. "If the goal 

is to be an English-only policy [outcome], one should never 

refer to the means by which it is achieved as bilingual 

education." (Vasquez, 1976, p.24) Vasquez continues the 

point with, "Bilingual education, placed in the compensatory 

category (I am referring to transitional programs) , can best 

be described as an attempt to 'patch up', but it will never 

give us the quilt" (p. 25) . 

In very similar fashion, Ruiz (1988) reminds us that in 

the 1984 reauthorization of Title VII a "special 

alternatives" conponent "has provided for the possibility 

that bilingual education in the United States can be a 
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program where only one language is used for the purpose of 

developing proficiency in one language - English. One might 

well ask what justifies calling this kind of education 

'bilingual' " (Emphasis added.) (p. 551). 

Andersson and Boyer say the same thing. "... transitional 

bilingual education is in reality no bilingual education at 

all, for it is designed to result in the children's knowledge 

of only one language, English, or in only the very partial 

knowledge of two languages" (1970, p. 176). 

Less bluntly, but with an unmistakable bias, a task 

force commissioned by the Office of Civil Rights in 1975 

developed some recommendations. Among these recommendations 

cinalyzed by Gonzalez (1978) is an attempt to "Re-define the 

Title VII concept of bilingual education by broadening its 

scope to include the further 'developing (of) all the 

necessary skills in the student's native language and 

culture'" (Center for Law, 1975, p. 2). According to 

Gonzalez, TBE programs develop the student's native language 

and culture only insofar as the development leads to English 

language proficiency at which point the development of 

primary language is set aside in favor of the exclusive use 

of English. In the same discussion, Gonzalez asserts that 

the task force proposed the establishment of a clear 

distinction between bilingual/bicultural education and 

transitional'" bilingual education. Undoubtedly, the 

purpose here is to clarify the fact that TBE programs should 
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not be confused with or s\ibstitute for meaningful Bilingual 

Education programs. 

In view of these considerations, for this study, the 

word bilingual is used in Transitional Bilingual Education 

(TBE) only because the convention is so strong that to do 

otherwise would simply add to the confusion. To repeat, 

however, in this study TBE policy and programs are not 

considered bilingual. 

In closing this section on definitions, a point needs to 

be reiterated and clarified. "For the moment, it is enough 

for us to note that these definitions all suggest that while 

language planning is at least about language, it is rarely 

only about language* (Ruiz, 1990. p. 14). Ruiz' point is 

well taken and underlies a large part of this dissertation. 

1.8. Organization of tha Olaaartatlon. 

This dissertation contains five chapters; Prologue, 

Review of the Literature, Methods and Procedures, Findings 

and Analysis, and Conclusions and Recommendations. Each of 

the chapters is divided into sections and the sections are 

sometimes divided into stibsections. Coding of the parts of 

the dissertation are sequenced as follows; Roman Nxmeral 

indicates chapter, Arcibic numeral indicates section within 

the chapter, and lower case letter indicates subsection 

within the section. Tables and figures are coded to the 
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chapter, section, and, where applicable, subsection. liThere 

more than one table or figure is presented within the same 

part, a lower case letter is added to the part's code. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

II.1.Introduction. 

To repeat a point made earlier, very little has been 

written that focuses directly and exclusively on ESEA Title 

VII of 1968. "The literature on this topic was quite sparse; 

however, one major work did stand out. The unpublished 

doctoral dissertation of Gilbert Sanchez [sic] did in part 

attempt to analyze actions which led to the passage of the 

1967 Bilingual Education Act" (Judd, 1978, p. 14). This 

quotation from Judd's unpublished dissertation is one of only 

3 pieces of literature written with Title VII of 1968 as its 

primary focus. 

Judd is referring to a dissertation by (Sanchez, 1973) 

who drew "... from the literature, from governmental documents, 

from the legislation itself, and from the operational 

guidelines related to the Act ..." (S^chez, p. vi) . Sanchez 

also availed himself of the opportunity to interview some of 

the key players who advocated for participated in the 

crafting of the Act. As an aide in Washington at the time, 

he was well-situated to carry out his research. 

In addition to Judd and Sanchez, Padilla (1984) 

highlights important policy features of Title VII of 1968, 
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but does not focus exclusively on the Act, Like many of his 

contemporaries, Padilla writes about federal bilingual 

education policy and practice over the lifetime of Title VII. 

Unlike many of his contenporaries, he provides a special and 

unique analysis of the original Act and his interpretation of 

the BEA is one of the very important perspectives used in 

this dissertation (See Section IV. 5). 

Because of the dearth of literature focused on Title VII 

of 1968 and because the literature on language policy and 

planning is rich, this chapter will review policy theory and 

analysis. Hence, Section II of this chapter is divided into 

three subsections that move the discussion from a brief and 

cursory treatment of the history of federal policy-making in 

bilingual education (See Sxibsection II.2.a) to a general and 

generic discussion of policy analysis (See Subsection 

II.2.b). Policy analysis leads to a more specific 

presentation on language planning (See Subsection II.2.c). 

This final subsection on language planning moves from a 

fairly global treatment of language planning to the more 

specific and strident features of language planning in the US 

As is characteristic of most discussions of language 

planning, especially in the US, politics and ideology will 

play a large role in these subsections. 

The general features of policy analysis and more 

specific discourse of language planning are intended to set 

the stage for the central discussion of this literature 
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review, Language Planning Orientations (See Sections II.3 and 

IV.6) . Like Padilla's analysis of Title VII of 1968 (1984; 

Interview), Ruiz' (1984) Language Planning Orientations are 

the essential threads woven throughout this dissertation. 

II.2. Languag* in th« US: History, Policy, Planning. 

The subsections that follow trace the history, policy, 

and plans that have marked language issues in the US Cursory 

research on these topics invariable leads one to conclude 

that evidence can be gathered to support any hypothesis or 

outlook with regard to language policy and planning in the US 

In fact, some experts suggest that the US long ago selected a 

"policy not to have a policy" (Heath, 1976, p. 12). 

Within any policymaking and planning arena, though, 

political, language, and cultural biases drive the 

discussions and shape alliances. Ideology plays a central 

role in einy language planning decision, even in the US where 

the national conscience based on democratic principles 

dictates that all forms of speech and language should be 

respected. While the following siibsections are organized 

around the domains of history, policy, and planning, ideology 

underlies the entire discussion. Cobarrubias (1983) suggests 

that decisions regarding language planning emanate from one 

of four ideologies; assimilation, pluralism, 

vemacularization, or internationalization. Assimilationist 
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ideology generates policies that are designed to force or 

encourage adoption of a national or official language by 

speakers of coiiununity languages. Today transitional 

bilingual education cuid English iitimersion programs are 

excimples of assimilationist ideology. 

Pluralism, his second ideology, is exeitiJlified by Canada 

and Singapore where national languages dominate the political 

cuid economic discourse of the countries, but community 

languages are officially and unofficially nurtured and 

promoted by schooling, promotion of bilingualism, and 

commercial use and application of the community languages. 

Vernacularization is Cobarrubias' term for preventing 

the extinction of an indigenous Icinguage by making that 

language em official language. Thus, Paraguay has made 

Guarani an official language so that it has a status that 

precludes its extinction. 

The final term, internationalization, is self-defining. 

Some nations have devised a plan to adopt an official 

language or language of schooling so that citizens and the 

cotintry can better comraunicate in international commerce and 

trade. Hence, former colonies in Africa and Asia have 

adopted European languages in some official or semi-official 

forms in order to communicate in the international network. 

Local languages are sometimes encouraged and preserved 

through education and localized application. Hence, many 

South Africans speak five languages. Four languages are 

I  
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those of people sharing a large region or multicultural urban 

community and the fifth is English which is used for more 

official trade and commerce (N.P.R, 1995). 

Cobarrubias' primary contribution to this discussion 

centers around his notions of assimilationist and pluralist 

ideologies. The questions that underlie this section of the 

dissertation is whether the US has had a plan or policy with 

regard to language and if so, whether that plan has emerged 

from an assimilationist or pluralist ideology (See Table 

II.2.1). These questions are a mostly 'silent' current 

beneath the discussion that follows. 

This section is divided into three subsections. 

Subsection II.2.a reviews the role of the federal government 

in making policy regarding bilingual education. Following 

that is a presentation of some policy einalysis freuneworks. 

These frameworks are general in scope and are presented only 

as a backdrop for the next subsection which is a discussion 

more specifically directed at language planning and shows how 

policy is designed in the three-branched system of national 

government in the US 

II.2.a.History of Federal Involvement in Bilingual Education. 

U. S. national policy development in the domains of 

bilingual education and language planning is obscure and 

secondary at least, eibsent at most. 
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Is political equality the miracle that produces the 

melting, that renders differences of origin 

irrelevant? Or is the new alloy - a unitary 

culture molded by a common language - the sine qua 

non of nationhood? Are unalienable rights 

universally shared? Or do they depend on 

conformity to Anglo-American values, traditions, 

and speech? An ambivalence on these points has 

always haunted our democracy (Emphasis added). 

Which begins to explain why the matter of our 

national tongue, its legal status, as well as its 

role in American identity, has been left unsettled 

(Crawford, 1992. p. 26). 

In addition to the ambivalence that Crawford finds, a 

more formal check on the federal government's active role in 

language issues relating to education can be traced to the 

Reserve Clause of the Constitution. Generally speaking, 

language planning is crafted and implemented by schools. 

Because the Reserve Clause has barred the federal government 

from matters of school practices, national language planning 

in the US is precluded by the principle of states' rights. 

However, in the middle of the 20^ century under 

Presidents Kennedy and, more especially, Johnson, a dramatic 

increase in the role of the federal government in education 

began to evolve. "Johnson himself often stated that 

education was the chief tool for building a Great Society and 

argued that improving education for poor and minority 

i 
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children was one of the nation's principal unfinished tasks" 

(Kantor & Lowe, 1995, p. 4). While Kantor and Lowe present a 

case for federal policy-making in education under Kennedy and 

Johnson, they also emphasize that prior to the 1960s (even 

taking into account the New Deal's dramatic expansion of the 

federal government's role in social policy making), education 

steadfastly remained the exclusive domain of the states. 

The primary legislative sponsor of Title VII of 1968 was 

evidently aware of this history. In introducing his bill 

that would later become Title VII, Senator Ralph Yarborough 

of Texas commented, "This is the first bilingual education 

bill in the history of the US" (Schneider, 1976; p. 24). 

Indeed, the direct and indirect involvement of the 

federal government in bilingual education prior to Title VII 

consists of only a few Supreme Court decisions (cf., Meyer v. 

Nebraska, 1923; Farrington v. Tokushige, 1927; less directly. 

Brown V. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, 1954). Added 

to these decisions are President Jackson's program to 

extinguish literacy in English and the primary language among 

the Cherokees (See Section 1.2) and the federal government's 

attempts to force language assimilation among Native 

Americans and Puerto Ricans through schooling (Leibowitz, 

1971; Walsh, 1991). (For a survey of states' policies in 

bilingual education, see Andersson & Boyer, 1978 or Kloss, 

1977) . 
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Related to this sketchy history of the federal 

government's role in bilingual education is the question of 

an official or national leuiguage. A rich literature 

considers this question with a variety of interpretations 

(cf. Andersson and Boyer, 1978; Crawford, 1989; Crawford, 

1992; Kloss, 1977; Leibowitz, 1980). The question of an 

official or national language was discussed as far back as 

the Constitutional Convention. The idea was dismissed for a 

variety of reasons, not the least of which was the desire to 

avoid alienating the many non-English speaking language 

communities that would work together to create the infant 

republic (Kloss, 1977; Leibowitz, 1980) . 

While Leibowitz (1980) agrees with Kloss' thesis 

regarding alienating speakers of non-English European 

languages, he argues that a quite different official posture 

has been struck for speakers of non-European languages. 

Focusing on three language groups of the American mosaic 

(Latinos of the Southwest, Native Americans, and European 

immigrants), Leibowitz argues that a clear and consistent 

policy of primary language extinction through several 

measures including schooling has been directed at Latinos and 

Native Americans. He goes on to show that "... their 

experiences have shaped the federal role in bilingual 

education" (p. 3). Leibowitz provides great insight by 

comparing and contrasting the experiences of these groups 

vis-a-vis de jure and de facto social and language policies. 
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and he gives the reader a unique prism through which to see 

the federal government's role in language planning and 

bilingual education (See Table II.2.1). 

Comments from Crawford echo Leibowitz' analysis. In an 

Email to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Lcinguages and Linguistics, 

Crawford encourages the Clearinghouse to repiiblish Kloss' 

book. He first applauds Kloss' incomparable history of 

language policies and practices in the US cind then goes on to 

laud his work as "the most valuable source for scholars on 

the history of language diversity in the United States" 

(1996). But then he goes on to criticize Kloss' thesis 

regarding tolerance for non-English languages. 

It must also be said that Kloss's approach has some 

serious limitations. I will single out three of 

significance. First, he focuses primarily on the 

European immigrant experience, paying limited 

attention to colonized groups such as Mexican 

Americans, Puerto Ricans, Hawaiians, and especially 

Native Americans, emd nonwhite immigrants such as 

Chinese and Japanese Americcuis (1996) . 

Notwithstanding these analyses by Leibowitz and others 

(See also Freire & Macedo, 1987; Walsh, 1991) (For a more 

historical and general discussion about multiculturalism and 

colonized groups, see Takaki, [1993]). The more dominant 

view is that the federal government's involvement in 

bilingual education has been prevented either by the Reserve 
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Clause and/or the view articulated by Crawford (1992) that 

the general question of purposeful and deliberate language 

planning in the US is, at best, a conundrum. Certainly, the 

role of the federal government in bilingual education prior 

to Title VII of 1968 was, at most, relegated to unimportance. 

II.2.b. Approaches to Policy Analysis. 

Ruiz (1990) entitles the second major section of his 

chapter "Language Planning and Language Policy" (p. 12). 

Both the title and the content of his section confirm that 

Ruiz uses these terms - planning and policy -

interchangeably. Although the two terms are used separately 

to entitle this and the following subsections, I will follow 

Ruiz' lead and use the terms synonymously in the discussion. 

In this subsection, I will be talking about policy analysis 

in a generic sense. In the subsection that follows, I will 

focus more on specific policies having to do with language 

planning. In addition to this distinction based on 

conversational convenience is one that policy analysis is 

more of a prelude and entree into the following two 

subsections about leinguage planning (Sxibsection II.2.c) and 

language planning orientations (Section II.3). 

Placier's "critical policy analysis" (1989, p. 38) 

provides a starting point for a generic discussion of policy 

analysis. Instead of seeing policymaking as a "view from the 
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top" done by people who are "rational, knowledgeable, 

competent, and responsive to the public interest" (p. 39), 

Placier's critical policy analysis takes the view that 

policymakers "sociallv construct or set the problem" based on 

"stories people tell about situations" (p. 39, emphasis in 

original). Placier also argues that generally, policy 

analysis focuses on difficulties in implementation of policy. 

Placier well serves the purposes of this dissertation because 

a) her features of a "critical policy analysis" 

rather than a "view from the top" coincide with the 

procedure used in data gathering and in the 

analysis of the data, 

b) her analysis, based on the "stories people tell 

about situations," is in line with the analysis 

presented here, and 

c) her emphasis on how policy is formulated rather 

than how it is implemented is directly related to 

this presentation of Title VII of 1968 as a policy 

statement, rather than the practices promulgated by 

the policy. 

The national government of the US with its unique 

feature of checks and balances provides all three branches of 

government with the authority to initiate, shape, and even 

dispense policy. While the data for this case study emanate 

primarily - almost exclusively - from the legislative 
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apparatus, the fact is that other branches of the federal 

government have enormous policymaking powers as well. 

For example, bilingual education policymaking by the 

judicial branch is nowhere larger thcin in the seminal case of 

Lau v. Nichols (1974). This decision had huge impact on 

school practices and on policymaking in the executive branch 

(See Subsection II.3.c.). Aside from policy analysis, it is 

important to note here that Lau was not decided on the merits 

of the constitutionality of bilingual education or 

bilingualism. Setting aside the constitutional question of 

equal protection, the Justices decided on the basis of a 

legislative act (viz.. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964) (Lessow-Hurley, 1990; Levin, 1983; McFadden, 1983) . 

This lack of constitutional clarity leaves bilingual 

education policymaking in a nether zone where the mediative 

effects and relative objectivity of the courts are lost to 

the ideologies and biases of the legislative and executive 

brcuiches and local politics. Later in this dissertation, the 

absence of the mediative effects of the courts will be used 

to explain why ideology plays an inordinately large role in 

policymaking and policy analysis when it comes to bilingual 

education. 

The Lau Remedies that followed the Supreme Court 

decision (1974) are the best example of the executive 

branch's foray into policymaking in bilingual education. 

Although he does not provide much insight as to how policy 
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within the regulatory agencies of the executive branch is 

formulated. Levin (1983) shows how the Remedies at the 

federal level served as imperatives for bilingual education 

policymaking and practice at the local level. Moreover, in 

terms of policy analysis. Levin shows how Lau (a judicial 

decision) drove policymaking and enforcement by the executive 

branch. 

In turning attention to the legislature, Judd (1978), in 

his dissertation about Title VII of 1968, borrowed the eight 

"internal factors" that are proposed in the Congressional 

Almanac as a framework for his policy analysis. (See Judd, 

1978, Addendum 1, for a list of these 8 factors.) These 

factors are within the structure of the government's 

policymaking apparatus as opposed to the influences that 

impel that apparatus from the outside (e.g., Placier's 

"stories people tell" or as seen in Chapter IV of this 

dissertation). Judd's work is "in house" in the sense that 

he looked at the passage of Title VII of 1968 from the 

standpoint of the readiness of the legislature to act on the 

idea of a Bilingual Education Act. The title of his work, 

"Factors Affecting the Passage of the Bilingual Education Act 

of 1967" coupled with his approach in analyzing the policy 

(the 8 "internal factors") underscore the focal point of his 

research (viz., the legislative policymaking apparatus). 

Research done for this project, especially the review of 

the literature, drives home a final important point regarding 
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policy analysis. It is a point of policy analysis that is 

all too often lost or disregarded. Yet the point is 

essential to an understanding of language policy and planning 

in the US, particularly with respect to Title VII. A 

comprehensive analysis of policy must recognize and address 

the difference between a discretionary policy and a mandatory 

policy. Several einalyses in the literature add to the 

confusion of bilingual education policy because the analyses 

fail to address this difference. Worse are analyses that 

incorrectly assert that bilingual education policy at the 

federal level has been or is mandated. 

As an example, Zall smd McCloe-Stein (1990) compose an 

argument in the dialogue regarding English as an official 

language. Their argument is clear and direct, but the 

reasoning and strength of the argument is undermined by their 

mistaken analysis that bilingual education and bilingualism 

are policy mandates. Three quotations illustrate this point. 

In the last quarter-century federal and state 

governments, ostensibly to protect language 

minorities, have forced languages other than 

English on an unwilling American people, (p.262) . 

Government is acting as arbiter of language choice 

by forcing English-speaking persons to use 

languages other than English, (p. 264) . 
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Beginning in the Civil Rights era, congress enacted 

a barrage of federal laws dictating both official 

and common language choice, (p. 265) . 

Three considerations make the writing and meaning of 

these quotations disturbing for their inaccuracy. In the 

first place, these assertions are made with not one example 

to substantiate or portray the assertion. The reader is left 

either wondering what laws Zall and McCloe Stein are 

referring to or with the groundless inpression that such 

policies do, in fact, exist. 

Secondly, Zall is a lawyer and McCloe-Stein is a legal 

assistant. Both worked in Washington, D.C. at the time they 

authored the article. As lawyers in one of the most 

important policy-making centers of the world, one would 

expect them to know the difference between a discretionary 

policy and a mandate. If they do know the difference, they 

do not write as though they know the difference and they pass 

off Title VII and other federal policies in bilingual 

education as being mandates. Like all federal policies in 

education, bilingual education policies are discretionary, 

not mandatory. 

Thirdly, while the authors mistakenly criticize national 

policymaking for mandating language choice, they promote a 

mandated policy that would limit or prohibit language choice. 
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This limitation to official English appears curious at least 

and hypocritical at most. 

On the other hand, one need not go far from friendly 

discussions of bilingual education to find confusion 

regarding the difference between a discretionary and mandated 

policy. Referring again to S^chez' (1973) analysis of Title 

VII of 1968, he totally misconstrues the purpose and 

enforcement considerations of Title VII of 1968. 

The major objective, then, was to teach the child 

in his own dominant tongue if it was other than 

English. This was considered essential. The 

states were now going to have to change their 

education codes/laws to conform to the declaration 

of policy of the BEA [Bilingual Education Act] (p. 

3) . 

As will be seen later in this paper, the question of 

whether the "major objective* was to teach the child in his 

dominant tongue was by no means clearly resolved by the BEA. 

On the contrary, I will demonstrate later that the intent and 

purpose of the Act are obscure at best and quarrelsome at 

worst. 

What is not obscure nor quarrelsome is whether this Act 

forced the states to change their policies regarding 

bilingual education. Clearly, the Act did not. A 

discretionary policy, Title VII of 1968 merely invited school 
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districts to apply for grants to establish programs of 

bilingual education. Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and 

State Education Agencies (SEAs) have always had the option to 

write grants. In other words, Title VII has always allowed 

the LEAs and SEAs the choice to participate. Indeed, over 

the long term, only a small percentage of the nation's 

language minority children have been served by Title VII 

grants! Fourteen years ago, Levin showed that 

the Bilingual Education Act projects currently 

serve 400,000 limited English-proficient students, 

whereas the Department of Education estimates that 

there are three and one-half million limited 

English-proficient students in this country (1983, 

p. 34). 

As a final example of analysts who overlook this 

distinction between mandatory and discretionary policies, 

Lambert aind Taylor (1987) say, "To its great credit, the 

United States has federal laws requiring educational help-

including instruction through various languages other than 

English- for all non-English-speaking ethnic groups..." (p. 

74) . No such law requiring this type of educational help has 

ever been on the books of the US government. Certainly none 

preceded Title VII, 1968, and as has been clarified, the Act 

itself required nothing of school or states, and whatever 

compliance measures handed down by the federal government 
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after Title VII, 1968 emanated from the courts because 

violations of mandated federal civil rights policies. 

Language policy, language planning, and bilingual education 

have been grounded only secondarily in Federal mandates 

regarding compliance with Civil Rights policies and codes 

(additional affirmation of this point can be found in Lessow-

Hurley, 1990). 

Contrary to others' misuse of terms. Levin (1983) seems 

to understand clearly the distinction between discretionary 

and mandated policy. In fact, she adds to the lexicon of 

policy analysis by substituting the term sanction for 

mandate. Moreover, she uses legislative context and example 

to clarify the difference between a discretionary and 

'sanction' policy. 

The important distinction between the Bilingual 

Education Act and what the Department of Education 

proposed to do under the Civil Rights Language 

Minority Regulations is that the former provides 

fiscal incentives to willing school districts that 

were already committed to assisting limited 

English-proficient children, while the latter 

imposes em. affirmative duty on school officials to 

provide special assistance to limited English-

proficient children without providing any fiscal 

incentives and with the sanction for non-compliance 

being the cut-off of all federal funds received by 

the school district (pp. 33-4). 
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Like Levin, Minaya-Rowe (1986) demonstrates a clear 

understanding of this crucial characteristic of policy 

analysis. Comparing the bilingual education policies of the 

US with those of Bolivia, Peru, and Ecuador, Minaya-Rowe 

shows that in those countries, the central government sets 

policy and practice for schools that have students who speak 

a non-Spanish language. This direction comes only after the 

central government has ".„undertaken research-reconnaissance 

to determine the needs of the local communities" (p. 469). 

Minaya-Rowe contrasts this centrality of policy direction 

with those of the US where "the responsibility for initiating 

bilingual education programmes rests with the state education 

agencies and local school boards" (p. 469). 

In summary, this subsection outlined a general and brief 

overview of policymaking as it is practiced within the power-

sharing federalism of the US Title VII of 1968, when viewed 

as a language policy, is a good example of how this 

federalism works. The next sxibsection is an overview of 

language planning that sets the stage for the later strict 

and sharp focus that centers this study. Title VII of the 

1968 reauthorization of the ESEA. 
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II.2.c. Genre and Lexicon of Language Planning: The US 
Context. 

This subsection will transition from the more general 

talk about policy analysis to a more specific application of 

policy: Language Planning. The discussion follows two 

general parts. The first part is about theoretical 

considerations frequently used to frame discussions about 

language pleinning. These considerations are a prelude to the 

second part of the sxibsection, political and ideological 

features that characterize language planning. Samples and 

commentaries from the US context are integrated into these 

historical, political, and ideological considerations. 

Lcuiguage planning is a slippery subject that defies 

definition. A widely recognized scholar and former director 

of the prestigious Center for Applied Linguistics once said 

there is no such thing as language planning (Troike, 1992). 

Still, for the sake of creating some xinderstanding about the 

policy initiatives and direction that directly or indirectly 

influence language use by a people or a linguistic minority 

within a language majority, a genre of discussion about 

planning must be created. 

Another distinguished analyst of language planning must 

have some sense of a definition for the term because she 

entitles one of her articles, Spanish Language Planning in 

the United States. Rubin's (1985) work is important to here 

because she divides language planning into five domains of 

i  
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applicability; work, health/medical, communication, social 

welfare, and education. Additionally, she shows how language 

planning is carried out by the courts, legislatures, 

regulatory agencies, and "implementors" (p. 150). Rubin's 

thesis regarding how language planning is carried out follows 

closely the policy analysis format presented in Subsection 

II.2.b. She does not suggest that there is consistency or 

even logic to the planning, but she does demonstrate that 

actions, decisions, policies, and implementation practices do 

constitute something we can call language planning. 

According to Ruiz (1984a), any nation's language plan or 

policy emanates from basic assumptions or, as he calls them, 

"orientations." Somewhat synonymous with Ruiz' orientations 

are Heath's "vision" (1978). Whether Heath's "vision" or 

Ruiz' orientations, these basic assumptions are subliminal 

biases or "prerational thinking" (Ruiz, 1987, p. 4) shared by 

policymakers as decide language issues. Ruiz argues that one 

of three orientations guides language plarjiers. The planner 

looks upon language as a problem, a right, or a resource. 

Embedded in Ruiz' orientations is the supposition that a set 

of comparable practices follows each of the orientations. 

(See Section II.3 for a more detailed discussion of Ruiz' 

orientations and subsequent practices.) 

As mentioned, Heath (1978) analyzes language planning by 

examining the "vision" of policymakers. But she also 

proposes that planning is formulated by policymakers as they 
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look at the anticipated consequences of a proposed plan. 

Using a policy analysis approach from political science, she 

makes two large contributions to this discussion. In the 

first place, Heath bridges the policy-planning dichotomy by 

supporting her analysis of policy with the concrete example 

of language planning. In so doing, she lends credence to a 

point made earlier in this paper, namely, the difference 

between policy and planning is an arbitrary one used for the 

sake of clarifying and orgemizing discussion and analysis. 

The second of Heath's contributions is her tenet that 

politicians make decisions regarding language planning based 

on cin estimation of what the outcome of the policy or plan 

will be. For example, policymakers know that a "distributive 

outcome" is expected by a special interest group when the 

national government establishes a policy designed to promote 

or at least safeguard the group's interests. This 

"distributive outcome* means that the policy will set into 

motion the delivery of goods and services to support and 

instantiate the policy. For a bilingual education policy, 

examples of "distributive outcomes" might be the development 

of appropriate curriculum and materials, special teacher 

training programs, and/or a national research and evaluation 

network. 

A second 'regulative' outcome shapes a politician's 

outlook regarding a policy for a special interest group. The 

special interest group may expect "the govemiaent to 
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intervene and give them [special interest group] preferential 

treatment by limiting certain activities of other groups or 

making available to them services formerly made available 

only to others" (Heath, 1978, p. 62). In the case of 

bilingual education, the 'regulative outcome' often brings 

into play conflicts between the desire for integration and 

the pragmatic need to teach a language group as a group apart 

from the English speakers who constitute the rest of the 

school. 

Heath's "redistributive fimction" is the politician's 

concern that one interest group's request for special 

language consideration will be mimicked by others. The 

politician may figure that if one language group is given 

special consideration, all language groups would clamor to 

receive the same consideration. In turn, this 

multilingualism would undermine the importance and hegemony 

of the national language. Seeing this outcome, planners use 

the * tower of Bedjel' argximent to deny bilinguists' 

advocacies. Crawford (1989 & 1992) provides a well-

researched and detailed discussion of "regulative outcome", 

"redistributive function" and other policy tensions as he 

traces the history and contemporary strains of policies and 

forces regarding bilingualism and bilingual education. 

Poignant to the discussion here, he entitles a chapter of his 

1992 book "Problem or Resource?" and follows with one called 

"Babel in Reverse". 
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With Ruiz' "orientations" eind Heath's "outcomes" as 

background, a question that nearly always follows is whether 

there should be a national or official language. Language 

policy that addresses issues of official or national language 

or language choice is coinmonly referred to as status 

pleinning. (See Crawford [1992] also for an historical and 

contemporary treatment of this question.) Because they are 

often used interchangeably, the terms national language and 

official language tend to become confused and their 

distinctiveness diminished. Because Ruiz' distinctions 

(1990) allow for more specificity and conparison, his ideas 

will be used here. According to him, an official language is 

a language that is sanctioned by a government. The 

sanctioning may be by official declaration or by exclusion 

and purpose, using only one language for government business. 

The official language may be the national language, but 

it need not be. The national language, according to Ruiz, is 

the language that is accepted by the citizens as the symbol 

of the nation and thereby is an icon of national identity. A 

national language may also be the common language of the 

people "in contrast to 'regional' or 'limited' languages" (p. 

19) . Whether the US. has always had the same national 

language (English) is arguable. But the question of an 

official language (as defined by Ruiz) is inarguable. The US 

has consistently set aside all attempts at declaring an 

official language even though several states have formulated 
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official language policies (Adams & Brink, 1990; Crawford, 

1992) 

The standard of the language (rules of written grammar 

and structure, syntax, lexicon) is a second feature of 

Icinguage planning that is sometimes iitplemented as national 

policy. Policymaking in this regard is called corpus 

planning. Some linguists use the term prescriptive grammar 

when talking about efforts to standardize written and spoken 

rules language structure and mechanics (Pinker, 1994). An 

example of corpus planning or prescriptive grammar is Spain's 

Academia Real. For this dissertation, corpus planning is of 

minor importance while status planning is the implicit and 

explicit nexus of discussion. 

Frequently entering the discourse regarding language 

planning is the situation where one language is used in 

certain social, economic, and institutional contexts and a 

different language is used in other contexts. 

Yiddish/English bilinguals in New York may reserve Yiddish 

for family, synagogue, localized shopping, and community-

based social functions. English is used for legal and school 

communication, and arrangements for going to a baseball game. 

This diglossia where two different languages are consistently 

used for two different functions or in two distinct contexts 

is applicable in many parts of the world. An interesting 

diglossia governs language use in many parts of the Arabic-
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speaking world where the spoken Arabic is different from the 

written Arabic (Gaarder, 1978). 

To some extent, nearly all speakers of community 

languages are diglossic. Some carry on this diglossia for 

generations while others shift from the community language to 

the dominant language in only a generation or two. In the 

latter case, speakers of community languages leave behind 

proficiency in that language as they acquire the dominant 

language. Thus in the US, "English is so overpowering in 

close contact that minority tongues quickly give way" so that 

the process moves people from "Monolingual [non-English] to 

bilingual to monolingual [English] . Such is the pattern for 

urban immigrants in twentieth-century America" (Crawford, 

1992, pp. 96-7). 

Crawford's thesis is borne out by research among 

schoolchildren in such disparate places as Texas and 

Washington. In a Change of Test Dominance in English, 

McConnell (1985) found children in Washington, where Spanish 

is a minority language, acquired a score of 70 in English 

dominance after three years while their counterparts in a 

Texas town where Spanish is a majority language scored only 

28. Notably, McConnell's data also demonstrate that academic 

gains are greater among the program participants in Texas 

whose transition to English is delayed while they continue to 

learn academic content in Spanish. 
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Minaya-Rowe (1986) returns us to the question of why 

some language minority conimiinities remain diglossic for 

generations while others experience lemguage shift/loss 

within two generations. Using Yiddish and Chinese speakers 

as examples, she provides an answer by arguing that these two 

communities have maintained the non-English language over 

generations because of "continuous immigration and a 

localized community" (p. 461). The "continuous immigration" 

provides a flow of fresh native speakers who keep the 

commimity language alive as they acquire English. The 

"localized community" serves as a "cultural caucus" where not 

only the language is re-generated by use as the lingua 

franca, but other traditions and cultural characteristics are 

also nourished by practice. 

"Without constant reinforcements from the old country, 

languages other that [sic] English tend to decline rapidly 

among immigrants after about fifteen years of residence here" 

(Crawford, 1992; p. 128). Crawford goes on to describe 

"anomalies" of Chinese-emd Spanish-spesiking communities where 

the use and vibrancy of the community language perseveres 

along with a rapid change to English on a national scale. 

Again, Minaya-Rowe explains these anomalies by showing that 

communities with strong ties with the mother country often 

regenerate old world linguistic and cultural ties. 

The national reality is that diglossic communities in 

the US are and have been the exception rather than the rule. 
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especially among the Spanish-speakers of the Southwest. (See 

again the results of the McConnell [1985] study.) Instead, 

language shift/loss has been the prevalent outcome 

(Hem^dez-Chavez, 1978) . Troike (1978, 1983) also reports 

the comparatively fast language shift on the part of Spanish 

speakers of the Southwest. 

According to Veltman (1988), language shift among 

Spanish speakers is more rapid than for other immigrant 

groups. While other immigrant groups take generations to 

become English-speaking monolinguals, shift among Spanish 

speakers is accomplished in fifteen years! Why this loss? 

Gaarder addressed this question several times in his writings 

just prior to and shortly after the passage of Title VII of 

1968. 

Collective, compulsory bilingualism (two languages 

and peoples, one dominated by the other within a 

single nation) is essentially a transitional means 

of communication between two monolingual peoples. 

Here it should be borne in mind that it is 

invariably a one-sided phenomenon: the subordinated 

people alone becomes bilingual, the dominant one 

does not; the subordinated people's tongue alone 

suffers linguistic interference, with distortion of 

its syntax and swamping of its lexicon. As soon as 

most of the dominated people become speakers of 

both languages there is no further need for both of 

them [i.e., languages], and the weaker tongue 
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disappears. We then say that a language shift has 

occurred. (1978, p. 34). 

Is this shift deliberately planned or simply consummated 

by the natural forces that come to play in social and 

cultural dominance? If the shift is a consequence of policy, 

who is responsible for the policy? What role, if any, do 

educators play in implementing such a language plan and 

policy? Garcia (1993) is one who offers an answer to these 

questions when she talks about "... the valuable function 

of raising the consciousness of the bilingual educator in her 

role as language planner' (p. viii) . Although his 

orientations apply to national levels of policymaking, Ruiz 

(1987) also suggests that language planning is a function of 

schools and classroom teachers because in schools and 

classrooms, the child leams whether what s/he brings to 

school is a problem or a resource. 

Ruiz (1984b) contributes another piece to this 

discussion by identifying three factors that "... must be 

considered in any examination of language and education 

policy formulation." He talks about a "tacit policy" of 

"traditional practices" whereby the schools "have always done 

things that way" (p. 5). A second factor are the legal 

precedents set by the courts. The third critical factor 

touches directly on the point being emphasized here and 

throughout this paper. "Finally, we should keep in mind that 
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language and education policy are matters which reach far 

beyond the school. These are issues of political ideology 

(Emphasis added) as much as ones of academic research" (Ruiz 

1984b, p.6). As will be seen, some argue that these 'issues 

of political ideology' are in fact matters that coxint much 

more heavily than any other in the formulation of education 

policy and practice. 

Returning to the broader discussion of political and 

historical factors in language planning, nearly all nations 

grapple with issues of language planning. While the 

influence of politics is enormous when it comes to language 

planning smd while the US is not the only nation that is 

confronted with the conundrums of language plcinning and 

policy (cf. Marshall, 1991; Paulston, 1988; Spolsky, 1986; 

Swain & Lapkin, 1982), politics in US language planning are 

particularly pervasive, more especially over the past twenty-

five years (Padilla, 1984; Ruiz, 1990) . And the argxoments 

become even more contentious in the realm of educational 

policymaking. Crawford (1989) has done an incomparable job 

in recording the politics of US national bilingual education 

policy over this period. Since so much has been written 

about bilingual education. Title VII, and federal language 

plcinning over the past twenty-five years and since this case 

study is centered on the passage of the first Title VII Act, 

the discussion here will return to the focus on the policy 
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and planning considerations that preceded Title VII and set 

the stage for its first passage. 

One of these considerations is the prevalence of 

language shift/loss in the US We will see in the next 

section that many deplore the loss of potential bilingualism 

that goes hand in hand with leinguage shift. Indeed, Gaarder 

(1974; 1978; Interview) speaks passionately about shift and 

loss saying they are due to "five major dynamic actors of 

collective bilingualism, ... political stance, power, language 

prestige [and] the factors of religion and race" (p.34). 

Pinker (1994), too, decries the extinction of the 

world's languages smd talks about the fact "that 150 North 

American Indian languages, about 80% of the existing ones, 

are moribund" (p. 259) (Emphasis added). 

Earlier noted were Ruiz' comments about language 

planning being more than matters of language and education. 

"These are issues of political ideology" (p. 6, 1984b). In 

the same piece, he says "Various factors have worked to 

determine the social status of non-English language groups. 

Generally, characteristics which [sic] have combined to 

generate negative evaluations of a group include the 

following: non-white racial traits, non-western cultural 

traditions, provenance from authoritarian/totalitarian 

states, political-military hostility of the native country 

toward the United States" (pp. 6-7) . 
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In like fashion, language planning in the US has been 

responsive to the populist xenophobic insistence that non-

English speakers learn English as testimony of their loyalty 

and willingness to acculturate. To illustrate the point, in 

1906, the federal legislature passed a bill requiring English 

proficiency of any immigrant who wished to seek citizenship 

through naturalization (Crawford, 1992). Thus, a mark of the 

national character has been to fear or suspect those who do 

not make acquisition of English a high priority (Ruiz, 

1984b). Troike (1989) says it plainly: "from the highest 

levels of the federal government, bilingual education has not 

been seriously regarded as an educational matter, but merely 

as a political sop to minorities. The continued emphasis in 

discussions of bilingual education in terms solely of 

acquisition of English skills . . • rather than in terms of 

knowledge acquisition, further betrays the underlying 

compensatory bias held by most people" (p. 56) . 

These viewpoints are echoed by Weinstein (1989). While 

speaking to an international Conference on Public Policy 

Issues in Bilingual Education, he succinctly captured the 

role of politics in language planning: 

Elsewhere, an examination of the Icinguage choices 

of the state sheds light on the interplay between 

state elites 'and societal elites' stroiggles and 

alliances to affect the identity of the state and 

society and to affect patterns of participation. 
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For this reason the study of language policy should 

go beyond the linguistic and commiinicative goals to 

the final political goals (p. 30). 

In sum, politics and ideology are integral components of 

language planning and any discussion about language planning 

and policy must take cognizcm.ce of Weinstein's "final 

political goals." (See Section II.2.) 

Nested within politics and ideology are the "...historical 

precedent in language decisions, and the diversity and 

relative socioeconomic resources of the different language 

groups in a nation" (Heath, 1978, p. 54.) (Emphasis added.). 

So, for example, in the US bilingualism that includes a 

European language of status is judged in a very different 

light than bilingualism as a choice for people of color (See 

Section 1.2). 

Leibowitz (1971) provides some case study evidence that 

supports the hypotheses proffered by Gaarder, Ruiz, and 

Weinstein when he analyzes and contrasts federal and state 

language planning policy directed at a Europeeui-American 

community with that directed at non-European-American 

communities. Leibowitz' meaning is clear when he says that 

decisions about the utilization of language for instruction 

in schools are "reached on extra-educational grounds ... to 

achieve the desired political result" (p. 122). He argues 

language policy vis-a-vis the Native Americans, Puerto 
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Ricans, and Mexican Americans was pro-active and intended to 

create shift/loss among the newer generations. Assimilation 

has been the hallmark and desired outcome. Regarding 

specifically the Native Americans, he uses the words of a 

leading administrator to support his analysis. 

The Policy [sic] adopted of teaching only English 

in the government schools is eminently wise...we have 

already raised two generations of Indians by unwise 

theories of education ...a better system is now in 

use, and we trust the time is not far distant when 

English books and the English language will be 

exclusively taught in Indian schools. 

(Superintendent of Indian Schools, 1887. Quoted in 

Leibowitz, 1971. p. 70) 

Leibowitz then targets federal language planning in 

Puerto Rico where the "the role of conqueror eind conquered 

was explicit and the act of imposition did not have to be 

masked or softened in any way" (p. 81). The intent of the 

policy was clear. Spanish was to be eradicated from the 

island and English was to take its place. Federal language 

plcinners who supported these policies figured that the best 

place to implement the policies was in schools. Schools 

therefore became the staging area for the federal 

government's language plan in Puerto Rico. (For a more 

•current and comprehensive discussion of federal language 
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policy in Puerto Rico - and for Puerto Ricans in the US - see 

Walsh, 1991.) 

The discussion returns to the question of whether 

official US policy has derived from a consistent plan. Some 

notable analysts argue that it is a mistake to say that the 

federal or state governments in the US have or have had a 

clear and/or consistent history with respect to language 

planning (see quote from Crawford in Subsection II.2.a). In 

truth, the records and pundits' analyses are bewilderingly 

inconsistent at least and downright contradictory at most. 

The inconsistencies in federal and state policies are 

mentioned even by Leibowitz who, as mentioned, presents an 

analysis that in most ways is based on a clear and consistent 

plan of assimilation. 

But one need not look into the historic record to find 

examples of inconsistency and contradiction. Arizona has a 

constitutional amendment making English the official language 

of the state. The intent of this law is to restrict non-

English language use in the state's institutions and business 

in an attempt to ensure that English is the official and 

vernacular language of the state. On the other hand, state 

law mandates bilingual education thereby requiring the use 

and teaching of non-English languages in the state's schools. 

California recently had a very similar incongruity. An 

initiative made English the official language of the state 

while a bilingual education mandate was on the books. Later, 
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bilingual education mandates were allowed to "sunset" but 

assertive civil rights compliance policies continue to be 

enforced. Under these civil rights protections, bilingual 

education continues in the state. 

Similar to these inconsistencies in the historical and 

conten5>orary facts and events, the scholarly literature 

regarding language planning in the US is inconsistent and 

contradictory. Leibowitz (1978) tells his reader that his 

own interpretation of language planning in the US is 

different from Kloss' (1977) . Kloss' work is considered 

seminal. Even Leibowitz calls Kloss "one of the leading 

scholars in the area of bilingualism.^" (p. 123). Kloss 

presents the case that "not by the state did the 

nationalities become assimilated, but by the absorbing power 

of the unusually highly developed American Society" (Kloss, 

1966, p. 124. Cited in Leibowitz, 1971, p. 123). 

While not as forceful as Kloss, Heath (1978) proposes 

that language policy fostered the maintenance of German among 

speakers of that language. In truth, the German-speaking 

community enjoyed a long history of primary language 

development fostered by public schooling (Brooke, 1996). 

German language study and use in schools gave several 

generations of German children the opportunity to develop 

their community language as they acquired English. Heath 

makes the point that not only were German-Americans the 
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benefactors of this policy, but other language groups as 

well. 

Recognizing any such proposals [i.e., a national 

language policy] as a possible constriction of 

freedoms of choice in linguistic auid cultural 

matters, political and legal leaders often pointed 

out that governmental support of a standardized 

official English language norm conflicted with not 

only democratic ideals, but also the realities of 

language change (p. 58, 1978). 

Later on the same page, she says that maintenance of 

comm\inity languages and promotion of bilingualism was 

possible "...because the United States had not endorsed a 

national language policy." While this benign neglect, or 

nether zone (see also "null policy" Croghan, 1992) may not 

completely fit the image that Kloss creates, Heath's (1978) 

outlook coincides with that of Kloss'. She concludes that 

maintenance of community languages has been a viable option 

if only because of the lack of a contrary official language 

plan for the nation. 

Crawford (1989, 1995) supports the same point. He 

argues that the US has never had any one language policy and 

characterizes language policy in the US as "an ad hoc 

response to crisis." In personal correspondence addressed to 

me, he writes, "I think it's problematic to generalize about 

any kind of American tradition on language policy, whether 
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pluralist, libertarian, repressive, or (as you put it) 

hegemonic. Trying to do so can be dangerous ... because it 

leads to oversimplification" (1995). In short, the 

sentiments of Kloss, Heath, and Crawford must be kept in 

balance in any honest discussion about the history of 

language planning in the US 

The question then is three-fold. Has there been a 

language plan in the US? If so, how consistently has the 

plan been implemented? If a plan, what was its point and 

purpose? Gaarder, Troike, Weinstein, Leibowitz, Walsh, and 

Ruiz share the point of view that while no official plan has 

been endorsed, evidence of another scheme or conspiracy is 

evidenced in the historic record. The scheme is ideological 

and based on race and class differences. Kloss, Heath, and 

Crawford argue somewhat differently. The contradictions seem 

irreconcilable because the two groups render persuasive 

argtaments and offer examples that support their perspective 

(See Table II.2.c). This lack of compatibility, symmetry, 

and consensus also characterizes the data in this case study. 

That is to say, the expert analysts, participants, and key 

players of Title VII of 1968 share the same lack of agreement 

when it comes to the scheme, consistency, purpose and intent 

of Title VII of 1968. 

To conclude, the question of whether the US has ever had 

a clear and consistent language plan is answered by different 

people in different ways. In fact, the answers can be so 
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confusing that sometimes the cuiswer provided by the same 

person can be contradictory. Again, I turn to Crawford for 

an example. In three of his works (1989, 1992, 1995), his 

position is somewhat like Kloss' (1977). That is, the US has 

had sort of a laissez-faire attitude toward language and this 

outlook often has permitted community languages to flourish 

for generations. Heath's view (1978) coincides with Kloss 

and Crawford. Her analysis is that the language policy of 

the US has been to have no policy at all. 

Table II.2.c summarizes the interpretations by the 

experts. I have combined two of Cobarnibias' typologies with 

two of Ruiz' orientations. The left column, 

assimilationist/language as problem, lists the experts who 

have argued that US language policies have followed an 

"assimilationist" direction driven by a "problem" 

orientation. To wit, the "problem" language is remediated by 

displacing it with the dominant language through some sort of 

official government action or intervention. The intent is 

that speakers of community languages will assimilate into the 

cultural and linguistic English-speaking mainstream of 

American society. Important to an understanding of the 

'Assimilationist/Language-as-Problem' group is that the 

analyses of these experts are implicitly or explicitly based 

on ideological factors such as power, status, class, and race 

(Cummins, 1989) . 
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The right column, in contrast, combines Cobarrubias' 

pluralism with Ruiz' Language-as-Resource Orientation. 

Experts listed in this column have argued that at the least, 

the US has had a laissez-faire language policy. At most, the 

policy has been one of encouraging community language 

maintenance. 
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ASSINILATIONIST/ PLURALIST/ 
LANQUAOS AS PROBLIN LANOUAOl AS RESOURCE 

GAARDER (1974: 1978) 

LEIBOWITZ (1971) KLOSS. (1977) 

RUIZ. (1984b) HEATH. (1978) 

TROIKE, (1989) 

WALSH. (1991) 

WEINSTEINr (1989) CRAWFORD. (1989; 1995) 

CRAWFORD. (1992. op. 43. 
122, 241).** 

**Crawford repeatedly argues that the US has had no clear or 
consistent language plan or policy. However, in "Hold Your 
Tongue", he uses the caveat, . . our tradition of 
linguistic libertarianism - with notable exceptions in the 
case of conquered peoples and, to a lesser extent, immigrants 
. . . (p. 241). 

Tabl« II.2.e: 

Interpretations of US Language Policy. 

Typologies From Cobarrubias and Ruiz 

Drake (1978) wrote an article in the NABE (National 

Association for Bilingual Education) Journal that clearly was 

intended to support bilingual education. Indeed, he goes so 

far as to advocate for the notion that bilingual education be 

a process for additive bilingualism. 

Points from Drake's work that serve the context here 

have to do with his talk about language planning efforts in 



8 7  

the 1960s. He refers to "massive" efforts to teach English 

to non-English speakers and "massive federal and state 

funding" (p. 2). This analysis is clearly over-stated. No 

evidence supports his contention that the federal or state 

governments set out massive efforts in language planning or 

in funding for bilingual education. Not only does he 

overstate the point, Drake mixes and thereby confuses 

language planning with bilingual education and fails to 

clarify the intent or purpose of the plan or the education. 

On the other hand, Drake does apply a useful analytic 

framework to language planning analysis. He discusses the 

dialectic between melting pot/assimilationists and 

pluralist/multiculturalists (although he doesn't use the term 

multicultural). Unfortunately, he never reconciles the 

dilemma. Drake argues that the dialectic is played out in 

the tension between states' rights and federal authority, but 

he does not say how this tension is played out. He adds to 

the confusion of trying to analyze language planning in the 

US by targeting Title VII of *68 and the bilingual programs 

it supported. The Act and the programs are supposed to 

clarify how the dialectic is worked out, but the reader is 

left without a clear understanding of the relationship. 

Drake's dialectic could be highly useful in trying to figure 

the intent and purpose of Title VII, but he adds to the 

confusion and "ambivalence" (Crawford, 1992). On the other 

hand, since confusion and contradiction are the most common 
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characteristics of analyses of the historic record of US 

language planning, so too ought to be the analyses of the 

BEA. In the paragraphs that follow, I will touch on some 

other considerations that are not designed so much to end the 

confusion as to explain why the confusion exists. 

Lincoln-Porter (1992) has provided part of the 

explanation for the confusion when she suggests that language 

planning, when applied to education, becomes secondary to 

education. Hence, she talks about "language in education 

planning." If one accepts Lincoln Porter's argument and 

combines it with the tenet that "there is no plan in 

education" (Leland, 1995), then any analysis of VII, '68 as a 

language planning policy will be void of consistency and 

direction. In a federal political system such as the US 

where education has been a policy domain of the states, a 

search for national consistency and direction is even more 

perilous. 

Still, the questions that this study set out to answer 

are framed by the language planning and policy analysis 

literature presented thus fair in this chapter. (See Section 

1.3.) Now is a good time to re-visit some ideas, outlooks, 

and interpretations regarding the intent and purpose of Title 

VII of 1968. To wit, was Title VII of 1968 

a) a plan to promote bilingualism, or 
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b) a plan to promote acquisition of the national 
language, or 

c) neither of these, 

d) both of these? 

Two more points will demonstrate the considerable lack 

of coherence regarding the intent and purpose of Title VII in 

its early years and during its formulation. Linda Chavez was 

once a lobbyist who worked hard for the reauthorization of 

Title VII in 1974, an endeavor that at the least protected 

the interests of language minority commxinities and at the 

most nurtured the communities' language resources. 

Incredibly, she later was to become leader of the English-

only movement that tried to have English legislatively and/or 

constitutionally sanctioned as the official language of the 

US The subtractive, shift/loss consequences of such a policy 

are anything but protective or nurturing of the interests or 

resources of the US' language minority commvinities. 

A second point has to do with Title VII itself. In the 

first place, the Act cleeirly ignored the additive ideals, 

practices, and programs that educators and researchers had 

held up as examples to the policymakers. Instead, the policy 

was directed as much - perhaps more - toward eradicating 

poverty as it was to promote bilingualism. Few experts would 

disagree that the policy was conpensatory, trying to take 

children identified with a deficit in English and sculpting 

them into proficient English speakers (see Chapter IV for a 



9 0  

detailed analysis of these points). This deficit orientation 

has been characteristic of all federal leinguage planning 

measures since the original Act. Many analysts find this 

deficit perspective noxious. So, for exairple, when Gonzalez 

(1973) looked back over the first five years of Title VII, he 

made the observation that rather than have the legislation 

read, "In recognition of the special educational needs of the 

large number of limited English speaking children . . .", he 

suggested it say instead, "In recognition of the limited 

ability of educators who have failed to educate large numbers 

of limited English-specUcing children ..." (NEA 1973a, p. 

15) . 

A second characteristic of the BEA of 1968 is that the 

wording of the Act itself leads to the perplexing uncertainty 

of the plan and practice and to the subsequent confusion and 

inconsistency. 

Congress declares it to be the policy of the United 

States, in order to establish equal educational 

opportunity for all children (A) to encourage the 

establishment and operation, where appropriate, of 

educational prograuns using bilingual educational 

practices, techniques, and methods, and (B) for 

that purpose, to provide financial assistance to 

local education agencies, and to state education 

agencies for certain purposes, in order to enable 

such local educational agencies to develop and 

carry out such programs in elementary and secondary 
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schools, including activities at the preschool 

level, which are designed to meet the educational 

needs of such children; and to demonstrate 

effective ways of providing, for children of 

limited English speaking ability, instruction 

designed to enable them, while using their native 

language, to achieve competence in the English 

language. (P. L. 90 - 247). 

Analysis of the field research data in Chapter IV will 

provide a more detailed presentation of the intent and 

purpose of Title VII of 1968. This subsection closes by 

reiterating a point that is essential to this discussion. 

The point is best voiced by Spolsky (1978). 

The very great variety of approaches that is covered by 

applying the single label 'bilingual education' is misleading 

at least, perplexing at most. The multiple and contradictory 

ideologies and rationales that drive policy and the 

inordinate range of different operations eind practices 

bearing the rubric of bilingual education beg clear and 

uniform definition for the term. Twenty years ago, a leading 

expert in the field created a metaphor to try and explain and 

describe the complicated nature of bilingual education. 

In my own attenpts to grasp this complexity, I have 

fo\ind it useful to work with a fairly simple model, 

a single integrated structure onto which one tries 

to map all the relevant factors in order to explore 

the lines of interconnections. The model is 
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probably most easily visualized as a multitiered 

wedding cake, each tier of which has the same 

circumference. Aroimd the circumference of each 

tier we place all the factors that may have a 

bearing on or be affected by the operation of a 

bilingual program in a particular situation. The 

sets of factors, which might be visualized as 

slices cut from the cake, include psychological, 

sociological, economic, political, religious, 

cultural, geographical, demographic, historical, 

and linguistic. In an individual situation, not 

all of the factors are likely to be equally 

relevant, but there is heuristic value in allowing 

for all cases. There are no dividing lines within 

the figure (the cake has not yet been cut in 

slices) , reminding us of the fact that the various 

factors overlap and interact with each other in a 

manner that cannot be adequately represented 

without sacrificing simplicity. We locate the 

educational factors in the center of the circle. 

This is not done to assert the primacy of these 

factors. In fact, it turns out that educational 

considerations are sometimes insignificant, both in 

the decision as to whether or not to establish a 

bilingual program and in the evaluation of a 

program's success in reaching its goals. It would 

be easy to conceive of a study that might wish to 

treat political, economic, or even linguistic 

factors as central. However, as we are concerned 

with the study of educational activity, it is 

appropriate to place education in the middle as the 

focus of the figure, with the other factors 

circvimscribing and shaping it on all sides. (268-

9) . 
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Spolsky's wedding cake metaphor will be the mental image 

that envelopes the discussion. Education in the form of 

classroom and school practice is at the center of the cake, 

but in analyzing the intent and purpose of policymakers and 

planners, the constellation of other factors often crowds 

educational practices into insignificance. Spolsky's 

metaphor is useful in understanding the dumbfounding nature 

of language policy, planning, and practice especially as 

applied to bilingual education in the US 

At the risk of sending the reader away in search of a 

literate form of Spolsky's metaphor, I will close this 

subsection with another lengthy quotation from Levy (1983) 

because he, too, offers a home-spun suggestion for solving 

the conundrums of language planning. 

I believe that the most powerful tactic that could 

promote a multilingual-oriented national language 

policy is not another task force of specialists or 

a presidential commission; it is not the passage of 

a federal law, or even fifty states [sic] laws; it 

is not the pronouncements of various professional 

organizations in leinguage and 

international/intercultural relations; and it is 

not a massive research effort involving countless 

surveys, statistical treatments, and 

interpretations. These have all been tried, in one 

form or another, and have failed. Rather, the most 

powerful tactic to promote the development of a 
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national language policy can only be the forced 

disappearance or removal of all specialists, 

spokespersons, and decisionmakers in the areas of 

bilingualism, foreign/second language study, and 

language policy. Toward that end, I would like to 

make the following suggestion: All people who are 

in any way bilingual, or who receive payment for 

services based on bilingual skills should go to 

sleep for one year. (1983; p. 18). 

ZI. 3 Languag* Orlantations. 

This section of the literature review is about the 

assumptions, hidden biases, and philosophies that underlie 

bilingual education planning and policy, and, in turn, how 

planning and policy set educational programs and practices 

into motion. Of particular importance to this dissertation 

is the connection between these assxomptions or orientations 

and the research questions about the intent and purpose of 

Title VII of 1968. 

Already demonstrated in this literature review are the 

many analyses euid suggestions that plans and practices in 

bilingual education are driven by subliminal or unconscious 

cultural, political, social, auid ideological considerations. 

Some analysts suggest that these considerations fuel all 

education policy making to the near exclusion of educational 

interests (Freire, 1990; Giroux, 1988; Kahne, 1994). In 

either case, Ruiz (1984a) calls these hidden or subliminal 
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beliefs "orientations." In his most celebrated writing on 

this subject, Ruiz (1984a) used a traditional language 

planning context to frame his discussion. The first 

subsection that follows contains a general description of 

Ruiz' orientations. The second, third, and fourth 

subsections describe each of his three orientations. The 

final two subsections combine Ruiz' orientations with other 

theoretical frameworks and perspectives on language planning. 

The synthesis and synergy that result from combining Ruiz' 

orientations with these other outlooks will set the 

foundation for answering two of the research questions that 

guide this case study: 

•From which orientation did the planners derive 

their outlook for Title VII of 1968? 

•What were the intents euid purposes of this policy? 

II.3.a: General Description of Ruiz' Orientations. 

I describe orientations as pre-rational because 

they are the framework in which ideas and attitudes 

about language are constructed. Once those basic 

beliefs and attitudes about language are 

established, then we can "rationally" address 

language questions. Put another way, a change in 

orientation is like what Kuhn describes as a 

"gestalt switch': one day you see the rabbit, and 

the next you see the duck. It [the orientation 
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that drives planning] is not a "rational" process 

as much as a perceptual-conceptual-mystical-

religious one. (Ruiz, 1995) . 

People whose decisions determine policies and 

actions of nations do not respond to the 

*objective' facts of the situation, whatever that 

may mean, but to their 'image' of the situation. 

It is what we think the world is like, not what it 

is really like, that determines our behavior. 

(Boulding, 1959 quoted in Ruiz, 1984a. Note 1, p. 

29.) 

Ruiz' explanation above refers to another article he 

wrote in 1984 that is central to this dissertation. In the 

article, Ruiz {1984a) argued that language planning stems 

from an underlying set of cognitive and affective biases he 

calls "orientations". These orientations are "pre-rational" 

(1984a, p. 16), much like Kuhn's paradigms (1970). 

In writing eibout the nature of intelligence, Sternberg 

(1990) also uses Kuhn's paradigms to describe different 

theories and definitions of intelligence. Sternberg argues 

the ideation underlying the perspective and outlook about the 

definition and nature of intelligence follows from "implicit 

theories" that "exist, in some sense, in people's heads, 

without being explicitly formalized as scientific theories. 

People may or may not be aware that they have these implicit 

theories" (p. xi). Sternberg's implicit theories (he also 
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calls them 'antecedents' [p. 19]) and Kuhn's paradigms are 

much alike and therefore help explain Ruiz' language planning 

orientations. In turn, the orientations are used in this 

dissertation as a means of analyzing and explaining the 

intent and purpose of the policymakers and advocates who 

shared in the crafting of Title VII of 1968. 

Another way of explaining Ruiz' orientations is to look 

at the outcome or implementation of a plan (see Heath in 

Subsection II.2.c.) rather than its "pre-rational" origins. 

Albar Pena was the first director of the agency that 

administered Title VII legislation. Eight years after 

implementing the policy, Pefia (1976) wrote an article in 

which he argued that "the success or failure of any 

bicultural-bilingual program hinges not on its premise but on 

its implementation" (p. 30). In saying this, I believe Pena 

fails to understand the direct connection between "premise" 

and "implementation". The reality is that policy 

implementation directly follows the premise upon which the 

policy is conceived. According to Ruiz, practice follows a 

direct path from the orientation of the planners. The 

connection is two-way, but the connection is in series, not 

parallel: The orientation shapes the plan which sets into 

motion the practice. In turn, the practice is a consequence 

of the plan that is bred by the orientation. A national or 

local language plan, then, is a reflection of the orientation 

that underlies the plan. In the following quotation, we see 
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how the language planning orientation of the coimtmnity gives 

rise to the type of program the community supports. 

If the primary concern of the community is to 

enable language minority children to leam English 

and use the native language only insofar as it 

enables them to reach that goal, then transitional 

bilingual programs will be instituted. If there is 

a belief in the value of bilingualism and a desire 

to develop the capability of students to become 

international citizens by becoming educated 

bilinguals, then maintenance [i.e., enrichment or 

developmental] bilingual education programs will 

emerge (Molina, 1978; p. 21). 

Baker (1993) composes a detailed discussion of Ruiz' 

orientations and applies them to an analysis of contemporary 

language and multicultural issues. The language he uses to 

describe Ruiz' theory is very clear and perceptive. 

Ruiz (1984) suggests that there are three basic 

orientations or perspectives about language around 

which people and groups vary: languag* as a 

problam, language as a right and languaga as 

a raaourea. These three different dispositions 

towards language planning are not necessary [sic?] 

at the conscious level. They may be embedded in 

the unconscious assun^tions of planners and 

politicians. Such orientations are regarded as 

fundamental and related to a basic philosophy or 
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ideology held by an individual (p. 247) . (Bold 

emphasis in original, italicized emphasis added.) 

Baker's use of words like 'dispositions' and 'ideology' 

are very helpful in understanding Ruiz' orientations because 

the orientations operate at a level below or behind 

cognizance and so are properly associated with words like 

dispositions and ideology. 

Baker is not the only analyst who recently has used the 

orientations to frame his discussion. Crawford (1992), has a 

chapter entitled, "Problem or Resource?". In this chapter 

and elsewhere in his book, Crawford draws upon Ruiz' 

orientations to show that historically euid currently, 

educators look upon children who are competent in languages 

other than English as children with a deficiency. Crawford 

correctly argues that this outlook is more political than 

educational in origin, emd that this orientation leads to 

classroom strategies and programs that are designed to 

remediate a problem rather than nurture a resource. 

Posed in academic literature eUid bilingual program 

planning from the national level to the local levels over the 

past quarter century is the question of whether policy, 

planning, and programs should be designed to 

•use an immersive or "structured immersion" 

approach and accelerate the transition of students 

to an all-English mainstream, or 
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•provide students access to the core curriculum by 

use of Li until they are proficient in English and 

then transition them to an English-only mainstream, 

or 

• develop and enrich Li proficiency and provide 

access to the core curriculxun while promoting 

English language acquisition. 

Lambert (1978, 1981) contributes a highly useful 

analytical tool by proposing his simple yet elegant terms 

"additive" and "subtractive." "Additive* plans and programs 

are designed to promote community language development, 

access to the core curriculiMi, and English language 

acquisition. 

"Subtractive" plams and programs track students along a 

single path toward English language development producing an 

often marginally proficient English monolingual where once 

there was a monolingual speaker of a community language. 

Subtractive programs do not value community language 

improvement. Access to the core curriculum is either put on 

hold or only partially provided in sxibtractive programs. 

Different words describing the same concepts and results are 

additive and replacive (Heath, 1978) . I would add to this 

lexicon inclusive and displacive simply to couple the 

semantics and theories of bilingual education with those of 

multicultural education. 
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Following are some anecdotes that reflect the value, 

esteem, and regard some people have for community languages 

and, by implication, the speakers. The anecdotes are noted 

here because they reveal the thinking or orientation behind 

the expressed sentiments. Anecdotes that portray another 

orientation are found at the beginning of Sxibsection II.3. 

In 1973, a conference of bilingual educators and policy 

makers was held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. The purpose of 

the conference was to celebrate, review, cuid examine what had 

begun at the Tucson conference in 1966. Although the 

theories of Ruiz {1984a), Lambert (1978), and Heath (1978) 

would not be articulated in the literature for several more 

years, the outlook of some people who attended the conference 

in Albuquerque was a premonition of what was to come. For 

exair?)le, in a speech he gave at the conference, Senator 

Joseph Montoya, a chief architect of Title VII, said, 

Bilingualism means more than just getting through 

the transition period from kindergarten to third 

grade-and then being transformed overnight into a 

"normal" student who works only in English. It 

means instead learning in two languages steadily 

right on through high school and college-so that in 

the end the language you bring to school and the 

language you find in school are tools you can use 

all your life. (NEA, 1973a, p. 12) 
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Montoya's use of the term "Bilingualism" reveals his 

vision and orientation. Note that he uses the term 

'bilingual education' as a means for moving toward the 

vision. The implication is that the goal or vision ought to 

be driving the mesuis. Montoya later talks about the 

limitations of English monolinguals and his hope that 

Bilingual Education can be a means for English monolinguals 

to acquire bilingualism. "We are going to have to make all 

Americans understand that bilingual education is resource 

education ..." (Emphasis added. See below. Subsection 

II.3.d.) (NEA, p. 12). Crawford (1992) also argues the point 

that bilingualism is good for everybody, speakers of 

community languages and speakers of English alike. This 

outlook is not new. Historically, English monolinguals were 

considered essential in the German-speaking bilingual schools 

as models for English. As important was the belief that the 

English models could enjoy the benefits of acquiring some 

degree of bilingualism (Andersson & Boyer, 1978). 

Returning to Ruiz' three language planning orientations. 

I will review and describe each of them in the following 

three sxibsections. 

II.3.b: Language as Problem. 

At the 1992 national conference of the National 

Association of Bilingual Education (NABE), the mayor of 
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Albuquerque was addressing a general session of the several 

thousand educators in attendance. He spoke glowingly of the 

efforts of bilingual educators and expressed hope that the 

national effort in bilingual education would be renewed and 

continued as the need increased with the growth of 

communities of people who speak languages other than English. 

Nearing the end of his address, he emphasized the need for 

bilingual education to correct the "language deficit" of 

Americans who spoke community languages. 

Following the mayor, cuiother speaker addressed the 

general assembly and spoke of the accomplishments of 

bilingual teachers who carried on their work in the face of 

growing problems. He named these problems by referring to 

gangs, violence, drugs, dysfunctional families and homes, and 

students who were "limited in their ability to speak 

English." 

Ruiz' (1984a) 'Language as Problem' orientation drives 

these sentiments and statements. In the second example, the 

speaker bundles people who speak a language other than 

English into the same sentence and mindset as gangs, drugs, 

dysfunctional families and violence. Similarly, the mayor 

thinks that speaking a language other than English is a 

deficit. These comments belie a thinking that English 

mastery is the exclusive objective of bilingual education 

while improvement and enrichment of community language is a 

problem or liability. 
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Knowing the role of orientations in language planning, 

we should ask Why is Language-as-Problem so often the 

preponderant orientation among policymakers who seek to 

correct social and economic inequities? Ruiz (1984a) himself 

answers this question with his theory that language issues 

[become] linked with the problems associated with this group 

[of people who speak a community language] - poverty, 

handicap, low educational achievement, little or no social 

mobility. The sorts of programs designed in the 1960s to 

address these socially undesirable conditions treated 

language as an underlying problem" (p. 19) (Emphasis added) . 

The terms "additive/subtractive" (Lambert, 1978), 

"additive/replacive" (Heath, 1978) eind "inclusive/displacive" 

were explained earlier. Again, these terms are simple and 

yec profound because by applying the semantics underlying 

these terms to a plan or program, the orientation that drives 

the plan and the planners is more easily seen. If the 

language plan or the bilingual education plan is to subtract 

a community language in favor of English, or replace the 

community language with English, or displace the community 

language with a more proficient eind literacy-based English, 

then almost by definition, the plan derives from a 'Language 

as Problem' orientation. Cassanova (1991) writes "Bilingual 

education as a remedial progreim will not survive. Its only 

hope is in the embracing of those who understand that 
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language competence of whatever variety is not a deficiency 

but an advantage" (p. 180). 

Ruiz' scope was universal and he was thinking of 

language planning as a generic process used by nearly all 

nations. Before Ruiz published his work, another similar 

piece had been published but it was applicable specifically 

to the US Gonzalez (1978) analyzed national and state 

language policies, regulations, and plans. Using this 

research, he composed a list of six categories which are 

presented below. Each is followed by the objectives and 

characteristics he found in the policies, regulations, plans. 

Orientation: Assimilation, Compensation, 

Remediation. 

Goal: To provide a greater equality of educational 

opportunity through an enhanced ability to use the 

English language. 

Viaw of non-lnglish horn* language: 

Dysfunctional and limited as it pertains to school 

achievement and upward social mobility. 

Participation: Children who come from 

"disadvantaged backgrounds" - economically, 

socially and culturally - and whose home language 

is other than English. View of linguistic 

diversity: neutral to negative. 

Duration or acop* of bilingual instruction: 

Short-term or intermittent; a "special" program for 

atypical populations who are expected to enter a 

more typical [English-language], instructional 

program as soon as this is feasible (p. 28). 
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Gonzalez' six categories of einalysis resonate with Ruiz' 

Language-as-Problem Orientation. Additionally, he applies 

the cinalytical framework to show how the attitudes and biases 

of planners eind educators influence the implementation of 

program and practice. 

More examples of a language-as-problem orientation can 

be found in law journals. Both Levin (1983) and McFadden 

(1983) provide interesting discussions about legal issues in 

bilingual education and language planning. Both discussions 

demonstrate that the thinking behind the decisions came from 

a Language-as-Problem orientation. 

In looking at the Guadalupe Organization, Inc. v. Tempe 

Elementary School District, Levin (1983) shows that the Ninth 

Court decided against the plaintiffs who argued that they had 

a right to bilingual education as a means of preserving and 

maintaining Li. The Court took the view that the district's 

program was not inadequate in providing English language 

acquisition to the students. The Court had no comment to 

make on preserving the rights of the two communities (Latino 

and Yaqui), but it did send a clear message about the 

communities' language resources. In the Court's view, the 

communities had a language problem; children went to school 

speaking a language other than English. In essence, the 

Court's denial of the opportunity for communities to have 
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their leinguages taught and used in school emerges from an 

orientation that community languages have no value as 

resources, but instead are problems that are best solved by 

intense exposure to English. 

McFadden's (1983) reviews of case law affecting 

bilingual education is mostly dispassionate, but he does give 

the reader a glimpse of his support for language minority 

communities. He speaks forcefully against discrimination and 

talks about the historical errors and inequities that have 

victimized speakers of community languages. At one point, he 

challenges a court decision. "It is ironic that the court 

seems to exclude languages other than English from 'American 

culture' in a case where the names of both the plaintiff and 

defendant organizations are of Spanish origin" (p. 4, 

footnote 18). Nonetheless, McFadden's own Language-as-

Problem orientation comes out several times in his writing as 

he uses words like "deficiency," "remediate," and "remedial 

language program" (three times!) to describe the educational, 

social, and power positions of people who speak a language 

other than English. 

The telling point here is that the orientations that the 

cited mayors, speakers, planners, analysts, policymakers, 

legal pundits, and court justices use in their thinking, 

decision-making, and writing are as prominent and 

deterministic as they are hidden and obscure. Ubiquitous and 

influential as they are in thinking eind planning, the 
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orientations are, as Ruiz said, "perceptual-conceptual-

mystical-religious" (1995). The orientations may be 

subliminal and 'pre-rational', but they are no less telling 

when it comes to policy, planning, and practice. 

II.3. C :  Language as Right 

Language as Right is a reaction to these sorts of 

policies [i.e., Language as Problem, or Subtractive 

Bilingualism] from within the local communities 

themselves. It confronts the assimilationist 

tendencies of dominant communities with arguments 

about the legal, moral, emd natural right to local 

identity and language; it [language as right] 

refutes the notion that minority communities are 

somehow made "better" through the loss of their 

language and culture (Ruiz 1990, p. 17). 

Both Ruiz and Crawford (1992) suggest that Language as 

Right is an active, responsive policy used by a language 

minority community to check and balance the official language 

planning policies of federal, state, or local governments and 

institutions. In this sense. Language as Right is different 

from the other two language orientations because, again. 

Language as Right is an orientation used by commxinities for 

protection against official policies and practices that 

infringe on the communities' civil, language, cind cultural 

rights. 
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Baker (1993) conpares how nations use the courts as 

agencies of language planning. According to Baker, under 

Franco, Spain used the courts as official enforcement 

agencies to oppress the use of minority languages. By 

contrast, in the US, the courts have often been used as a 

means to brake official practices that infringe on the rights 

of community language speakers. 

From the a language-planning point of view, a Language-

as-Right orientation would view the minority language as a 

feature of the community that may or may not serve the 

community or the nation at large. This orientation leads to 

practices that basically ignore the questions posed by the 

other orientations. Instead, Language as Right puts the onus 

of language protection on the community language speakers. 

As the foregoing discussion suggests. Language as Right 

can be examined from one of two perspectives; the Speakers of 

Community Languages or official language planning agencies. 

For the sake of simplicity and continuity in this subsection 

emphasizes the perspective of language planners. In the 

analysis, I will offer three svib-categories to Ruiz' Language 

as Right Orientation. These sub-categories are Language as 

Right/Restrictive, Language as Right/Null, or Language as 

Right/Protective. 

The policies that emanate from the Language as 

Right/Restrictive orientation range from treating language as 

a social or national problem to treating Icinguage with 
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"tolerance-oriented rights" (Kloss, 1977). Leibowitz' 

analyses (See Subsections II.2.a and II,2.c.) tell of the 

more heavy-handed practices that were set into motion by 

Language-as-Problem. Similarly, a Language-as-

Right/Restrictive orientation results in practices that are 

designed to impugn or directly change language choice in the 

community and neighborhood institutions (churches, private 

schools, etc.). Moreover, policies emanating from this 

orientation are intended to prescribe the exclusive use of 

the national or official language upon the Speakers of 

Commvuiity Languages when they are clients in any kind of 

official state or federal social service agency (public 

schools being the most obvious example) . The plight of the 

German speaking commxinities during and after World War I is a 

good portrayal of how the Language-as-Right/Restrictive 

orientation drives policy. For generations, German speakers 

had used their language in family, neighborhood, community, 

cuid even official functions. The anti-German hysteria that 

accompanied World War I resulted in state policies that were 

highly restrictive - to the point where use of the leinguage 

by educators could result in dismissal {Meyer v. Nebraska). 

In sxim, the Language-as-Right/Restrictive orientation 

generates language planning policies that promote the use of 

the official or national language and prohibit or discourage 

the use of community languages in official arenas and 

discourse. 



1 1 1  

The Language-as-Right/Null orientation gives rise to 

policies that are designed to neither prescribe nor 

discourage language use. A null policy is designed to be 

neutral with respect to planning and practice. This 

orientation is best understood by analyzing public statements 

of policymakers when they talk about a proposed language 

plan. Typically, the statements sound as though the plan is 

designed to protect or even promote a community language. In 

fact, though, the effects of the plan or policy are either 

null, neither restricting nor promoting minority language 

use, or even restrictive because the plan does not 

assertively constrain or refute practices that are 

discriminatory. The Language-as-Right/Null orientation 

results in policy that "has no legislative [i.e., 

prescriptive or enforcement] basis, and is therefore empty" 

(Stubbs, 1991; p. 220). Similarly, Crawford (1992) suggests 

that such policymaking "has tended to neutralize language, 

both as a source of conflict and as a unifying symbol." (p., 

241) . 

The Language-as-Right/Protective orientation gives rise 

to policies that protect the rights of language commvinities. 

Earlier, I proposed that two perspectives guide analyses of 

Language-as-Right. One perspective is from the community's 

angle and the other is from the policymakers' angle. From 

both perspectives, Language-as-Right is a responsive rather 

than pro-active action. Almost always, these protective 
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policies are promoted by the Courts and therefore are 

responses to abuse or infringements of civil rights brought 

to the Court's attention by individuals or groups who are 

making their case for protection of their right to use their 

community language. Three of the most notable court cases 

regarding language planning are Meyer v. Nebraska (1923), Lau 

V. Nichols (1974), and Guadalupe v. Tempe (1978). These 

cases, like lesser decisions having to do with language 

issues, are characterized by caveats that severely constrain 

any subsequent practices that could be construed to be 

anything more than protective of the community's rights to 

language use and their civil rights. Indeed, the cornerstone 

of contemporary jurisprudence in bilingual education (Lau v. 

Nichols) was decided on the grounds of violating the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964. The Court purposely ignored and thereby 

disapproved the constitutional guareuitees of language rights 

in making its decision (Leibowitz, 1971; McFadden, 1983) . 

No Court decision that has protected language rights 

could ever be misconstrued to promote development, 

enrichment, or even use of languages other than English. In 

essence, the community brings a grievance to the Court's 

attention in response to an official policy that inpugns 

language rights. When deciding for the plaintiffs, the 

Courts have consistently exhibited nothing beyond a Language-

as-Right/Protective orientation in that the decisions have 

carefully avoided promoting the non-English language. 
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Trasvina says it best when he argues that "bilingualism isn't 

an end in itself but a means, used where necessary to ensure 

that the rights of non-English speakers will not be abridged 

just because they are not proficient in English." (1990, p. 

284) . 

Three more analyses (McFadden, 1983; Rubin, 1985; 

Teitelbaum & Hiller, 1977) emphasize that language rights 

have been protected consistently by the Courts only in 

certain key sociopolitical arenas (viz., voting rights and 

the criminal justice systems) and only when the community 

rights of language use are in question. 

Accommodating non-English speakers in areas other 

than education requires [by the Courts] a showing 

that without bilingual services, the protection of 

substantial rights is diminished. Thus, non-

English speaking plaintiffs must premise their 

language discrimination claim on the preservation 

of established rights, and not on naked demands for 

bilingualism (Teitelbaxim & Hiller, p. 96). 

A discussion of Language-as-Right would not be complete 

without showing that this orientation is characterized by the 

same inconsistency and caprice as the other orientations. As 

mentioned earlier, for over a century, the German speakers' 

right to use language in the community and even in the 

schools was protected and sometimes promoted by benign 

tolerance, common law, cind/or actively promoted by local and 
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state policymaking. All of that changed during and 

immediately after World War I (Leibowitz, 1971) . 

While German-speaking Americans were being encouraged by 

language plans, the territorial government of Hawaii passed 

legislation that prohibited the use of Japanese in private 

schools paid for and operated by Japanese communities. 

Earlier in this paper, local and national language policies 

toward Native Americans and Puerto Ricans was outlined. The 

principal point to remember is that over time, Language-as-

Right has proven to be an orientation that is shaped and then 

expressed more by the times that contextualize the policy 

than by a fixed, democratic principle that guides planning 

and protection. 

In sxim, the Language-as-Right Orientation is a 

subliminal outlook used by language planners in reacting to 

appeals made by a minority language community when the 

community feels that its rights have been abrogated by a 

local, state or federal agency, program, or practice. In 

contrast to the other two orientations, one could say that 

the Language-as-Right Orientation is reactive rather than 

pro-active. Language-as-Problem and Language-as-Resource 

Orientations tend to generate practices that are assertive 

and leading. Language-as-Right results in policies that are 

permissive at most, preserving of civil rights at least. 
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II.3.d: Language as Resource. 

A closer look at the idea of language-as-resource 

could reveal some promise for alleviating some of 

the conflicts emerging out of the other two 

orientations: it cein have a direct impact on 

enhancing the language status of subordinate 

languages; it can help to ease tensions between 

majority and minority communities; it can serve as 

a more consistent way of viewing the role of non-

English languages in US society; and it highlights 

the importance of cooperative language planning 

(Ruiz, 1984a; pp. 25-6). 

If the bilingual education plan is additive, or 

inclusive - that is, if the plan allows students access to 

the core curriculum by use of the community language, and 

promotes inprovement and proficiency in Li, and develops 

English language acquisition, then the plan and practices 

derive from a "language as resource" orientation. Again, the 

essential question that guides the research for this 

dissertation is. From which of the orientations did Title VII 

derive? Further exploration of the hidden biases 

(orientations) of policymakers and practitioners needs to be 

made as a prelude to answering this question. 

Writing some ten years after the passage of the Act, 

Drake (1978) analyzes language planning in the US in a way 

that resonates with Ruiz' Language-as-Resource. "In terms of 

public policy in the US, the missing ingredient in bilingual 
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education has been the notion of bilingual education as an 

enrichment process. Bilingual education has been presented 

primarily as a con̂ ensatory program ' (pp. 9-10) . (Emphasis 

Added.) Drake's term "compensatory program" is Language-as-

Problem set into motion. His "enrichment process" is 

Language-as-Resource set into motion. 

Only when bilingualism is seen as an enrichment 

process rather than as a social engineering scheme 

for minority groups, only when it is seen as a 

benefit to the entire comm\inity and as an asset for 

all individuals (Emphasis in original), will 

progress toward the goal of a genuine bilingualism 

in the United States be seen. (p. 10) . 

Drake is not the only analyst who takes this point of 

view. Vasquez (1976), a professor of education and community 

activist at the time Title VII was passed and an early 

analyst of language policy under the Act, wrote about 

"Bilingual Education's Greatest Potential: Enrichment for 

All" and called for programs that would "look upon the 

linguistically different student [not] as a 'language 

problem'" but "considered as a total student with the 

strength of having learned a lemguage and the potential for 

becoming bi- or even multilingual" (p. 25) . 

Pena (1976), writing at the same time as Vasquez, was 

the first administrator of Title VTI. Hence, his analysis 
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carries the weight and perspective of that office. He talks 

about what bilingual education is not: 

a coitpensatory program or remedial program but an 

enrichment program which capitalizes on the natural 

assets that children bring with them, no matter how 

culturally or linguistically different they may be, 

rather than considering them as liabilities simply 

because they do not conform to the middle-class 

mode (p. 28). 

In a later publication that was written to honor Joshua 

Fishman's quarter-century of work in the field of linguistics 

and development of bilingualism, Cummins (1991) talked about 

Fishman being "an ardent critic of its compensatory character 

(bilingual education as implemented under Title VII); he has 

pointed again and again to the obvious fact that 

'bilingualism' is not a deficiency to be remediated, . . but 

rather an intellectual and educational enrichment for the 

individual emd society" (pp. 183-4). More of Fishman's 

perspective is offered in Chapter IV. 

Before Ruiz wrote about his orientations, Hernandez-

Chavez (1978) describes the "benefits that are generally 

attributed to the native language as a resource" (p. 541). 

Hernandez-Chavez then names four categories of resources; 
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1) Language as an educational resource, 

2) Language as a cultural resource, 

3) Language as a national resource, 

4) Language as a personal resource. 

An exairple of these resource categories and Language - as-

Resource Orientation being put into practice is fovind in the 

land down under. According to Crawford (1992), Australia has 

an open, pluralistic attitude toward language diversity and 

this allows the government to promote policies and practices 

that maintain and enrich not only the primary languages of 

non-English speaking people, but also the development of 

bilingualism among the English speakers. Developing 

bilingualism in Australia follows four "guiding principles": 

•competence in English for all Australians; 

•a language other than English for all, either 

through the maintenance of existing skills or 

opportunities for Anglo-Australians to leam a 

second language; 

• conservation of languages spoken by Aborigines and 

Torres Strait Isleuiders; and 
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• equitable and widespread services in languages 

other than English, including interpreters [sic.], 

libraries, and media (p. 250). 

Interestingly enough, Crawford's review of the 

Australian language policy is in his book about US language 

policy ("Hold Your Tongue: Bilingualism and the Politics of 

'English Only"). For more examples of national policies 

that follow a Language-as-Resource Orientation, see Baker 

(1993), himself an Englishman. 

As early as the 1950s, Bruce Gaarder, a linguist, was 

initiating the debate about the development or squandering of 

language resources in the US 

If a student become adult has not achieved 

reasonable literacy in his mother tongue - ability 

to read, write, and speak it accurately - it will 

be virtually useless to him for any technical or 

professional work where language matters. Thus, 

his unique potential career advantage, his 

bilingualism, will have been destroyed. 

Our people's native competence in Spanish, French, 

and Czech and all the other languages and the 

cultural heritage each language transmits are a 

national resource that we need badly and must 

conserve by every possible means . . . (Quoted in 

Andersson & Boyer, 1978; p. 65) . 
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In two different writings separated by three years, Ruiz 

(1984b & 1987) presents a clear and strong argtunent for the 

need of a language plan in the US that follows Language-as-

Resource, In his analyses, Ruiz shows that historically and 

currently, the US has sometimes followed a Language-as-

Problem orientation, sometimes a Language-as-Right 

orientation. Never has the US regarded community languages 

as resources. 

It may be time, as Wong, Lambert and Taylor, and 

Fernandez suggest, to mount a frontal attack on the 

old problem orientations. A first step might be to 

acknowledge that transitional bilingual education 

has significant problems, but that these problems 

derive not from the fact that it is bilingual, but 

from the fact that it is not bilingual enough 

(1987, p. 8). 

Ruiz is joined by several others mentioned in the 

foregoing discussion saying that the trsmsitional programs 

established and supported in the early and subsequent years 

of Title VII are implementations of Language-as-Problem. The 

question is. How to re-orient the thinking cuid practice to 

Language-as-Resource? How can a classroom or school program 

put into practice Lemguage-as-Resource? Should the non-

English language be studied as a separate course, curriculum, 

or class? Over the quarter century since the original 

passage of Title VII, several theoreticians have emswered 
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this question. But Harvey said it best at a national 

conference of bilingual educators only four years after the 

original Act. Clearly, Harvey (1978) favored Bilingual 

Education that appears to be as free from ideological and 

Icuiguage considerations as it is centered on learning. 

Implicit in his thoughts is Language as Resource because he 

suggests that whatever the child's language, that language 

can be used for learning. 

Bilingual Education simply takes the already 

existing curriculum of a program and, through the 

use of the language the children speak and 

manipulate with facility, initiates instruction. 

This allows the children to focus their entire 

attention on the task of learning, continuing to 

expand their conceptual development without 

distraction and limitations caused by an unfamiliar 

language (p. 255). 

Important dimensions of Language as Resource can be 

foimd in literature outside of language policy. In writing 

edoout learning as problem-based versus learning as 

possibility-based, Prawat (1993) sets out ideas and notions 

that synthesize well with Ruiz' Orientations. In discussing 

"the appeal and dangers associated with our current reliance 

on practical problem solving" (p. 6), Prawat analyzes a 

theory presented by Greene (1986) . The theory is that 

constructivist education cannot be properly implemented when 
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based solely on problem-solving assiimptions. In other words, 

when educators design methods emd curriculum that are 

intended only to solve problems, the resources, imagination, 

and creativity that students bring to learning are relegated 

to secondary roles at best. The need is "to focus on the 

possibilities rather than the problems inherent in particular 

situations as they work with students" (Prawat, 1993; p. 7). 

The point here is that Ruiz' Lauiguage as Resource Orientation 

speaks to something much larger than language policy. 

Language as Resource is intimately related to the very nature 

of learning theory and intelligence. Earlier in this paper 

{See Subsection II.3.a) I talked about Sternberg's "Nature of 

Intelligence" and the "antecedents" that mold the various 

definitions of intelligence. Similarly, the assumptions that 

policymakers and educators use when they think of language 

also shape and govern their thinking eUDOut the learning 

potential - and intelligence - of students in schools. 

While Ruiz was addressing himself primarily to language 

planners in urging them to perceive speakers of community 

languages as having a resource rather than a problem, Prawat 

talks to educators and urges them to see learners not as 

"reductionist problem-solvers", but as people with 

"constructivist power of possibilities". The sentiments of 

both Prawat and Ruiz are found in Ruiz' words "To the extent 

that the language-as-resource orientation draws attention to 

the social importance of all communities and their languages. 
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and to the extent that it promotes tolerance and even 

acceptance of minority lemguages, it holds promise for 

reducing social conflict in a way that the other two cannot 

match" (1990, p. 17). 

In transitioning to the next subsection, I want to re

state the connection between the discussion here and the 

questions that are addressed in this dissertation. In 

designing Title VII of 1968, were the key players thinking 

about languages other than English as problems, rights, or 

resources? Were learners who spoke community languages 

viewed as people who needed remediation, protection, or 

enrichment? Was the non-English Icuiguage they brought to 

school a liability to be remediated, a right they could 

exercise among themselves and in their homes and communities, 

or a credit that would coitpound and collect interest? Lay 

and academic literature have discussed these questions with 

passion and clarity since the passage of the Act, The 

discussion here is focused on applying the questions to the 

Act as first passed. 

II.3.e: National Linguistic Needs. Paul Simon. 

In Chapter I, I traced the historical precedents that 

led to the passage of Title VII. One of the most important 

immediate precedents was the National Defense and Education 

Act (NDEA) of 1958. The NDEA was in response to the 
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launching of Sputnik by the Soviet Union and the purpose of 

NDEA was to support, encourage, and enhance mathematics, 

engineering, euid science education. The policy also 

supported the development of language programs. National 

leaders felt that modem language development was needed 

because the US was once again ill-prepared to understand and 

communicate in international scientific and engineering 

dialogues and literature. 

Twenty-two years after the passage of the NDEA, The 

Tongue-Tied American appeared in bookstores. The author, 

Senator Paul Simon, indicted the US for its short-sightedness 

and emaciation of language resources. More important for our 

discussion here is Simon's constructive and prescriptive 

outlook. He calls for an enlightened policy and practice 

that not only facilitates the learning of second languages by 

English-speaking Americans, but also recognizes and nurtures 

the language resources of Americans who are either bilingual 

or speakers of commtinity languages. In short, Simon's work 

is Ruiz' Language-as-Resource Orientation applied to national 

efforts and practices. 

This subsection presents a review of some comments and 

sentiments voiced by a few analysts and policymakers who view 

community languages from a Language-as-Resource Orientation 

and propose policies and practices that reflect this 

Orientation 
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Fernandez (1987) quotes from a presidential coininission 

that decries the fact that the US is home to a large number 

of speakers of languages other than English yet suffers from 

a "gross inadequacy in foreign language skills [that is] 

nothing short of scandalous, and it is becoming worse" (p. 

113, quoted from Castellanos [1983]). Like Senator Simon, 

Fern^dez perceives a future where the "language chauvinism" 

of the US must give way to multilingualism if the US is to 

maintain its world leadership in science, engineering, 

diplomacy, trade, and commerce. In meeting the linguistic 

demands of a shrinking world, Fernandez suggests that the US 

implement educational practices that develop and nurture the 

language resources that non-English speaking students bring 

to school with them. 

In a very similar vein, Marshall & Gonzalez (1990) point 

to the same need to look upon school children who speak 

languages other than English as national resources who can 

serve the future development of the nation. Their analysis 

derives from a Language-as-Resource orientation and iirplicit 

in the analysis is a call for a plan that puts this 

orientation into practice. "Increased multilingualism could 

lead to favorable balances of trade, thereby enhancing a 

nation's economic health and reinforcing the potential for 

instrumental attachment. A nation that squanders its 

multilingual potential in policies that encourage language 
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switching and monolingualism also endangers its future 

abilities to conpete in international markets* (p. 47). 

To fully understand Simon's and Ruiz' perspectives on 

language, the analyst needs to bear in mind that Language-as-

Resource contrasts with Language-as-Problem. In other words, 

to fully understand how Simon sees language resources in the 

US, we have to consider the consequences of Language-as-

Problem. As seen above, Language-as-Problem creates 

liabilities in international comm^lnication. Senator Joseph 

Montoya (1973) touched on the consequences and benefits of 

the two orientations. Taking an historical point of view, 

Montoya argues that 

understanding the thousands of ways in which 

America would be better today if we had taught our 

children about the riches of history and language 

and culture which were present in the Native 

Americans who were here first and in every group 

that came later, we can see how foolish it was to 

try to melt people down into something homogeneous 

so that all Americans would be limited and 

identical (p. 12). 

In the same speech, Montoya contrasts the above with the 

benefits of Language-as-Resource. 

We are going to have to make all Americans 

understand that bilingual education is resource 
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education - that it will provide better education 

for children who come to school speaking only 

English. 

We must somehow make sure that our neighbors and 

friends who are handicapped by not being able to 

speak any language except English understand the 

great gift which children who speak another 

language bring to the schools - a gift they can 

share with all children if they are allowed to (p. 

12) .  

Speaking at the same Albuquerque conference with Montoya 

(and mentioned above in Subsection II.3.a), Armando 

Rodriguez, a college administrator from East Los Angeles, 

outlined five key objectives that stem from Language-as-

Resource and would implement Simon's call for more 

multilingual proficiency in the US Three of Rodriguez' five 

objectives are quoted below because they are directly linked 

to the sentiments of Montoya and Simon. 

1) A general recognition by our society at large, 

and our national leaders in particular, that the 

bilingually skilled and biculturally cognizant 

individual is and will continue to be (ertphasis in 

original) an indispensable resource which America 

must develop. 

2) A general acceptance of bilingualism and 

biculturalism as purposeful endeavors - indeed as 
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moral responsibilities - of education at all levels 

of education and for all persons in our schools. 

3) The development of educational programs . . . 

which will provide meaningful progression in 

bilingual and bicultural instruction throughout all 

levels of the educational system. (p. 24). 

Sacken (1995) in reviewing an earlier draft of this 

dissertation commented that bilingualism would and could come 

more naturally to speakers of community languages than to the 

English speakers of the American aristocracy who try to get 

their children to be bilingually proficient. He says, "Seems 

to me one might say we [Americans] never valued competency 

other than English except when it was voluntary and 

incremental to English competency. And never saw the 

competencies of those communities in a non-English language 

as a resource societally. (e.g., you'd think Japanese-

speaking citizens today would be viewed as a national 

resource. Spanish-speaking, too!)." (Underlined emphasis in 

original.) Note how Sacken not only talks about language as 

resource, but he also mentions the contrasting point that 

community languages spoken by schoolchildren are seen too 

frequently as springboards and/or impediments to English 

proficiency. This view of speakers of languages other than 

English is Language-as-Problem. Language-as-Resource would 

set into motion practices that develop and enrich full and 
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proficient bilingualism. Instead, the US follows a Language-

as-Problem orientation that svibstitutes one brand of 

monolingualism for another. 

Three years after Simon's book was pxablished, Brod 

(1983) wrote a piece that resonates with Simon's concerns and 

vision. Brod points out that the losses suffered in 

international spheres because of the US' limited language 

proficiencies are difficult if not impossible to document 

with hard evidence or empirical data. Hence, it is hard to 

create a compelling argument for the nation to focus on 

developing linguistic resources. But Brod does outline "four 

principal learning outcomes that can be claimed" by the 

development of second language proficiencies. 

1) Competence; use and understanding of a second 

language, 

2) Awareness; knowledge of language universals and 

idiosyncrasies because the second language learner 

compares and contrasts second language with first 

language, 

3) Culture; appreciation and knowledge of the 

culture of the language being acquired as well as 

one's own culture through comparison and contrast, 

4) Cultural Parity; esteem and acknowledgment of 

the value of other cultures. Brod contextualizes 

this last point by saying how important this esteem 
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and acknowledgment can be in mutlticultural, multi

racial, and multi-ethnic US. 

Brod comes more from a modem language educator's point 

of view for the English speaker than from the community 

language perspective. Therein lies his contribution to this 

discussion. While Simon focuses much of his attention on the 

language resources that exist in non-English speaking 

communities of the US, Brod emphasizes the need for the 

nation to push and support second language acquisition among 

the nation's English speakers. In essence, both perceive 

second language acquisition for euiy community as a process 

that results in these four highly prized outcomes. 

Brod's advocacy is for "foreign language" acquisition 

for English speakers in the US Ruiz (1984b) rightfully 

cautions that a national plan or policy that focuses 

exclusively on this goal ignores the invaluable language 

resources that are found among the citizens of the US "It 

should be noted, however, that this approach (i.e., 'foreign' 

lainguage study) seems to minimize the value of ethnic 

languages and communities, cuid places a heavy emphasis on the 

formal study of standard 'foreign' languages" (p. 46). 

(Underlined emphasis in original.) 

In closing this subsection on the contributions and 

complementarity of Simon's work to Ruiz' Language-as-

Resource, I will turn to Simon's own words about the promise 
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and the waste of the linguistic resources of the US It is 

important to note the year of Simon's writing (1980) . Since 

his publication, US schools have produced one complete 

generation of schoolchildren and a second is one-fourth of 

the way along. 

Because of our rich ethnic mix, the United States 

is home to millions whose first language is not 

English. One of every fifty Americans is foreign-

bom. We are the fourth largest Spanish-speaking 

country in the world. Yet almost nothing is being 

done to preserve the language skills we have or to 

use this rich linguistic resource to train people 

in the use of a Icinguage other than English (Simon, 

1980; p. 4). 

II.4 Sunmary and Conclusion. 

This literature review of lemguage planning and policy 

has been a presentation of some theoretical and semantic 

foundations that support discussions about language policy 

and plcuining. The language planning and policy foundations 

have been followed by a discussion of the question of whether 

US has had a clear or consistent policy with regard to 

Icuiguage. The eirguments of experts on both sides of this 

question serve to form an historical and policy framework for 

Chapter IV of this dissertation. The arguments also serve to 
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answer partially some of the research questions that guide 

this dissertation. 

A third major theme in this chapter revolves around 

Ruiz' Language Planning Orientations. Descriptions of each 

of his three orientations are followed by examples and 

discussions that show how the orientations give rise to 

practice and program. In like fashion, a look at practice 

and program leads the analyst to answering the question of 

the type of orientation that was used to launch the practice 

or program. With this base, the discussion naturally turns 

to subsequent questions. What was the intent and purpose of 

Title VII of 1968? Were the crafters of the policy being 

influenced by Language-as-Problem, Language-as- Right, or 

Language-as-Resource? These questions will frame much of the 

discussion in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

III.l. Introduction. 

The design, structure, and format of this dissertation 

drew primarily from the case study research freunework 

proposed by Yin (1989) . Yin's other great contribution to 

this work was his "focused interview". Throughout this 

chapter, frequent reference will be made to Yin's approaches, 

guidelines, and methods for research. 

Another resource was the qualitative research designs 

contributed by Miles and Huberman (1984b). More 

specifically, the collection and presentation of data 

followed their principles of 'cross-site comparisons'. These 

comparisons provided the internal relicUaility so fundcunental 

to clear and well-founded research. An example of 'cross-

site comparisons' was the comparing 6uid contrasting of 

information and material from interview respondents with 

archival evidence, auid a review of the scholarly literature 

on language plcuining and policy. 

Chapter III begins with a description of qualitative 

research because the planning, fieldwork, analysis of data, 

and description of the project are all held together by the 

tenets of qualitative research. Suggestions, techniques, and 
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materials borrowed from qualitative research methods and 

interview strategies and organization in turn have been 

selected and adapted to the development of the case study. 

Section III.2, then, is an overview of qualitative research 

approaches and is followed by a section on case study 

research methods. The fourth section talks about interview 

techniques and the pilot interviews that were conducted at 

the University of Arizona while I was still in residence 

there. The fifth section is about the criteria used for 

selection of interview respondents, and describes 

arrangements made for the interview meeting and the travel 

itinerary. The final section is a summarizes by using some 

musical metaphors to help explain the research approaches 

used in this dissertation. 

III.2. Ov«rvl«w of Qualltatlv* R«s«arch Methods. 

What, in short, do we consider qualitative analysis 

to consist of? First, the data concerned appear in 

words (emphasis in original) rather than numbers. 

They may have been collected in a variety of ways 

(observation, interviews, extracts from documents, 

tape recordings), and are usually "processed" 

somewhat before they are ready for use (via 

dictation, typing up, editing, or transcription), 

but they remain words, usually organized into 

extended text. (Miles & Huberman, 1984b, p. 21) 
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The data for this dissertation were collected ". . .in 

a variety of ways" including research of the literature, 

examination of official and pxablic docvunents, informal but 

structured conversations with experts and analysts, and 

primarily through "focused interviews" (Yin 1989). The data 

are presented almost exclusively in words rather than 

numbers. 

In keeping with Miles' and Huberman's (1984a, 1984b) 

emphatic recommendation that the qualitative researcher 

develop a "data display" to present data and information ". . 

. that permits conclusion drawing and action taking" on the 

part of the reader (p. 21), I have copied below a figure from 

their book (Figure III.2a) showing how their four components 

of data analysis (collection, reduction, display, and 

conclusion drawing/verification) set the pattern for this 

investigation. The "anticipatory period" took place during 

my coursework at the University of Arizona. The chief event 

during this period was a conversation I had with Adalberto 

Guerrero, a professor of Spanish at the University. He told 

me about the "epoca dorada" (golden period) that took place 

in Tucson during the late 1950s eind early 1960s while he was 

a high school Spanish language teacher. He and other 

educators were designing and teaching classes that required 

Spcuiish-speaking students to study and leam in Spanish. 

Because his story and outlook were so similar to my final 

years as a high school teacher, I was drawn to the ideas and 
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visions Guerrero articulated. Coupled to this experience 

were the mentorships of Professors Luis Moll and Richard Ruiz 

who taught me about qualitative, ethnographic research 

approaches and policy study and analysis. These two 

experiences as a student merged with the awareness that Title 

VII of the ESEA originated in Tucson. During the two years 

of residence, these and lesser experiences drew me inexorably 

toward doing this project. 

The conversation with Guerrero coupled with coursework 

for Moll and Ruiz catapulted me into collecting data through 

reading the literature, and talking to people who had 

expertise eind/or direct experiences in developing Title VII. 

During this "data collection period", I reached a crucial 

decision regarding my research focus. I resolved to 

concentrate only on the original passage of Title VII. This 

decision was the first major step in "data reduction". 

Focusing exclusively on the original Act of 1968, enabled me 

to set some clear and distinct parameters that reduced the 

kinds and quantity of data necessary for the project. 

Moreover, this concentration on one piece of legislation 

permitted application of certain policy analysis frameworks 

that turned out to be extremely importemt. 

Other steps in "data reduction" were setting parameters 

on admissible data by framing explicit and precise research 

questions and deciding on certain criteria to screen 

interview respondents (See Section III.5). 
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'*Data displays" used in this dissertation have been 

inspired by or borrowed directly from Miles and Hiiberman 

(1984a, 1984b) and by instructions from Professors Ruiz and 

June Maker at the University of Arizona. 

The fourth step shown in Table III.2a, 'conclusion 

drawing and verification' has been an ongoing and constantly 

shifting process. Throughout the entire project, I have been 

led down several different paths of tentative *conclusion 

drawing' but two examples stand out. Early in the collection 

of data, I read Padilla's work on federal policymaking in 

bilingual education (1984). After talking to a few people 

who tended at most to be cool toward Padilla's analysis, I 

talked to him directly by phone. A year or so later, I 

interviewed him for this dissertation. He was one of the 

first interviews I had in the field and I decided that his 

perspectives on the intent and purpose of Title VII were, at 

best, marginal and therefore not central to an understanding 

of what the policy was intended to promulgate. Later, this 

'tentative conclusion' was corrected. It turns out that 

Padilla's analyses were almost tiniversally verified by the 

data. 

Other interesting procedural and methodological 

milestones are presented in Figure III.2b. While I long 

tended to dismiss Padilla's analyses as aberrant, his ideas 

bored into my awareness, forcing me to ask other respondents 

what they thought of his ideas. Eventually, this question 
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became a formal part of the interview protocol. To a person, 

the respondents concurred that Padilla's thesis about the 

intent and purpose of Title VII was the most plausible. 

A second exaitqple of how the "conclusion drawing and 

verification" led to some major shifts during the evolution 

of this project was the incorporation of Ruiz' Orientations 

(1984a). Very early on, I was aware of his language planning 

orientations and I found them to be an eloquent and highly 

useful structure for examining school-based bilingual 

education policy, plans, and practices. But not until after 

completing the fieldwork and with the beginning of data 

reduction and display was his work made a more integral 

component of this policy analysis. Using his language 

planning orientations to euialyze the data I had gathered was 

a "natural". Ruiz' orientations were also very useful in 

developing the heuristic discussion presented in Chapter V. 

In sum, Figure III.2a reflects the steps taken in the 

germination and development of this dissertation. The 

'anticipatory work' done during residence at the university 

set into motion some data collection and decisions about data 

reduction. 'Data reduction' continued during and after 

completion of the fieldwork. 'Data displays' were required 

in coursework and for the dissertation proposal prior to 

fieldwork. 'Data reduction and display' continued to be 

integral to the writing and presentation of this work. 
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'Conclusion drawing/verification' is the fourth component and 

is found mostly in the discussion in Chapter IV. 

Data collection period 
h  -  I  

Anticipatory t  
DATA REDUCTION 

During 

DATA DISPLAYS 

Post 
H i  

During Post 
-I f ̂  ANALYSIS 

^ CONCLUSION DRAWING/VERIFICATIOlSr 

During Post 

Figur* III.2a: Components of Data Gathering and Analysis.| 

Not*: From Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook of 
New Methods. 1984, Newbury Park: Sage. 

This flow model display of the components of data 

analysis follows the "conceptual frameworks" that Miles and 

Huberman {1984a, 1984b) recommend to the qualitative 

researcher. These "conceptual frameworks" are akin to Yin's 

(1989) "theoretical propositions". Both in turn clearly 

resonate with a term used by another of ity professors at the 

University of Arizona, Mike Sacken, who encouraged me to 

forge a "template of reality" for my research that would hold 

the data together and provide a structure for the analysis. 

These 'propositions', 'frameworks', and the 'template' were 
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synthesized to produce a set of hypotheses which were then 

tested and filtered through the research questions and the 

interview data. As with any research, the hypotheses also 

framed and guided the analysis euid report of the results. 

This process is graphically represented in Figure III.2b. 

The inportance of these hypotheses for this project cannot be 

overstated. Later, I will provide more detail about the 

content and importance of these hypotheses and I will refer 

to them often in this chapter. 
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HYPOTHESES; 

1) TITLE VII WAS 

•A bilingual education 
initiative, 
•Driven by a consensus 
of educators, 
•A policy to engender 
certain program types. 

2) The Research would 
help 

clarify the confusion and 
argumentation that 

followed 
Title VII of 1968. 
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Figur* ZZZ.2 .bt Conceptual Frauneworks 
Leading to Research Questions, then 
Filtered through Interview Data. 
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A secondary set of hypotheses evolved as the 'data 

collection period' generated inportant points to consider and 

pursue. These secondary hypotheses are best articulated in 

the form of questions. They are a bit different from those 

already presented in Figure III.2b in that they address 

federal bilingual education policy more generally. They also 

served as theoretical propositions that helped frame the 

research questions and the interview protocol. 

1) What are perceived as key events, trends, 

concerns, and circumstances that led to the first 

federal bilingual education policy? 

2) What players and organizations were perceived as 

the most important in the passage and development 

of the Title VII? What were their roles? 

3) What forces were perceived as important 

influences on the architects and sponsors of 

federal bilingual education policy as it was 

originally formulated? 
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III.3. Ca«« Study R«««arch. 

The first and more preferred strategy is to follow 

the theoretical propositions that led to the case 

study. The original objectives and design of the 

case study presumably were based on such 

propositions, which in turn reflected a set of 

research questions, reviews of the literature, and 

new insights. 

Clearly, the proposition helps to focus attention 

on certain data and to ignore other data. The 

proposition also helps to organize the entire case 

study and to define alternative explanations to be 

examined (Yin, 1989, pp. 106-7). 

In designing and carrying out this entire project, Yin's 

suggestions regarding 'theoretical propositions' have been 

heeded closely and used as solace and support when the 

inevitable "researcher's doubt" begem to rear its ugly head. 

Again, Yin's 'propositions' are synonymous with Miles and 

Hixberman's (1984a) 'conceptual freuneworks' and Sacken's 

'template'. Synthesized together in this dissertation, they 

are being called 'hypotheses'. During the most crucial steps 

of this project, these hypotheses have been the guideposts. 

As Yin suggested, they have helped in articulating the 

purpose of the research, the research questions, and in 

shaping the manner in which the research data was collected, 

culled, analyzed, and reported. I will return again to the 

importance of these hypotheses, but I now need to present 
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some other advice that was extremely helpful in organizing 

the preliminary steps for this research. 

Yin (1989) proposes five steps in setting up the 

research project, collecting the data, and then analyzing and 

reporting the data. After formulating the theoretical 

propositions, he suggests the researcher select case{s) that 

are relevant to the theory. He then suggests designing a 

data collection protocol followed by conducting the study. 

The fifth step is for the researcher to write the individual 

case report based on an analysis of the data. These five 

steps in developing a case study were followed closely in 

designing and doing this study. 

Another key contribution from Yin is his description of 

the " . . .embedded single case" (p. 46). An embedded single 

case design is " , . . about a single public program ..." 

with an analysis that might "... include outcomes from 

individual projects within the program." (p.49). For this 

dissertation, the single 'pxiblic program' is the Title VII 

Act of 1968 and the "individual projects" are the key players 

who either directly participated in crafting the Act or 

people who directly advocated and lobbied for the Act, or 

were in positions to analyze it or to implement the first 

programs promulgated by the Act. 

Coxinelis (1993) also provides methodological support and 

direction for case study research. He characterizes case 

study research as "selected conceptualized perceptions" 
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gathered by a "highly trained social/behavioural scientist". 

He argues that this is a more preferred and sensible 

presentation of applicable data compared to quantitative 

empirical data. Coxinelis also uses a term from Yin that has 

been seen in earlier discussion. "A general statement about 

the case under study is a theoretical proposition. The 

generality sought is one that is conceptually specified and 

not (emphasis in original) one that is statistically 

defined." (p. 23), In sum, Yin's general case study format 

and 'embedded design' couple with Counelis' "conceptually 

specified theoretical proposition' to create the 

infrastructure and pathways for evolving and carrying out 

this investigation. 

Yet another methodological approach that helped in 

developing this dissertation is proposed in Casey's (1995) 

'narrative research'. Borrowing and adapting ideas from 

Johnson (1980), Casey proposes a "problematic [that is] 

internally complex and contradictory cind is often loosely 

held together" (p. 216). As this dissertation plainly 

demonstrates, Title VII of 1968 was certainly a problematic 

in the sense that as a policy statement, it has been subject 

to several interpretations with regard to its intent and 

purpose. Furthermore, the data and research here are 

'loosely held together' by some common interests of 

educators, community activists, and professional politicians 
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who formed a loose alliance over a quarter century ago to 

pass this legislation. 

Four models using the case study approach to research 

served as exaitples for this project. The four models helped 

in a direct way because all are policy analyses. The works 

are by Clark & Astuto (1986), Judd (1977), Schneider (1976), 

and Medina & Sacken (1988) . Even though these models 

contributed much to the development of this project, some 

important distinctions must be emphasized. Most importantly, 

the data for this study were gathered primarily via 

interviews of participants years after the enactment of the 

policy. In contrast, the works of Astuto & Clark and 

Schneider took the form of review and analysis of recently 

enacted policies. While Judd did some interviewing of key 

players, most of his data and report are structured by a 

policy analysis model used to analyze the policy's public 

documents. Medina & Sacken's work was based primarily on 

direct participant observation of a state policy enactment. 

ZZZ.4. Zntervleir Teehnlquea and th« Pilot Znt«rvl«w0. 

In formulating the framework, procedure, and protocol 

for the interview, I relied heavily on guidelines offered by 

Yin (1989) , Spradley (1979) , Hammersley & Atkinson (1989) and 

Casey (1995) . Below, I will present highlights from these 
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researchers followed by a discussion of the techniques used 

here and then describe how the pilot interviews were done. 

Yin talks about "... interviews that are of an open-

ended nature, (emphasis in original) in which the 

investigator can ask key respondents for the facts of a 

matter as well as for the respondents' opinions about 

events." (p. 89). Yin contrasts this interview approach with 

the focused (emphasis in original) interview, [wherein] the 

interviews may still remain open-ended and assume a 

conversational manner, but the interviewer is more likely to 

be following a certain set of questions derived from the case 

study protocol." (p. 89). Just such a 'case study protocol' 

was used in the field for this project (See Addendum 1.3). 

The design of the protocol incorporated not only Yin's 

suggestions, but Miles and Huberman's {1984a) ideas of 

"probes" to elicit response from interviewees. The focus and 

probes were intended to structure and direct the dialogue. 

Still, the interviews were characterized by an "open-ended 

nature" so the respondent could compose, offer opinions and 

insights, and develop perspectives that might not come to 

mind in cin interview tightly constrained by a survey-type 

questionnaire. 

Similarly, Spradley (1979) recommends that ethnographic 

interviews provide the informant with latitude, ease, and 

relaxation within the social context of the interview 

setting. In this way, the informant is free to pursue themes 
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and trends of thought that s/he considers important to the 

response. Spradley's points are shared by Hammersley and 

Atkinson (1989) who suggest that in the ethnographic 

interview, the researcher 

should consider what the informeint's 

statements reveal about his or her feelings and 

perceptions, euid what inferences can be made from 

these about the actual environment or events he or 

she has experienced. The aim is not to gather 

'pure' data that are free from potential bias. 

There is no such thing. Rather, the goal must be 

to discover the correct manner of interpreting 

whatever data we have (p. 112). 

The context from which this quotation is taken harkens 

to the research methods of Casey (1995). The quotation is 

actually a response to a common challenge presented to 

ethnographers "What if the informant is lying or 

embellishing?". Like Hammersley and Atkinson, Casey, has a 

reply - one I would borrow to clad my interview methods in a 

cloak of usefulness, practicality, and research rigor. "I 

contend that interviewers need to respect the authenticity 

and integrity of narrators' stories, to see them as subjects 

creating their own history rather than as objects of 

research." (Casey, 1995. p. 231-2). 

From the start of this project, I understood that I 

would be asking people to reconstruct events and ideals that 
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were a quarter-century old. Intuitively, I understood that 

time and personal involvements would color the remembrances 

and therefore the data. I also understood that if I talked 

to enough people, researched the archival and literature 

records adequately, and accepted the narratives of the 

individual r«?spondents as their individual legitimate and 

valid interpretations of the record, the data would self-

align into a reasonable, plausible, accurate, and reliable 

chronicle and analysis. I was not disappointed. 

In stun, the ambiance created for the interview and the 

interview protocol itself followed carefully designed 

research strategies and approaches. While the conversation 

was structured by the interview protocol, the respondent was 

permitted - even encouraged - to volunteer data that 

complemented or supplemented the 'focused interview'. 

Indeed, I permitted myself to ask questions not listed on the 

protocol in pursuit of themes and data that ran parallel to 

the focus of the interview questions. By using this 

approach, the interview sessions were more like natural 

conversations. The resulting data enriched the study 

although not "pure and free from personal bias". The 

investigator's job is to "discover the correct manner of 

interpreting" (Casey 1995) both the data generated by the 

focus of the interview and the data that is volunteered by 

the respondent. 
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Three pilot interviews were conducted in Tucson to 

evaluate and refine the interview procedure and the content 

of the protocol. The respondents for the pilot interviews 

were (a) a person who gave testimony in front of the Special 

Subcommittee prior to passage of the Act, (b) a person 

involved in a program used as a model Bilingual Education 

program in the Southwest prior to passage of the Act, and (c) 

a person who worked on federal bilingual education policy in 

Washington, D.C. during the 1980s, wrote scholarly pieces 

about federal bilingual education policy, and was the 

Director of the Center for Applied Linguistics in the 1970s. 

These pilot interviews provided opportunities to check 

my technical techniques. The audio of my first interview was 

so poor, for example, that the university radio technicians 

were unable to make it clear nor audible. Through trial and 

error, I also learned how to maintain a facilitator's role in 

the focused interview. One of the respondents was very 

headstrong, had his own agenda for the interview, and strayed 

far from the interview protocol; but using wait time and 

patience, I was able to re-focus the conversation without 

overstrueturing and constraining his freedom of perspective 

and expression. I was even able to collect some pertinent 

data. 

Beyond these lessons, the pilot interviews provided me 

with an opportunity to test out my hypotheses. I found that 

the hypotheses I had developed were reasonably accurate and 
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ones I could take forward to other interviews for more 

testing. Still, I understood the need to temper them with 

the various perspectives that future respondents surely would 

bring to the interview. 

Lastly, because the pilot interviews were conducted in 

Tucson, I was able to have the experience evaluated and 

critiqued by my professors there. This was invaluable to me 

because after learning with the training wheels on, I would 

be completely on my own traveling about the country 

conducting the remaining interviews. The pilot interviews 

and the critiquing I received helped me to edit and revise my 

approach and gave me the confidence a researcher needs to 

manage properly the independent work. 

III.5. Selection of Respondents and Arrangements for 
Interview and Travel. 

Placier's (1989) policy analysis is similar to this one. 

She used a case study approach, interviewed experts and key 

players, and applied some of the principles of ethnographic 

research to her work. On the other hand, her study differed 

from this case study in that she conformed more to Yin's 

(1984) case study methods. For example, she conducted 

research over several sites, very similar to Miles and 

Hubeirman's "cross site analysis" (1984b) . 

i 
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By coitparison, this case study is singular and precise. 

To insure * cross site analysis' and apply the principles of 

'multiple studies', I chose to interview a large number of 

people who would represent a wide range of interest and 

involvement, motives and perceptions, and study and analysis. 

Another point of comparison is that by selecting her 

sites, Placier thereby selected her interviewees before hand. 

Her respondents were people in some way connected to these 

sites. Instead of choosing sites, I chose a policy. This 

made the selection of respondents more fluid, even arbitrary. 

Eventually, an articulated list of criteria limited the 

selection of respondents (See Table 111.5a). At the start, I 

intended to talk to interviewees who had participated in the 

crafting of the policy and/or had expertise as policy 

analysts. As I contacted these core people, I was frequently 

asked if I had talked to or intended to talk to others. 

Taking these suggestions caused my list to grow 

exponentially. At this point. Professor Maker suggested I 

develop some criteria for screening respondents. This advice 

was invaluable for two reasons. First, the criteria limited 

the number of people I could/would add to my list. 

A second reason is that by writing down the criteria, my 

research frame was tightened and better grounded. In writing 



1 5 3  

the selection criteria, I had to re-read my research 

questions and re-visit the hypotheses I had formulated using 

the preliminary data. Hence, I was forced to discipline my 

work thereby diminishing the risk of having the project 

become disordered and the research unraveled. When 

interviewing over forty people, some are more central to the 

focus of the research than others, but by applying the 

articulated criteria to potential respondents, I was able to 

keep the numbers manageable and the data tight, topical, and 

theme-based. 

Table 111.5a shows the five selection criteria used for 

screening respondents. Also shown are the number of 

respondents who met each of the criteria. Because several 

people matched more than one criterion, the total number is 

greater than the number of respondents. 
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SKLBCVION CRinRIA 

MDMBER OF 

RCSPONDBNTS 

1) They were identified as key players 
(Marshall, et al, 1986) in the 
formulation of Title VII. 7 

2) They were directly involved as 
educators in models and/or programs that 
were used a) to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of Bilingual Education and 
b) to promote developmental bilingual 
education (DBE) orientation for Title 
VII. 

16 

3) They gave testimony in front of the 
Special Subcommittee on Bilingual 
Education of the Ninetieth Congress as 
the policy was beina formulated. 

13 

4) They were in the role of administrator 
or key participant in a program that was 
a beneficiary of Title VII grants within 
the first two years of aooropriation. 

31 

5) They have been recognized widely as 
experts on Title VII of 1968. The 
recognition must be confirmed by 
publications in professional journals, 
books, or presentations at national 
conferences. 

23 

Tabl« III.5a: Criteria for Selecting Interview 
Respondents. Niimber of Times each of the 

Criteria was met. 

A different research precedent that heavily influenced 

my selection of respondents comes from Coxinelis (1993) who 

declared that research in any field is "pre set" at the point 

the researcher decides on a topic and begins to compose the 

research questions and hypotheses. For Counelis, a second 
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essence of research is the investigator's responsibility to 

"reconstruct logic". In selecting my respondents, I assumed 

that reconstructing logic would be ny job, but I also figured 

the respondents would reconstruct logic by virtue of their 

knowledge and involvement in the evolution of the policy. 

Certainly, the research questions and hypotheses underlie the 

protocol proit5)ts thereby prescribing criteria for selecting 

respondents. In turn, the questions and hypotheses 

influenced and guided the topics and logic that the 

investigation sought to reconstruct and clarify. In the end, 

though, the "reconstructed logic" was done mostly by the 

respondents themselves as they analyzed cuid considered the 

events and forces that culminated in Title VII of 1968. 

Another important factor in selecting my respondents was 

to insure that I tapped several levels of involvement, 

expertise, and direct experience. Of course, I had to 

balance this ideal of multiple representation with the 

practicality of insuring that the interviewee had some direct 

experience and/or expertise. In fact, some people I asked to 

interview deselected themselves saying that they had neither 

the direct experience nor expertise I was looking for in my 

research (See Table 111.5b, footnote 2). In sxim, I wanted to 

talk to the central figures and players like Senator 

Yarborough and Bruce Gaarder but I also wanted to balance 

these central figures with expert analysts like Joshua 

Fishman and Rudy Troike. 
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A third genre of respondent was at least as important as 

these two - practitioners, local administrators, and 

community activists like Maria Urquides, Joe Bernal, and Jose 

Cardenas. In creating this three-way balance of 

representation, I was following principles set forth by Casey 

(1995) who talked about the imperative of including the 

voices of "ordinary people". The evolution and crafting of 

Title VII of 1968 is a story about em ideal that was 

conceived and begot by a populist movement of ordinary 

people. I wanted this project to be and to accomplish, as 

Casey (1995) says, "The celebration of ordinary people's 

heroism in liberal and radical narrative research . . . 

[that] xindermines the conservative glorification of great 

White men in established autobiographical tradition." (p. 

215). Undermining tradition would be an additional benefit 

to the central purpose of this work - to tell the story of a 

first ever bilingual education policy on the part of the 

federal government that was augured auid promoted by 

"ordinary" educators, administrators, and community activists 

from around the country. 

Using the criteria, rationale, and procedure described 

in this section, a list of respondents was compiled (Table 

111.5b). The table indicates the primary role of the people 

and, through footnotes, shows level of contact I had with 

each in setting up an interview appointment. The footnotes 

are also codes that tell reasons for a prospective respondent 
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who did not participate, and whether the person provided 

testimony to Congress' Special Subcommittee. 

As was the case in Teible III.5a, the roles indicated on 

the table are not mutually exclusive. A player could also 

have been an advocate and an emalyst could also have been a 

player. Indeed, most respondents did play more than one of 

these roles. For example, Bruce Gaarder was well positioned 

to be a player by virtue of his work in the Department of 

Health Education and Welfare and indeed, he was a central 

player in the formulation of the policy and especially in its 

early implementation. But his writings, testimony, and 

interview are clear indicators that he was also an advocate 

and analyst. Similarly, Eduardo Pefia was also a strong 

advocate for a bilingual education policy, but as an aid for 

Senator Yarborough, he was well-positioned to be a key 

player. 

Still, for purposes of clarity and presentation a 

person's primary role is the only one indicated in the Table. 

A player was a person involved in the crafting or early 

implementation of the Act. Some players participated in the 

shaping, influencing, and/or guiding the wording or direction 

of the policy. Typically, they were directly involved in the 

legislative process that led to passage of the Act or were in 

key administrative roles in the very early programs 

promulgated by the Act. In contrast, an advocate was a 

person whose primary role and contribution was to support and 
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push for the policy. An advocate may or may not have been 

fully satisfied with the ultimate policy, but used his/her 

influence to lobby for passage. Most advocates were from the 

educational community and either gave testimony and/or 

provided advice and consultation to players. Finally, the 

analysts were mostly people from the academic community whose 

scholarly work provided special expertise in language 

planning, education, and/or policy analysis. 

Analysts were very important to this research because 

they provided special insight into historical matters, 

international perspectives, and leuiguage and cultural issues. 

Again, in reading the Table, the reader is cautioned that 

these categorized roles are not singular or particular. 

Nearly all respondents fulfilled two of these roles, 

sometimes all three. The separate columns are simply to show 

that this project was designed to draw perspectives from 

people whose primary affiliations represented various points 

of view and levels of involvement. 
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PLAYIR AOVOCATI ANALYST 
1) Allen, Dwight^. • 

2) Anaya, Tony^ • 

3) Andersson, Theodore® • 

4) Aorta, Awilda^'^ 
5) Beebe, Von^ • 

6) Bernal. Joe® • 

7) Hover, Mildred^ • 

8) Caballero, Dianna^'^ 
9) Cantero, Herminia^'^ 
10)Cardenas, Jose® • 

IDCasso, Henry® • 

12)Castellanos, Dieao^ • 

13)Castro-Feinberg, Rosa^ • 

14)Combs, Mary Carol^' * • 

15) Coronado, Irasema^' ̂ 
16) Crawford, James • 

17)Delluins, Ronnie^'* 
18)Dolson, David^'^ 
19)Evans, Carole* 
20)Fernandez, Ricardo • 

21)Fishman, Joshua® • 

2 2)Gaarder, Bruce® 
2 3)Gonzalez, Josu^ • 

2 4)Guerrero. Adalberto® • 

25)Hawkins, Augustus^ • 

2 6)Hernandez-Chavez, 
Eduardo 

• 

27)Inclan, Rosa^ • 

28)Judd. Elliott' • 

29)Lafontaine. Hem^^' ® • 

30)Leibowitz, Arnold • 

31)Lopez, Nancv^' ̂ 
32)Lyons. Jim • 

3 3)Mac £as, Revnaldo^ • 

34)Mackey, William^ • 

3 5)Martinez, Ricardo • 

3 6) Mel^dez, Sarah^' ̂ 
37)Oruin, Lori^ • 

38)Oyania. Hank • 

39)Padilla, Raymond • 

4 0)Pascual, Henry • 

41)Pedraza, Pedro • 

42)Peria, Albar • 

i 
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43) Ramirez, Bambi • 

44)Robinette, Ralph^ • 

45)Roias, Pauline^'^ 
46)Rovbal, Ed^ • 

4 7)Rueda, Robert^ • 

48)Ruiz, Richard^ • 

49)Saldate, Macario • 

5 0) S^chez, Gi Ibert • 

51)Santiago, Isaura^ • 

52)Santiago, Ramon • 

53)Schneider, Susan • 

54)Smith. Mike^ • 

55)Stein, Alex • 

56)Sweetland, Monroe® • 

57)Troike, Rudy • 

5 8)Urouides, Maria • 

59)Vasquez, Jose • 

6 0)Yarborough, Ralph® • 

61)Zelasko, Nancv • 

62)Zentella, Ana Celia^ • 

TOTAL 13 17 22 

1.Unable to contact or locate. 
2.Contacted, but no interview due to scheduling conflicts, 
deselection on part of respondent, or failure to show for 
interview. 
3.Person not interviewed and not enough information to 
determine role in development of Title VII of 1968. 
4.Person contacted in atten5)t to locate prospective 
respondent(s). 
5.Provided statement to Hearings before the Special 
Subcommittee on Bilingual Education of the Ninetieth 
Congress. 

TABLE Ill.Sb: List of Interview Respondents, Roles 
in Shaping Title VII of 1968, and in Providing data 

for this Case Study. 

Arranging each interview was comprised of four steps. I 

first made direct phone contact with the respondent to 
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explain the purpose of my research and, when possible, to 

arrange an interview. A letter followed the phone call to 

confirm and sianmarize the understeinding (See Addendum III.5) . 

Enclosed with this letter was a copy of the interview 

protocol (See Addendiim 1.3) . By calling and sending the 

letter, I gave the respondent time to consider and formulate 

answers to the prompts and to think of other contributions 

s/he could plan on making in the interview session. In fact, 

several respondents prepared for the interview by collecting 

copies of documents, books, and other materials that they 

considered important to my research. A few weeks after 

sending the letter and protocol, a follow-up phone contact 

was made to confirm the interview time, date, and location. 

As I traveled, I placed one last call a few days prior to 

appointment as a final reminder and confirmation. 

It would appear that these steps were needlessly 

repetitious and too labor intensive. However, important 

advantages resulted from following this procedure: 

1) The initial phone contact sometimes elicited 

data that were spontaneous and therefore important. 

2) The initial phone contact and the follow up 

letter were two methods of probing and priming the 

memory of the respondent. By the time of the 

interview, the interactions tended to foster some 

reflection and recollection of events and thoughts 

that may not have occurred otherwise. 
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3) The pre-interview contacts also tended to "break 

the ice". Social interaction and relationships are 

important to case study research. The interactions 

before the interview tended to foster more 

congeniality and spontaneity in the interview. 

4) The initial phone contact and the mailing 

provided me with an opportunity to contact other 

respondents because I asked for contact information 

of other people on my list. I was also afforded 

the opportunity to ask the interviewee for other 

prospects (See TedDle 111.5b, footnote 4) . 

5) The preparatory contacts helped insure that the 

respondent showed up for the interview. Nearly all 

of these very busy people took the time and gave 

scheduling priority to the date and time of the 

interview. 

Knowing who was going to interview and when, I was then 

able to arrange my travel itinerary. The interview fieldwork 

began in Tucson, Arizona. From there, I went to Phoenix. I 

continued on to other parts of the United States; New York, 

New York, Washington, D.C., Austin and San Antonio, Texas, 

Albuquerque and Santa Fe, New Mexico, and finally to cities 

and towns in Southern and Northern California. I also 

conducted telephone interviews with key people in Chicago, 

Illinois, and Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada. 
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From the pilot interviews to the final few interviews 

conducted in northern California during day trips from home, 

over six months elapsed. During these months, the 

methodological challenge was to balance continuity and 

consistency in data gathering with changes and approaches 

that were strongly suggested - sometimes compelled - by 

experiences and data gathered in the ongoing fieldwork. Some 

of the changes were driven by my own development as a 

researcher. In conducting interviews, I learned better 

methods, procedures, and techniques to guide the discussions. 

Other changes were pronpted by impressions and data gathered 

during the interviews. An example is the interview conducted 

with Congressman Roybal. During his interview, Roybal 

related a story that President Johnson had approached him and 

Senator Yarborough on a plane and asked them to compose and 

sponsor a bilingual education bill. This was an astonishing 

story. It was completely outside the pathways leading to 

Title VII that I had come to discover. I had to check 

Roybal's story with interviewees because if it were verified, 

this would have put a spin on the development of Title VII 

that was completely unknown. It turns out that nobody could 

substantiate Roybal's account and Yarborough, to put it 

mildly, fovind the story preposterous. 

Another very special challenge presented itself in the 

fieldwork. On the one hand, research reliability requires 

the investigator to maintain continuity in the gathering of 
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data. On the other hand is need to remain flexible and 

responsive to stories and interpretations. In responding to 

this challenge, I set to print four purposes for my 

interviews. By writing them down and reading them repeatedly 

as I continued the fieldwork, I was able to more closely 

balance the "focused interview" (Yin, 1984) with Spradley's 

recommendations (1979) about "explicit purpose, ethnographic 

explanations, and ethnographic questions" (p. 59, ff.). The 

four purposes were to: 

1) Report the story of how Title VII of 1968 was 

originated and formulated as told by )cey players, 

advocates, and analysts, 

2) Report the perspectives and interpretations of 

key players and experts regarding the intentions of 

the Act and what the Act promulgated. To report 

what key players, advocates, and experts think the 

crafters of the Act had in mind, 

3) Determine whether the Act is perceived by key 

players, advocates, and experts as a bilingual 

language policy or a policy to promote other social 

ideals such as Civil Rights or Anti-poverty 

programs, 

4) Determine how closely the Act conformed to the 

testimony of advocates and the bilingual programs 

and models that gave rise to the Act. 
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This section concludes by discussing two large issues 

faced by qualitative and case study researchers. One issue 

centers on the degree of arbitrariness used in selecting 

respondents for interviews. In describing and analyzing a 

federal legislative policy that was enacted thirty years ago, 

some degree of caprice and selectivity enters into the 

process of naming and selecting players, advocates, and 

analysts (notwithstanding the criteria presented in Table 

111.5a). Again, the hypotheses and research questions 

comprised the launch site and planned trajectory for this 

mission. More specifically, the trajectory was planned, 

marked, and guided by the research questions and the criteria 

used for selecting respondents. The plan, markers, and guides 

are imperative because they prevent the research vehicle from 

wandering aimlessly in the field. But these schemes and 

designs also present the risk of missing or passing up 

important features and/or experiences. What if parts of a 

full description are missing because the planned trajectory 

took the mission past an unanticipated important 

investigatory stop? 

A second enigma facing the researcher has to do with 

selecting the material and data to describe, analyze, and 

report. Purging and culling from all of the information that 

is gathered is a daunting task. Again, I was given some 

priceless advice in this regard. As I was leaving the 

university to begin the fieldwork. Professor Ruiz advised me 
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that I would use, at absolute maximum, 7% of the information 

I was about to gather, more likely 5%. 

How does the researcher insure that the plan and mission 

is full and complete? How does s/he manage the task of 

selecting certain data and information and not other? 

Peshkin (1993) resolves these enigmas by arguing a 

fundamental consideration regarding thorough, diligent, and 

rigorous research methodology. 

How absurd to think that any description is a 

complete rendering of its object; description 

inevitably is selective. When we select for the 

purpose of describing, we select on some basis. 

However implicitly, we use the results of our own 

and other's judgments based on interpreting, 

verifying, and evaluating activities. Pure, 

straight description is a chimera; accounts that 

attempt such a standard are sterile and boring, (p. 

24) 

Saction III.6. Suanury and Conclusion. 

This final section of the chapter talks about how the 

interview prompts were composed, more about the interview 

itself, and the methods used for recording the data. After 

explaining some of the origins used for formulating the 

interview prompts, I will present some methodological 

precedents I used to frame the interview scheme. A few of 

these precedents spring from metaphorical origins found in 
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the world of music. I then describe how I recorded data 

during my fieldwork and close with a reference to how the 

"real" story gets told. 

Ideas and content for the interview protocol (See 

Addendum 1.3) evolved from several origins. During my first 

conversation with Adalberto Guerrero, I began to keep field 

notes and impressions about local (Tucson) bilingual 

education practices and policies. My reading for courses and 

questions I would ask of iry professors began to take a slant 

toward policy considerations. I read several articles based 

on the dialogue of federal and local bilingual education 

policies and practices during the 1970s emd 1980s (cf. 

Andersson, Theodore and Boyer, Mildred, 1978; Baez, Tony, 

Fernandez, Ricardo R., Navarro, Richard A., Rice, Roger L., 

1985; Baker, Keith A., & de Kcinter, Adriana A., (Eds.), 1983; 

Citrin, J., 1990; Crawford, James, 1989; Fishman, Joshua A., 

1976; Padilla, Raymond V., 1984; Rotberg, Iris C., 1982; 

Weinstein, Brian, 1989.) With the help of professors, I 

began to focus in on certain themes and issues with regard to 

language planning and policymaking. Meanwhile, my contacts 

with policy analysts and people who had played a role in the 

formation of Title VII expanded. My research courses 

introduced me to the research strategies of Yin (1989), Miles 

and Huberman (1984a, 1984b), Hairanersly and Atkinson (1989), 

and Spradley (1979) . By the time I was in my final semester 

of coursework at the University of Arizona, I had forged my 
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theoretical propositions, conceptual frameworks, eind template 

for reality into my hypotheses and I was ready to formulate 

my research questions. The purposes and hypotheses were so 

well defined by that point that a light edit of my proposal 

made them acceptable to my committee. 

In studying the evolution of Title VII as a policy 

statement, I began to develop certain questions about how it 

had come to be and about its intent and purpose. These 

questions were put into the interview protocol as prompts or 

probes (Miles and Huberman, 1984b). Still, as I indicated in 

Section III.2, the protocol and interview sessions were not 

so highly structured as with a questionnaire or survey. 

Rather, the protocol served as a ". . . deep structure of 

chord progressions and themes" (p. 22. Oldfather eind West, 

1994) . Their jazz/research metaphor has considerable if not 

overwhelming applications to the way this project was 

conceived, arranged, and orchestrated. "Jazz musicians 

participate in a shared culture. They carry common (but not 

identical) repertoires, and a common body of knowledge that 

allows them to make music together." (p. 22). In essence, my 

job as researcher was to compose the 'chord progressions and 

themes' (the prompts on the interview protocol) while 

permitting and encouraging the players to adapt, shape, and 

improvise. They shared a common culture and knowledge of the 

subject (Oldfather and West use Chomsky's (1975) term 'deep 

structure' for this), but "... jazz musicians create 
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recurring and sometimes surprising variations on the 

underlying themes - weaving together varied qualities of 

tone, harmony, rhythm, volxame, pace, and voice." (p. 22). 

The months of research for this dissertation certainly 

'created recurring themes' and provided 'surprising 

variations'. Hence, I had to strike a balance between 

keeping the work focused on the research questions and 

purposes for the interview prompts while allowing the 

flexibility when 'surprising variations' presented 

themselves. 

Peshkin's (1993) approach to research supports the 

flexibility so essential to qualitative research. Although 

he does not write metaphorically like Oldfather and West, his 

approach resonates strongly with theirs. Peshkin argues that 

the fundamental distinction between qucuxtitative and 

qualitative research is that the latter is not driven by a 

theory. For exsunple, I have collected terms (theoretical 

propositions [Yin 1989], conceptual frameworks [Miles and 

Huberman 1984b], and template for reality [Sacken 1992]) from 

three sources and bundled them under the term ' hypotheses' 

(See Figure III.2b). These hypotheses are as close to the 

'theory' that drives conventional quantitative research as 

this dissertation gets. Rather than being driven by theory 

or theoretical constructs, I followed the lead of other 

qualitative researchers, especially case study researchers as 

I moved into the field to collect impressions, perspectives, 
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and analyses from participeuits. While collecting, I adapted 

procedural strategies yet remained focused on the research 

goals (questions). As Peshkin (1993) puts it, "The 

disposition of qualitative researchers to learn as their data 

collection progresses may incline them toward inquiry that is 

not driven by theory." (p. 27). 

Citing examples from my preparation, fieldwork, and data 

analysis is another way of explaining how the ideas of 

Oldfather & West and Peshkin influenced this work. The 

hypotheses and the interviews changed, shifted, and took on 

varying nuances but never strayed far from the "... deep 

structure of chord progressions and themes" that were 

embedded in the research questions and the essence of the 

prompts articulated in the interview protocol. These changes 

and shifts occurred as I collected information throughout all 

phases of this project - the literature review, the 

conversations with people in Tucson, the pilot interviews, 

the impressions and knowledge gained from coursework at the 

university, the reflections on Ruiz' work on language 

planning orientations, the direction and re-direction induced 

by Padilla's theses, the conducting of the interviews during 

fieldwork, and the analysis of the field data (See Figure 

III.6). All phases of development require the researcher to 

be acutely aware of unforeseen complementary and even 

contradictory points, themes, and interpretations. Figure 

III.6, an adaptation of Figure III.2b, suggests that the ebb 
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and flow of the research work done for this project was not 

only linear, but also cyclical with 'certain events' and 

'surprising variations' feeding back, re-informing, and 

revising earlier events emd conclusions. The arrows across 

the middle and the bottom of the Figure indicate a sequenced 

linear time pattern. As some steps occurred, though, they 

tended to re-shape and induce chcmge in previous frameworks 

and procedures. This recycling effect is shown by the arrows 

at the top of the Figure. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AMD REPORT OF 

RESEARCH DATA 

IV.1. Introduction. 

This chapter is a presentation and analysis of the data 

and information gathered during fieldwork. Some of the 

discussion is an expansion of the literature resources found 

in Chapter II and hence is based on analyses found in 

professional writings. Government documents and records are 

a second source and the third, data gathered from interviews 

in the field, is the largest and most significant for this 

chapter. 

The organization of the chapter is based on the five 

research questions that frame and focus this dissertation. 

Each section of the chapter addresses one of the questions. 

In Table IV.1, shown below, Roman and Arabic numeral code 

headings above the columns denote the chapter and section 

where the item is discussed. The second row is a phrasing of 

the research question. The remaining rows list the 

preliminary purposes, hypotheses, secondary hypotheses, 

interview purposes, emd interview prompt numbers that 

correspond to the Section/Research Question. The code 

following the items in the left column directs the reader to 

the Section where that topic is discussed. 



1 7 4  

Much of this chapter is about language planning and 

policy. An important organizational note is that Chapter I 

contains the historical origins or genesis of language 

planning in the US. This chapter presents the more proximate 

precedents for Title VII. Some of the precedents are 

official policies that led to the passing of Title VII. 

Other precedents are sociopolitical and commiinity movements 

and forces that set the stage for passage of the Act. 
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SECTION SECTION SECTION SECTION SECTION 
IV. 2 IV.3 IV. 4 

in « 
>
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 IV. 6 

Circxam- Players, Forces, Assimila- Ruiz' 
Research stcuices & Organiza Influen tionist Orienta
Questions Events tions as ces on or tions 
(1.3) Leading Architect; Policyma Pluralist Ascribed 

to VII, Roles. kers. Assump to Key 
'68. tions? Players. 

2) Con
formity 

1) Gene 1) of Policy 5) 
sis & Genesis & to Ideals Examine 
Formula Formula of Sup the Act 

Prelimin tion ac tion porters . 4) Same and the 
ary cording accoding 3)VII'68 as key play

Purposes to play to play Anti- Research ers ', ad
(1.3) ers , ad ers , ad poverty, Question vocates ' 

vocates , vocates , Civil • language 
experts. experts. Rights, planning 

Languate orienta
Plan, tion. 
other? 

Act to 
Act Promul
Driven by gate 
Consen Certain 

Hypotheses sus of Program 
(III.2) Educators Types. 

and Advo Act a 
cates . Bilingual 

Education 
Initia
tive. 
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2) 3) 
1) Key Players & In^jortant 

Secondary Events, Organiza Forces 
Hypotheses Circiim- tions Key Influen
(III.2) stances 

Leading 
to Act? 

to 
Passage 
and 
Develop
ment of 
Act? 

cing 
Archi
tects and 
Sponsors 
of Act? 

(III.2) stances 
Leading 
to Act? 

to 
Passage 
and 
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Act? 

cing 
Archi
tects and 
Sponsors 
of Act? 

2) Report 
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3) Key Play
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Other 
Social 
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Act to. 
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(refer to 1. 2, 4, 2, 3, 4, 4, 6, 7, 
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#1 for 11, 13. 11, 12. 12, 13. 11, 13. 
text of 
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tions .) 

TABLE IV. 1. Frameworks for Rttseareh: 

Research Questions, Hypotheses, Purposes, Prompts. 
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IV.2. Conditions, Fore««, «nd Events Leading to Title 
VII of 1968. 

RSSBARCH QUISTION #1. 

What are perceived by writers, analysts, and key 

players as important circumstances and key events 

that led to the first federal bilingual education 

policy? 

This section describes the schooling and socioeconomic 

conditions, the sociopolitical forces, and other proximate 

events and trends that culminated in the passage of Title VII 

of 1968. The twenty-five year period covered in this section 

are those between the end of WW II through 1960s. First, I 

will describe some of the educational and socioeconomic 

conditions that typified Latino reality in the Southwest 

during this quarter century. Following is a recoxanting of 

some of the community action programs that sought to redress 

these conditions. Thirdly, I will cite some official policy 

precedents that set the stage for passage of Title VII and 

talk about opposition to the idea of having a bilingual 

education policy. The section ends with a special analysis 

of the origins of the Act and a synopsis of the precedents. 

. . . congressional hearings . . . made public an 

astounding array of statistics: In New York City 

in 1963, although Puerto Rican students constituted 

twenty-three per cent of the school population, 
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they received less than two per cent of the 

"academic" high school diplomas. 

The drop out rate of Mexican-American children in 

New Mexico was dramatized by the fact that in the 

late sixties over one-third of all Spanish-speaking 

children in that state were in the first grade, and 

that fifty-five per cent of those above the first 

grade were more than two years over age for their 

grade. 

In Texas during the same period, eighty percent of 

all Mexican-American children who entered the first 

grade were not promoted. 

In California in 1970, fifteen per cent of the 

school population was Hispcuiic, yet almost thirty 

per cent of educably mentally retarded (EMR) 

classes consisted of Spanish sumamed children 

(McFadden, 1983; pp. 7-8). 

The poignancy of McFadden's commentary on school 

performance of Latino schoolchildren prior to the passage of 

Title VII is two-fold. First, it is national in scope yet 

focused on the Southwest eind second, it touches on more than 

one measure of school performemce; high school graduation, 

grade retention, and special education interventions and 

placement. 

Judd (1977) makes the connection between poverty and 

poor school performance and argues that the Johnson 

presidency was bent on eliminating poverty through schooling 



1 7 9  

and education. Judd reviews the efforts to provide better 

educational opportunities for Latino children by pointing to 

the abysmal income statistics for the Puerto Rican and 

Mexican-AmericcUi communities. At one point, he shows that 

the individual income of Mexican-Americans of the Southwest 

was one half of what it was for Anglos and over one-third of 

Latino families of the Southwest had incomes below the 

poverty line. Moreover, he shows that Latinos in the 

Southwest had lower school performances than Black children. 

Table IV.2a shows income level of families in the five 

southwestern states in 1960. Also shown is the cumulative 

comparison of the five states. The con®>arisons between the 

general population and the White, Spanish-sumamed population 

is, of course, importeint. But as compelling for the 

discussion here is the income data of White, Spanish-sumamed 

people in Texas; nearly two-thirds were below the poverty 

line. Colorado finishes second in this disquieting measure 

and yet betters Texas by a full twenty percentage points. 

More significantly, the comparison with California would be 

irksome and embarrassing for a proud Senator from Texas. 

During his interview. Senator Yarborough was direct in saying 

that these data regarding the poor showing of Texas did 

indeed drive him toward sponsoring legislation that would 

correct this record. 
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Frequency of Low and High Family Incomes in the Southwest 

(Census of 1960) 

Families with 

incomes under 

$1000 

Families with 

incomes under 

$3000 

Families with 

incomes of 

$10,000 or more 

General White-
Popula- Spanish 
tion Surname 

Popula
tion 

General White-
Popula- Spanish 
tion Surname 

Popula
tion 

General White-
Popula- Spanish 
tion Surname 

Popula
tion 

Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Texas 
Southwest 

5.9% 7.2% 
3.3 4.5 
3.5 6.4 
6.9 11.3 
7.6 13.6 
4.9 8.8 

21.3% 30.8% 
14.1 19.1 
18.3 35.0 
24.4 41.5 
32.5 51.6 
21.0 34.8 

14.4% 4.6% 
21.8 10.8 
14.6 4.8 
14.3 4.5 
11.8 2.7 
17.6 6.6 

TAB£K ZV.2a: Comparisons of Income in Five 
Southwestern States. 

slBSSBBSBBSSaSBBSS^SBBaBaaB^BBaaaaBSBaBaBBBBBSSaBSSBSBS 

NOTE: The Invisible Minority Pero No Vincibles. 
(p. 7) National Education Association, 1966. 

Another measure of the conditions in the Southwest 

centers on school completion of Latino children. Again, the 

data among the five states tell that they are being abandoned 

and untended by schools. And again, by comparison with the 

others, Texas' position is shameful. Padilla (Interviewee) 

commented on the importance of these data in passing Title 

VII when he said, "The Congress was scandalized when they 
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found out about the poor performance of Hispanic students in 

the Southwest". 

Median School Years Con5)leted in 5 Southwestern States, (sic) 

by People with Spanish Surnames, All White (Anglo) and 

Nonwhite (Negro). 

Stat* Spanish 
Surnama 

All whit a Nonwhite 

1950 1960 1050 
(sic) 

1960 1950 1960 

Arizona 6.1 7.0 10.6 11.7 5.5 7.0 

California 7.6 8.6 11.8 12.1 8.9 10.5 

Colorado 6.4 8.1 10.9 12.1 9.8 11.2 

New Mexico 7.4 7.7 9.5 11.5 5.8 7.1 

Texas 3.6 4.7 9.7 10.8 7.0 8.1 

TABLE ZV.2b: Comparisons of Grade Completion in 
Five Southwestern States. 

NOTE: Hearings Before The Special Sxibcommittee on 
Bilingual Education. Ninetieth Congress (p. 332). 

Yarborough's concern had long been shared by Latino 

educators and community leaders. Prior to the passage of 

Title VII, more than a generation of schoolchildren had 

passed through schools while a new generation of teachers and 

leaders struggled with ways and means to improve the 
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educational experience of the Latino student. A few programs 

met with success, but most approaches remained fixed in the 

old ways eind children continued to flounder. Eduardo Pena 

(Interviewee), an attorney who at the time of Title VII's 

passage was a member of Senator Yarborough's staff said 

during his interview, '*No other community would have 

tolerated the drop out rate that Latinos were experiencing in 

the Southwest." The paragraphs that follow tell some of the 

events, trends, approaches and ideas that took place during 

and shortly after World War II. In retrospect, they were 

attempts to stem the tide of Latino dropouts and/or serve as 

benchmarks leading to Title VII. 

Ramirez-Cardenas (Interviewee) contends that the 

derivation of the new awareness cind advocacy eimong Chicanos 

of the Southwest during the World War II era (a.k.a. the 

Chicanada) is found in the ten years of the Mexican 

Revolution (1910 to 1920). The length and brutality of those 

years caused an exodus of Mexicans into the southwestern US 

According to Ramirez-Cardenas, many of these immigrants were 

upper working class, upwcurdly mobile folk who came with an 

ambition and vision for a better life. Their children and 

grandchildren are the ones who carried this ambition and 

vision into their military service in the two World Wars. 

A powerful legacy evolved eventually leading to an 

advocacy for a federal policy to address the needs of Latinos 

in the Southwest. From their experiences in two wars, and 
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especially World War II, Latino veterans brought home a 

different and more assertive attitude. Having laid their 

lives on the line for democracy and seeing Latino compatriots 

maimed eind killed, the veterans were unwilling to accept 

"business as usual" or . .as before." Significant to 

later events, many of them took advantage of the GI Bill to 

advance their education. This attitude change coupled with 

more education and professional advancement brought a bold 

new consciousness to Latinos in the Southwest (cf. Bemal, 

Cardenas, Gonzalez, Guerrero; Interviewees). 

World War II was the transition to the Civil Rights 

Revolution. The defense of democracy abroad 

stirred demands for racial justice at home; with 

peace came new challenges against discrimination 

and inequality. The winds of democracy began 

sweeping through American political institutions, 

especially the courts. (Takaki, 1993, p.399). 

Takaki's "winds of democracy" during the 1950s was 

coalescing among Mexican Americans while other political and 

social pressures began to develop. The Civil Rights Movement 

increased awareness of the oppressed conditions of racial and 

linguistic minorities and poor people. Being poor, 

physically distinct, culturally different, and sometimes 

speaking a language other than English, segments of the 

Chicano communities throughout the coxintry joined the causes 
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and concerns of the Civil Rights Movement. Thus, several 

analysts look upon Title VII as a direct outgrowth of the 

Movement (cf. Heath, (1978); Kloss, 1977; Padilla, 1984; 

Schneider, 1976; Guerrero; Gaarder; Andersson; Interviewees). 

Aggressive comm\inity action programs were catalyzed by 

the restlessness and drive for change that Chicano veterans 

felt. In the late 1940s, the American GI Forum was founded 

as a response to de jure segregation of Latinos in many 

states of the Southwest. The Forum was organized in response 

to a south Texas town's refusal to allow the burial of a 

celebrated Mexican American war veteran. "The incident in 

Texas was not the first or only demonstration of racism in 

our history, and the American GI Forum is not the first or 

only organization devoted to antidiscrimination, but the 

event shows how World War II had raised the consciousness of 

minority groups in the United States" (Lessow-Hurley, 1990, 

p. Ill). 

The Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund 

(MALDEF) started in California and soon moved into other 

states. Like other programa and agencies that grew out of 

this era of social consciousness, MALDEF continues to provide 

legal and educational support and leadership in the Chicano 

community. While no information gathered during this 

investigation indicates that MALDEF had a direct hand in the 

evolution of Title VII, several interviewees said MALDEF 

could be counted on to support bilingual education and 



1 8 5  

certain individuals who participated in the bilingual 

education movement were also members of MALDEF (Bernal, 

Cardenas, Roybal, Interviewees). 

The League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) is 

a third example of commtuiity activism that directly helped 

shape Title VII. LULAC was founded in Texas before World War 

II (1929) and by the 1950s was a well-established and widely 

recognized agency for community concerns. LULAC sponsored 

community awareness programs, legal actions against 

discrimination, and while some argue that it is and always 

has been an organization that promotes assimilation and 

transition to English (Crawford, 1992) and "self deprecation" 

(Bernal, Interviewee), their "Little Schools of the 500" were 

mentioned by many interviewees as important to an 

understanding of the events that led to Title VII (cf,, 

Bernal, Cardenas, Pena, E, Ramirez-Cardenas, Interviewees). 

In the "Little Schools of the 500", pre-school age children 

were taught the most commonly used English words of school. 

Armed with proficiency in this essential English vocabulary, 

it was thought that children from Spanish-speaking families 

would be better prepared for school. In fact, one 

interviewee pointed out that these "Little Schools of the 

500" were used as models for the original Head Start program 

(Pena, E, Interviewee). 

"La Raza Unida" party that organized in response to the 

discrimination and neglect of Latino schoolchildren by 
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educators and school boards in south Texas is a fourth 

example. Uneducated farm laborers mobilized under the 

leadership of "La Raza Unida' and boycotted schools. 

Ultimately, they succeeded in lanseating the all-Anglo school 

board and installing replacements who had a better 

understanding and stronger sympathy for the special resources 

and needs of Spanish-speaking students. News of this event 

in Crystal City traveled fast and served to inspire 

confidence and mobilizations in other towns and cities not 

only in Texas but in neighboring states. 

Mobilization and the new awareness among Chicanos 

eventually found their way directly into classroom and school 

practices. In her interview, Maria Urquides talked about her 

own development as a bilingual educator. At one time, 

Macario Saldate, another interviewee, was Urquides' student 

and she recounted giving him "language detention", a common 

practice in the Southwest for several generations. Language 

detention was a punishment administered to children who were 

overheard using Spanish on school groiands. The children were 

either prohibited from going to recess or lunch or kept after 

school. Actually, language detention was one of the milder 

practices used by educators in the Southwest to "encourage" 

the use of English and discourage the use of Spanish (others 

being fines, use of soap and lye in the mouth, rapping the 

knuckles with a ruler). In any case, Urquides related in her 

interview that Saldate was an especially obstreperous child 
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and she often punished him for his use of Spanish in the 

classroom and playground. This same educator was later to 

develop a curriculum and an advocacy for teaching Spanish to 

Spanish Speakers (SSS) to preserve and encourage the 

schooling success and Ismguage resources of Spanish-speaking 

children. Upholding this approach to developing bilingualism 

led her into regional, statewide, and national leadership 

roles with the NEA. Along with eleven other educators, she 

formed part of a team that visited schools throughout the 

Southwest to collect information about discrimination against 

Latino schoolchildren. They also researched program models 

that promoted bilingualism. The work of this team 

subsequently led to the publication of the Invisible Minority 

Pero No Vencibles and, in turn, the Tucson Conference. 

Concurrently, programs in other parts of the country 

were predicated on the same idea - continuing primary 

language development along with and even after acquisition of 

English to promote success in school and a more balanced 

bilingualism. An example was the Coral Way program in 

Florida. Begxin as a response to the need for educating the 

children of Cuban Refugees, Coral Way evolved a dual 

immersion program that developed bilingually proficient 

Cubcin-American and Anglo-American students. A factor to 

remember is that parents of the Cuban-American children were 

middle and professional class people of predomineintly 

European descent. This educational approach that was 
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designed to develop schooling success and full literacy and 

proficiency in both Spanish and English received support from 

local and federal authorities (Andersson & Boyer, 1978; 

Crawford, 1989), 

Guerrero's importance in the sponsorship of Title VII 

again surfaces. As a high school teacher of Spanish, he 

noted that approaches to teaching Spanish as a second 

language were reasonably effective for those students who 

were learning Spanish as a second language. However, for 

students whose primary language was Spanish, the drill, 

routine, and memorization were anguishing and tedious. The 

tedium led to resentment and resentment led to opting out of 

Spanish classes and, too frequently, out of school entirely. 

To encourage Latino students to stay in school, Guerrero 

began classes of Spanish for Spanish speakers. The goals and 

objectives were to offer communicatively competent Spanish 

speakers opportunities to improve their oral/listening skills 

and to enrich these skills with reading and writing 

(Guerrero, 1990). 

Over time, administrators and practitioners involved 

with these Developmental Bilingual Education (DBE) models 

began to hear of one anothers' work. The mutuality of 

interests brought them together for regional conferences. At 

just such a conference in Texas in 1966, a "Resolution 

Concerning the Education of Bilingual Children" was adopted. 

Noteworthy among the seven preambles to the resolution is one 
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that says, "And WHEREAS our present educational policies, by-

preventing the full development of the bilingual child, 

squander language resources which [sic} are urgently needed 

by our Nation [sic] and which must be expensively replaced 

under the National Defense Education Act, . . ." (In 

Andersson and Boyer, Appendix G, 1978; p. 285) . The work and 

vision of Guerrero, Urquides, and dozens of others working as 

classroom teachers and leaders in professional organizations 

like the NEA precipitated a grassroots movement. Many of 

these pioneers later gave testimony to the Special 

Subcommittee on Bilingual Education. These efforts in the 

profession and during the policymaking underscore the 

importance of their contributions to the development of Title 

VII. 

The role of educators in the advocacy leading to Title 

VII is further siibstantiated by the role of the National 

Education Association (NEA), universally accepted by 

interviewees as a key player in the shaping of Title VII. 

The classroom work and leadership of people like Guerrero and 

Urquides, the relative burgeoning of modem language 

teaching, the Civil Rights Movement, the War on Poverty, the 

promise of bilingualism, the wastefulness of discrimination, 

the shameful record of schools serving Latinos in the 

Southwest all brought to the attention of key professionals 

cuid activists in the NEA a call to action. The NEA thus set 

out to locate effective Bilingual Education programs as 
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demonstration models for others. These programs were 

reported along with history and data regarding Latinos in the 

Southwest in an NEA publication entitled The Invisible 

Minority Pero No Vencibles. (NEA, 1966) . This publication 

and the press conference that accorr5)anied its announcement 

brought national and legislative attention to the plight of 

Latinos in the Southwest. The belief is held widely that The 

Invisible Minority, the press conference, and the efforts of 

NEA professionals like Monroe Sweetland led directly to the 

formulation of Title VII of 1968 (cf. Andersson & Boyer, 

1978; Kloss, 1977; NEA, 1966; Padilla, 1984; Cardenas; Casso; 

Gonzalez; Sweetland; Yarborough; Interviewees). Whether 

their ideals and programs were part of the intent and purpose 

of the policy is a question for later discussion (See Section 

IV.5) . 

Returning to the more general mobilization of popular 

angst, most interview and written sources contend that the 

Civil Rights Movement played a significant role in the 

development of Title VII. To varying degrees, nearly all of 

the interviewees (cf., Jaramillo, Leibowitz, Sweetland) said 

that Title VII came out of the movement and, among other 

characterizations, ought to be considered a Civil Rights Act. 

Two sources, though, had reservations. Padilla (Interviewee) 

argues that while Title VTI certainly came out of the 

movement, it could not be considered a Civil Rights Act. 

Lyons (Interviewee) said much the same. Both are expert 
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policy analysts and their reservations are based on the fact 

that Civil Rights legislation was prescriptive and mandated 

while Title VII was, in their opinion, neither. In short, 

while they saw the movement giving rise to the Act, they did 

not consider the Act itself as a piece of Civil Rights 

legislation. When asked what the Act did support, they both 

answered, "experimentation". In any case, the consensus was 

that although the Civil Rights Movement was perceived as a 

struggle of Black Americans, it did play a critical role in 

the crafting of Title VII, a policy formulated by and for 

Latinos in the Southwest. 

Gonzalez (Interviewee) offers a caveat to this argument 

and to the assximption that Mexican Americans were catching a 

train set in motion and piloted by African Americans. He 

says that most observers acknowledge that the roots of the 

Movement are in the court cases of the 1940s and 1950s. Of 

these, the Brown v. Board of Education (1954) is the most 

salient. But, Gonzalez argues, earlier and more numerous 

cases originated in the struggles of the Chicano coinmunities 

of the Southwest. Crawford (1992) substantiates Gonzalez' 

claim. 

Grouping children for English instruction did not 

justify separate ^Mexican' schools, a US district 

judge concluded. Nor was it permissible to dump 

Hispanics automatically into remedial classes; such 

placements had to be based on a scientific 
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assessment of each student's leinguage abilities. 

While African American children were not directly 

affected, the argximents raised in these and related 

cases in California laid the groundwork for Brown, 

(p. 73). 

These community struggles for equity and protection of 

rights were accompanied by some official acts and 

international events that led to Title VII. However it is 

important to remember that the bill was the first of its 

kind. "The bill before us, S 428, was the first bill ever 

introduced in the U. S. Congress concerning bilingual 

education." (Special Subcommittee Report, p. 410). This 

being the case, identifying official policy precedents 

renders a challenge. Still, three decisions by the Supreme 

Court are clear markers preparing the way for VII. Although 

two of the cases precede the Act by a quarter century, they 

must be included because without them, a list of precedents 

would be incomplete. 

During the xenophobic and nativistic retrenchment that 

followed World War I, several states passed laws that 

disallowed use of non-English languages for instruction in 

public schools. Ruiz (1984b) coined an appropriate term for 

this era when he talked about "dropping the language curtain" 

(p. 18). In one of these states, Nebraska, a teacher in a 

private school used German to teach some of his German-

speaking students. In considering the dismissal and 
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revocation of the teaching credential, the Supreme Court 

reversed lower court decisions saying the state did not have 

authority to prescribe language use in private schools [Meyer 

V. Nebraska, 1923). 

In Farrington v. Tokushige only four years later, the 

Court ruled against a territorial law in Hawaii mandating 

only English for teaching and learning. The state law was 

intended to proscribe the use of Japeinese in public schools. 

Like Meyer v. Nebraska, the Court's ruling protected the 

right of citizens to send their children to private schools 

where instruction might be done in a language other than 

English. In both cases, the Court used the due process 

clause of the Fourteenth Amendment as the basis for the 

decision (Marshall, 1986). 

The importance of the GI Bill as a precedent for Title 

VII was already mentioned. Soon thereafter, a second piece 

of federal legislation was passed. In 1957, the Soviet Union 

launched Sputnik smd the US response was the National Defense 

and Education Act (NDEA) . The NDEA was inarguably the first 

and most assertive foray of federal legislative policymaking 

in education (Kantor and Lowe, 1995) . The NDEA was an 

important precedent for Title VII because a purpose was 

support and develop modem language education, especially to 

prepare teachers of non-English languages (Fradd & Vega, 

1987; Marshall, 1986; Special Sxibcommittee Report, 1967) . 

Evidently, federal policymakers of the late 1950s recognized 
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the need for learning modern languages and developing 

bilingual and multilingual resources (Simon, 1980). 

Like the Movement that ushered it in, the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 serves to mark the way toward Title VII because 

within a year of the Civil Rights Act came the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965). Title VII was 

subsequently added as an amendment to the ESEA. 

What of the roles of Latino communities outside of the 

Southwest? How significant were the contributions of the 

Cuban community in Florida and the Puerto Rican community in 

New York in the evolution of Title VII? A limitation of this 

study was the lack of substantial contact with these two 

communities (See Section 1.5). Although every attempt was 

made to interview representatives in Florida and New York, I 

was able to make direct contact with only a few. As it turns 

out, the field data overwhelmingly indicate that the real 

push behind Title VII was from the Southwest. Comments from 

the few people I did interview from these communities 

corroborate this point (cf., Beebe; Castro-Feinberg; 

LaFontaine; Pedraza; Interviewees). The record, too, shows 

that by the time testimony, school performance data, and 

ideas about program practices were presented to the Special 

Subcommittees by representatives from the east coast, the 

legislation was well on its way to completion (cf., Crawford, 

Lyons, Schneider, Interviewees). Moreover, Yarborough, the 

primary architect, was from Texas. "It is not strange, then. 
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that the Bilingual Education Act began in the Southwest its 

long journey from a need perceived by a large and relatively 

immobile minority to a statute affecting school systems 

throughout the nation." (Sanchez, 1973, p. 3). 

In summarizing and closing this section, I will present 

three synopses of the upwelling, trends, and courses that 

incubated and shaped Title VII of 1968. In his interview, 

Gonzalez provided a useful reduction to four elements of the 

movement that led to the Act. He spoke of the "technical 

area" wherein a new awareness of the nation's need for 

language proficiencies resulted in an openness to ideas that 

would fill the need. Remembering how poorly prepared for 

World War II the US was, some groups and national leaders 

were warning during the middle of the 1950s that once again, 

the nation's linguistic isolation was hindering its 

international scientific and technological competitiveness. 

Then came Sputnik. The 'technical" response was the NDEA and 

the foundation of the Monterey Language Institute by the US 

Army. 

Gonzalez called his second element 

"programmatic/academic". Here he was referring to the strong 

new interest in language acquisition and development on the 

part of the \iniversity commimity. Chomsky's ideas about the 

Language Acquisition Device (LAD) were challenging Skinner's 

long-accepted audiolingual theories. In concert with this 

scholarly research were the developmental programs in Dade 
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County, Florida and the model programs scattered about the 

Southwest. 

A third "political* element fueled the movement. Like 

ones cited earlier, Gonzalez mentioned examples such as LULAC 

and the "Little Schools of the 500", the foundation of the GI 

fonom, and the Civil Rights Movement. The fourth and final 

element he called "Chicanismo". Chicanismo was the new 

awareness among Latino peoples of the Southwest of their 

heritage, culture, language, and place in history. It was 

also an awareness of their plight and a resolve to change the 

socioeconomic and educational conditions under which the 

community struggled. Padilla called this "La Chicanada". 

(Interviewee). 

Figure IV.2a presents Gonzalez' four trends and events. 

In studying the figure, one needs to keep in mind that no 

causal relationship is inplied or intended. Instead, the 

elements are presented as having symbiotic and synergetic 

connections that tend to mix, interplay, and mutually 

influence one another. 
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PIGORE IV.2a: Gonzalez' Four Elements Leading to 
Title VII. 

Figure IV.2b shows a timeline of major trends and events 

marking federal policy precedents and educational and 

populist movements that are proximate precedents of Title 

VII. The history and genesis of language policy in the US 

(See Section II.2a) are generally divided from the more 

immediate precedents by World War II (Judd, 1977; Sanchez, 

1973). More proximate federal policy precedents for Title 

VII consist of the three court cases and four pieces of 

legislation cited in the Figure. Two educational/commvinity 

movements are shown. A third, the Civil Rights Movement, 
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resulted in the Civil Right Act of 1964 and so is implied by 

that item in the figure. The Figure is intended as a 

synopsis of highlights and therefore does not reflect a 

complete summary. 
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FIQORS IV.2b: Timeline of Salient Precedents and 
Events Leading To Title VII of 1968 (to Scale). 
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IV. 3. Players, Organizations, and Rolaa in the 
Crafting of Titl* VIZ. 

RESBARCB QUISTION *2. 

What players and organizations were perceived as 

the most important architects in the crafting of 

the policy? What were their roles? 

This section describes the official and unofficial 

players central to the movement that gave rise to and crafted 

the policy. Naming key players and organizations in the 

crafting of Title VII is easy because there were so many yet 

difficult because of the risk of not giving due respect to 

all. And since Title VII was a policy idea carried forward by 

people in at least five different states, the investigator 

runs substantial risk in leaving out major players and/or 

organizations. Still, the interview data are largely 

consensual with regard to the individuals and organizations 

that were center stage in the development of the movement and 

the policy. That consensus is reported here in order to draw 

an accurate picture. Slight of any persons or organizations 

is completely unintentional. 

Momentum for an official federal policy to address the 

conditions of Latino school children increased when the NEA 

began collaborating with educators who worked with Latino 

students in the Southwest. The NEA's involvement was due 

primarily to the work of Urquides and Guerrero who were 
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activists and leaders in the Arizona Education Association 

(AEA). Monroe Sweetland, regional representative of the NEA, 

worked as liaison with the AEA. For legislative sponsorship 

of the bill. Senator Yarborough would be "the mark" 

(Sweetland, Inverviewee). Yarborough clearly was interested 

in and embarrassed by the socioeconomic and schooling 

conditions of Latino families and children in Texas and the 

Southwest. His public statements {Interviewee; Special 

Subcommittee Hearings; Pefia, E. [Interviewee]) and his 

attendance at the Tucson Conference are indications of his 

resolve to find solutions. 

Cardenas (Interviewee) talked about "sequestering" 

Yarborough during the Tucson Conference and recalled an 

evening when he and other conferees invited the Senator to an 

informal visit. By the time it was over, Yarborough had 

guaranteed them that he would sponsor some kind of 

legislation to address their concerns. 

Crawford (1989; 1992; Interviewee) has researched Title 

VII extensively and is therefore considered an important and 

knowledgeable analyst of the Act. He, too acknowledges the 

central place of Yarborough and suggests that as a "prairie 

populist", Yarborough was naturally inclined to champion 

legislation like Title VII. 

In addition to Yarborough, interview data suggest that 

Bruce Gaarder was important in crafting Title VII (Bernal; 

Fishman; Pascual; Pefia, A., Interviewees). A key figure in 
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the Office of Education, Gaarder was well-placed to act as 

advisor, consultant, and advocate for language policy. 

Moreover, he was a well-recognized expert on issues of 

language planning and learning. During his interview, 

Gaarder shared some of the official and unofficial 

correspondence that circulated through him in the Office of 

Education having to do with "foreign" language learning and 

language planning. His specialized expertise, position, and 

involvement place him center stage in the process. 

Another person widely recognized as a key player was 

Senator Joseph Montoya from New Mexico. Although not an 

interviewee, his public statements about "taking advantage of 

the language pluralism that exists in our Southwest" to 

provide "the best of both worlds" to all students (Crawford, 

1992, p. 84) reflects a strong language-as-resource 

orientation. Because of his office, his widespread 

popularity, and his perspective on language and 

multiculturalism, Montoya was viewed by people as very 

influential in the passage of Title VII (cf., Andersson; 

Cdrdenas; Crawford; Gonzdlez? Martinez, Interviewees). 

Shortly after passage, though, Montoya strongly criticized 

the policy going so far as to challenge its name saying that 

it was anything but a "Bilingual Education Act" (NEA, 1973) . 

Figure IV.3 is a stimmary of a few of the primary people, 

organizations, and events that led directly to the 

formulation of Title VII. The Figure shows how the work of 
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educators in Tucson led to regional interests and in turn, 

the interest of a national orgemization. Then came the 

Tucson Conference followed by the sponsorship of professional 

policymakers. 

Urquides 

Guerrero 

Sweetland Gaeurder 

Arizona 
Education 
Association 
(AEA) 

'National 
Education 
Association 
(Hea) 

Tttcaon ^ 
I Confaraaca. 

Yarborough 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Montoya 

PXGOU IV.3t Formulating Title VII of 1968: 

Focal Players, Organizations, Events. 

Table III.5a showed the criteria used in selecting 

interviewees while Table 111.5b showed the list of 

interviewees and the primary role they played in the 

development of Title VII (Player, Advocate, Analyst) . Below, 

Table IV.3 combines the data from Tedjles III.5a and III.5b 

and, at the bottom, shows the criterion (a) used for selecting 

each of the interviewees. This Table provides a clearer view 

not only of the role they played, but affords a comparison of 

central and peripheral players. Again, being peripheral does 

not inply less inportance. Interviewees were unanimous in 

saying that this policy would not have come to reality were 

it not for the contributions and conscientious work of 



2 0 4  

not only of the role they played, but affords a comparison of 

central and peripheral players. Again, being peripheral does 

not imply less importance. Interviewees were unanimous in 

saying that this policy would not have come to reality were 

it not for the contributions and conscientious work of 

players and advocates scattered across the nation 

representing several different professions, walks of life, 

and roles in the development of Title VII. 

Crztirxa 
*1 

CitXTIItZA 
*2 

CXZTSXZA 
*3 

Crztsiiza 
#4 

Crztcxza 
*5 

1) Allen, Dwiaht • 

2) Anava, Tony • • 

3) Anders son, Theo. • • • 

4) Aorta, Awilda • 

5) Beebe, Von • • 

6) Bernal, Joe • • 

7) Hover, Mil. • • 

8) Caballero, Dian. • 

9) Cantero, Herm. • • 

10) Cardenas, Jose • • • • 

11) Casso, Henrv • • • 

12) Castellanos. D. • 

13) Castro-Feinberg • • 

14) Combs, Mary Car. • 

15)Coronado, I. • 

16) Crawford, James • 

17) Delltuns, Ronnie* 
18) Dolson, David • 

19) Evans, Carole* 
20) Fernandez, R. • 

21) Fishman, Joshua • • • 

22) Gaarder, Bruce • • • • • 

23) Gonzalez, J. • • • • 

24) Guerrero, 
Adalberto. 

• • • 

25) Hawkins, Aug. • 

26) Hernandez-Chavez • 

27) Inclan, Rosa • • • 



28)Judd. Elliott • 

29) Lafontaine, 
Hern^ 

• • • 

30) Leibowitz, 
Arnold 

• 

31) Lopez, Nemcv* 
32) Lyons, Jim • • 

33) Macias, 
Reynaldo* 

34) Mackey, William • 

35)Martinez, 
Ricardo 

• 

36) Melendez, Sarah* 
37) Orxim. Lori* 
38) Oyama, Hank • • 

39) Padilla, Raymond • 

40) Pascual. Henry • 

41) Pedraza. Pedro • 

42) Pefia. Albar • • 

43) Ramirez, Bambi • 

44) Robinette, Ralph • • 

45) Roias, Pauline • 

46) Roybal, Ed • • 

47) Rueda, Robert* 
48) Ruiz, Richard* • 

49) Saldate, Macario • • 

50) S^chez, Gilbert • 

51) Santiacro, Isaura • • 

52) Santiacro, Ram6n • • 

53) Schneider, Susan • 

54) Smith, Mike* 
55) Stein, Alex • 

56) Sweetland, 
Monroe 

• • • 

57)Troike, Rudy • • 

5 8) Urcmides, Maria • 

5 9) Vascruez, Jose • • 

60) Yarborough, 
Ralph 

• • • 

61) Zelasko, Nancy • 

62) Zentella, Ana 
Cel.* 
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Ckxtbuza roR 
SiLicTzoa 

Tally of 
Corrospondences 

1)Identified as key players (Marshall, et 
al, 1986) in the formulation of Title 
VII. 

7 

2)Involved directly as educators in models 
and/or programs that were used a) to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of 
Bilingual Education suid b) to promote a 
developmental bilingual education (DBE) 
orientation for Title VII. 

16 

3)Gave testimony in front of the Special 
Subcommittee on Bilingual Education of 
the Ninetieth Congress as the policy was 
being formulated. 

13 

4)Were in the role of administrator or key 
participant in a program that was a 
beneficiary of Title VII grants within 
the first two years of aporooriation. 

31 

5)Recognized widely as experts on Title VII 
of 1968. The recognition must be 
confirmed by publications in 
professional journals, books, or 
presentations at national conferences. 

23 

*) Information lacking, or their role in 
this project was extraneous to the 
selection criteria, or due to self-
deselection, compatibility of person and 
criteria unknown. 

TABLE IV.3: Inverviewees, Selection Criteria, and 
Interviewee/Criteria Talleys. 

IV. 4. Fore««f InfluMC** on Policymakcra. 

RKSIARCH QUISTION «3. 

What forces were perceived as important influences 

on the proponents and sponsors of federal bilingual 

education policy in 1968? 
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This section is about the constellation of factors that 

catalyzed to produce the Act. Of first importance in this 

discussion are the forces and events perceived by experts and 

analysts that coalesced into Title VII. Were these forces 

ones to promote Civil Rights, to rid the country of poverty, 

or to advance a progressive leuiguage plan? A second major 

theme in this section centers on an analysis of opposition to 

the proposed policy. 

Data regarding these questions were generated by 

Protocol Prompt #6. "Was Title VII a Bilingual Education 

Act, an English acquisition Act, a Civil Rights Act, or and 

anti-poverty Act? Rank in importance and explain." (See 

Addendum 1.3). 

Title VII was a policy crafted by professionals but 

promoted by populists. The bill's chief legislative sponsor 

was also a populist. Those who persuaded him to sponsor the 

bill were not his professional colleagues in government, 

though. The people who had direct influence on Yarborough 

were community activists and educators including classroom 

teachers and regional administrators. Title VII was clearly 

a policy that emanated from grassroots populism rather than 

any form of lobbying or inside pressure group. All interview 

data support this contention. None contradict it. "Nothing 

came from on high. It [the idea of a federal policy] came 

from people like Maria Urquides." (Sweetland, Interviewee). 

The idea that Title VII was pushed by populists can be found 
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in the written record as well (Crawford, 1992; A. Pena, 

1976) . Padilla (Interviewee) carries the populist argument 

one step further by contending that "support for a policy 

came out of the K-12 educator community, not IHE, research, 

or the academic community." Padilla's point is supported by 

the fact that no IHE people attended the Tucson Conference. 

Padilla might be correct in remembering who was not at 

Tucson, but his analysis regarding input from the research 

and academic community is contested by Sweetland and Pascual 

(Interviewees). Both declared that though they may not have 

been at Tucson, several representatives of the academic 

community gave testimony to the Special Subcommittee. The 

record supports their contention. Andersson, Fishman, 

Gaarder, Manuel, S^chez, George are a few of the many 

scholars who gave testimony (Special Subcommittee, 1967). 

Yarborough and other architects of the policy heard and 

considered this testimony. 

All the roads leading to Title VII converged in Tucson 

in 1966. Only one road led out of Tucson, and Senator 

Yarborough was the willing foreman of the crew. "[Monroe] 

Sweetland's influence was great and I formed my opinion at 

that meeting. I came out of that meeting with a pledge that 

I was going to do (emphasis in original) something about 

this." (Yarborough, Interviewee). His chief aid and advisor 

on Mexican American concerns, E. Pexia echoes Yarborough's 

recollection. "The Tucson conference is where it happened." 
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(Interviewee). Subsequent to the conference, the Senator's 

initiative and drive set into motion the policymaking 

machinery that included seven hearings during the late spring 

and summer of 1967. The heeurings were held in Washington, 

D.C., Texas, southern California, euid New York. 

The importance of the Tucson conference cannot be over

emphasized. But what was the conference about? Was the 

conference a pooling of ideas cdDOUt models of bilingual 

education or was it for the purpose of discussing ways to 

reduce the drop out rate of Latino high schoolers? Or was 

there another major theme? Given that he was in attendance 

and the conference was the launchsite of Yarborough's bill, 

these are important questions. If he came away from the 

conference with a language plan in mind, this would color the 

intent and purpose of the bill. If his concern was more 

focused on finding a way to increase school completion, the 

intent and purpose would have a different spin to it. 

In recalling the conference, several interviewees 

remembered that Cardenas was a central figure. In his 

interview, Cdrdenas was eitiphatic when he made the comment, 

"Tucson was all about leinguage." (Interviewee). Bernal, a 

fellow Texan with a reputation as large as Cardenas' 

recalled, "At Tucson, there was no talk of bilingual or 

language issues, only about keeping kids in school." 

(Interviewee). Padilla and E. Pena share Bemal's 

recollection. Given its inportance in the launching of Title 
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VII, the confusion regarding the theme of the Tucson 

Conference ultimately might help explain the confusion and 

contradiction regarding the intent and purpose of the policy 

itself. 

Thorough policy research and analysis requires a look at 

the opposing forces and beliefs that shape and hold sway in 

the crafting of a policy. Researching Title VII in this 

regard presented yet another unique challenge. In the 

crafting and processing of Title VII, opposition was 

virtually non-existent. A few qualifications and 

reservations regarding policy and inplementation were 

suggested, but the basic principle of federal support for 

bilingual education was almost universally supported. Prompt 

#10 of the Protocol asked for commentary regarding opposition 

to the Act. The wording intentionally implies the existence 

of opposition. If unable to recall opposition, respondents 

not only had to say no, but they had to negate the 

implication. No respondent could recall any direct 

opposition (cf., E. Pena; Yaborough; Yzaguirre, 

Interviewees) . Much the same can be said of my review and 

analysis of written records. Notwithstanding the lack of 

opposition, there were some alternatives and concerns voiced 

by various policymakers as the Act was being considered. 

Chief among those with reservations was the Office of 

Education (OE) of the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare (HEW) (cf., Lyons; Pena; E., Roybal; Interviewees). 
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"Although the Office of Education was at first reluctant to 

support new legislation for bilingual education, taking the 

positions [sic] that this problem could be handled through 

existing statutes, especially Title I and Title II of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, . . . • (Leibowitz, 1978, p. 9). According to other 

sources. Education Commissioner Howe and President Johnson 

were not opposed to support for bilingual education, but, as 

Leibowitz said, they argued that the OE was already 

supporting some experimental bilingual programs under Title I 

of the ESEA as well as the National Defense and Education Act 

(NDEA) (H. Report, No. 915, 1967; Schneider, 1976). Gaarder 

(Interviewee) concurs with these outlooks and his opinion is 

important since he was in the OE at the time. 

Howe's testimony to the Special Subcommittee 

corroborates these analyses. Basically, he said that the OE 

was already attending to these issues and would continue to 

support local bilingual education initiatives. Yarborough's 

response was not a friendly one. He cleaxly implied that the 

OE had initiated some practices and programs only after 

bilingual education bills began to surface on the Hill. 

Yarborough also appeared miffed that rather than attend 

himself, Howe had sent representatives to the Tucson 

Conference. Yarborough added to these points a warning. "We 

also know of some conferences that have been held in your 

Department, Mr. Howe, and I hope you didn't set those up - as 
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one way to try to defeat this bill, because we intend to pass 

it." (Special Subcommittee Hearings, p. 36). 

Researching the record and analyzing interview data 

strongly suggest that the exchange between Yarborough and 

Howe was as argumentative as it got as this bill was 

shepherded through the legislative process. To underscore 

this fact, the Minority Views of the House Report are printed 

on only two and one half pages. Even this brief opposition 

was tempered by the opinion that some form of bilingual 

education policy was needed. "While we oppose enactment of 

this particular bill for reasons other than the importance of 

the subject matter, we urge the Commissioner to promote the 

accomplishment of the purposes of this legislation." (H. 

Report, No. 915, 1967; p. 37). 

Shifting the focus to proponents, some used unusual 

reasoning in arguing their case. Several interviewees talked 

about how Title I of ESEA was perceived by Latinos as the 

federal government's efforts to address the educational needs 

of African American children. For mginy. The Civil Rights Act 

was seen in this vein. Latino activists argued that it was 

now their turn and they deserved separate and unique heed 

(Cardenas; Pedraza; Peiia, A.; Santiago; Interviewees). 

Similar thinking can be found in the literature. "Hispanics 

had been passed over in the Great Society programs" 

(Crawford, 1989). The title of the seminal publication that 

brought attention to the silent yet pressing conditions of 
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Latinos in the Southwest gives testimony to the oversight and 

to this reasoning - The Invisible Minority. 

Even so, the feeling among many strong advocates of 

bilingual education in the administrative bureaucracy shared 

the view that a more generous funding source for experimental 

bilingual programs was available through ESEA Title I. In a 

follow-up conference to the Tucson conference and after Title 

VII was passed, participants were reminded that "Advocates of 

bilingual bicultural education must recognize, however, that 

a much larger source of federal financial support already 

(emphasis in original) exists at the federal level . . . This 

is ESEA's Title I. . (NEA, 1973a, p. 42). 

Two important caveats nearly sidetracked progress of the 

bill and could have created some real bickering had 

Yarborough not yielded on both counts. For one, Yarborough 

initially insisted the bilingual education bill be reserved 

for Spanish speakers. He used two reasons to sustain his 

argument. First, he argued "We have limited this bill to the 

Spanish language because there are so many more of them (sic) 

than any other group. If you spread this idea to every 

language it would fragment and destroy the bill." (Special 

Subcommittee Report, p. 37). His second was to make a 

comparison between immigrants from Europe and Latinos in the 

Southwest. "That decision [by European immigrants] to come 

here carried with it a willingness to give up their language, 

everything. That wasn't true in the Southwest. We went in 
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and took the people over, took over the land and culture. 

They had the culture superinposed on them. . . we recognize 

the fact that they are entitled to special consideration." 

(Special Subcommittee Report, p. 37). As the policy was 

being crafted, the question of whether to have it apply to 

Spanish speakers only was the thorniest of all. Ultimately, 

Yarborough yielded his position, probably recognizing his 

reasoning a bit arbitrary and forgetful of Native Americans 

who had a strong interest in being covered by the bill. 

Additionally, policymakers representing other language 

communities in other parts of the US forced the issue. "It 

is estimated that 21 percent of all elementary and secondary 

pupils in Maine are of French-Canadian descent. . . " (H. 

Report, No. 915, 1967; p. 7). 

A second issue was Yarborough's original idea of having 

a separate, free-standing bilingual education policy. At 

first, he resisted placing his bill under the ESEA umbrella, 

but when he saw the growing opposition in the House, he 

relented. By adding his bill as an amendment to the ESEA, 

Yarborough was able to avert amother potential pocket of 

opposition (Judd, 1978). (See Judd also for a detailed and 

thorough discussion of the factions within both houses that 

would respond to and act upon this bill.). 
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IV. 5.Assuaptlons, Pr«mis«s Guiding tha policymakers. 
Intent, Purpose of Act. 

RISBARCB QUISTION #4. 

Were the assiimptions that guided the policymakers 

assimilationist or pluralist? Were the premises 

based on bilingual objectives or English 

acquisition objectives? 

In addition to the schooling and sociopolitical 

influences and events that propelled Title VII, certain 

identifiable assumptions guided the work of the bill's 

architects. All policymakers are faced with the question of 

what specific practices will be promulgated. This and the 

following sections discuss some questions about the thinking 

behind the policy. What were the purposes and ideals? Were 

they clear and well-articulated? Important to the essence of 

this dissertation is the question of whether Title VII of 

1968 was a language plan. Was it a policy intended to 

promulgate bilingual education programs and models? If so, 

what types did the advocates, sponsors, and crafters of the 

policy have in mind? What outcome did they expect? 

Conflicting and contradictory answers to these questions 

are fotind in the interview data. Readings of the scholarly 

literature and archival documents add to the answers - and 

the contradictions. In presenting interview data and 

reflections from the written record, this section follows no 

particular ranking or priority of the different points of 
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view. However, the last perspective is the most important 

because it is the one most widely held by the respondents. 

While it does not preclude or exclude others, this final 

perspective best explains what the policymakers had in mind 

when they developed this policy. 

Fishman (Interviewee) saw Title VII of 1968 from two 

perspectives. On the one hand, he recalled his reading of 

the policy prior to its passage. On the other, he reviewed 

it after implementation. Because he was "research immersed", 

he didn't know a federal bilingual education policy was being 

formulated. Significantly, he attributes his lack of 

knowledge also to the fact that it came out of the Southwest. 

Being in New York, he was not connected to what he called the 

"Texas initiative". 

Fishman went on to say that when he did hear of the 

bill, he thought that the purpose of the policy would be . 

. to shore up the Icinguage resources of the country" 

(Interviewee). Because his research and advocacy had long 

supported the idea that the US was in an enviable position to 

develop language resources, it would be natural for Fishman 

to hope for a language-as-resource policy. "My research 

started off only with positive outlooks on bilingualism . . . 

that these languages were good eind necessary and it was a 

false national bookkeeping that allowed them to be vitiated 

and to cnimble ..." (Interviewee). 
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Earlier, similar outlooks from Senator Paul Simon were 

presented (See Section II.3.e). Senator Yarborough himself 

seemed to understand the value of bilingual proficiency and 

what Fishman meant when he talked about "false national 

bookkeeping". In an exchange with Education Commissioner 

Howe during the Special Sxibcommittee Hearings, Yarborough 

commented about the "... very brillieuit young ladies" who 

worked in his office over the years "... young ladies of 

Mexican American extraction" who could speak and understand 

both English euad Speuiish. When translation work needed 

doing, however, they had to send the work to the Library of 

Congress because as brilliant and as educated as they were, 

the 'young ladies' were unable to work with the formal, 

standard written Spanish. Yarborough found this emphatically 

regrettable (Special Subcommittee, 1967). 

Once Fishman understood that the policy was directed at 

the Latinos of the Southwest, he realized that it had nothing 

to do with correcting the 'national bookkeeping', but to 

promulgate programs for the 'anglification and 

Americanization' of speakers of community languages. "The 

country is not about and never was to let minority members 

control anything - not their own lives, let alone anything 

that's funded by the national treasury." (Interviewee). In 

sum, Fishman at first expected the policy to promulgate 

practices that would promote and develop bilingualism. 

Instead, he found that the policy was intended to promote 
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rapid acquisition of English at the cost of primary language 

- a policy to implement language shift rather than language 

development. 

Fishman's understanding of the intent and purpose of 

Title VII is echoed in his later writing (1981). "... the 

Act was primarily an act for the Anglification of non-English 

speakers and not an act for BILINGUALISM (Emphasis in 

original)." "This usage [of bilingual education] is uniquely 

Americcm and barely disguises the negative semantic field to 

which it pertains . . . funds have been provided . . . for 

experimental demonstration programs that temporarily employ 

non-English mother tongues . . (p. 517). 

Other interview data confirm this perspective. Another 

widely recognized scholar said, "[Title VII] didn't live up 

to its promise, so I was disappointed." (Andersson, 

Interviewee). A different twist on this theme was offered by 

Pascual (Interviewee). He figured that Title VII came out of 

the Chicano movement to "serve the underclass" and therefore 

was never intended to advance the goal of bilingualism. 

"Instead of serving the tremendous national resources of 

potential bilingualism. Title VII became a remedial education 

act." (Interviewee). 

Stein's book title. Sink or Swim, bespeaks his critique 

of federal bilingual education policy. He called Title VII 

". . . more of the White House Shtick" (Interviewee). That 

is, an anti-poverty, compensatory policy to correct a 
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*disadvantage'. On three different occasions during the 

interview. Stein referred to Title VII as an 'ESL, English 

acquisition' policy. Because he had years of work in the 

Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs 

(OBEMLA), Stein was intimately connected to bilingual 

education policy. In leading the interview, I had to remind 

him that I was focusing my research on ̂ he 1968 Act. Even 

so, his response was xinequivocal. "The Act has always been 

an ESL piece of corr^ensatory policy, right from its inception 

(Interviewee). 

Much of the data in this section was spawned by Protocol 

Prompt #7: Was the research presented in testimony primarily 

from a DBE outlook or English acquisition only? How 

comparable was the research testimony with the wording and 

intent of VII (sic)? Several respondents (cf., Crawford, 

Gonzalez, Leibowitz, Interviewees) qualified their answers or 

dismissed this question by saying that the prompt is phrased 

in language and context that were not part of the discourse 

when the bill was being considered. Gonzalez argued that 

although 'transitional' was not in use at the time, nearly 

all the approaches being used in bilingual education programs 

at the time were transitional. "The debate regarding 

TBE/DBE, additive/subtractive was not on yet. Transitional 

Bilingual Education was a term that came out of Massachusetts 

later on." (Gonzalez, Interviewee). 
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Information from other interviews sxibstantiates 

Gonzalez' outlook on both counts. While terms like 

"transitional", and "developmental" were not in use at the 

time, bilingual education programs that served as models were 

overwhelmingly transitional in nature. 

A clear example of this trend is found in The Invisible 

Minority, an important reference and information source at 

the time Title VII was being formulated. The Invisible 

Minority contained descriptions of model programs in five 

states of the Southwest (California, Arizona, New Mexico, 

Texas, and Colorado) . Nearly all of these models used a 

pull-out strategy and used primary language only until the 

student acquired enough English proficiency to be 

mainstreamed. Once deemed to have enough English proficiency 

to be mainstreamed, students were transitioned away from 

learning in primary language and into the English-only 

mainstream (NEA, 1973b). 

Yarborough's own words do little to contradict Gonzalez 

or to promote another intended outcome. "I had no particular 

system in mind. I knew of the two systems - knew they were 

different, but I had no system in mind. That's why we heard 

the testimony. [Ultimately, ] I figured it was up the local 

educators to decide the 'best' system." (Yarborough, 

Interviewee) . This appraisal is siibstantiated by a person 

who was well-placed to know. As Yarborough's chief advisor 

on Mexican-Americcui affairs, E. Pena would know what the 
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assTomptions were that drove Yarborough's policymaking. "The 

legislation was wide open with no pre-conceived ideas of how 

it would work or how it would be irt5)lemented. [The idea was 

to] let the school district implement and design." 

(Interviewee). The answer to the original question, then, is 

two-fold. The chief architect of the policy figured the 

outcomes should be designed by the Local Education Agencies 

(LEAs). Since the predominate model among the nation's LEAs 

was transitional, the policy turned out to be transitional. 

The field research uncovered some other unexpected 

outcomes. One resonates a bit with Fishman's point. "Among 

Chicanos of the Southwest, there was talk about Hispanic kids 

having their identity affirmed by Title VII. But the Act 

never would have happened had legislators known [it would] 

create this affirmation" (Gonzalez, Interviewee). Another 

interviewee, younger at the time of the Act's passage, 

remarked at one point of the interview, "I remember how Title 

VII gave me the O.K. to identify nyself as a Latina" 

(Jaramillo, Interviewee) . She went on to note that she and 

other teachers had been using primaury lamguage for a long 

time, but behind closed doors. "The Bilingual Education Act 

encouraged us to throw open our doors" (Interviewee). This 

new-found identity inspired Jaramillo along a career path 

until she became the first Latina to serve as a US 

ambassador. 



Yet another widely shared and apt analysis of what the 

key players had in mind when they crafted Title VII comes 

from a person very centrally placed in the development of the 

policy. Gaarder called Title VII "cleverly ambiguous". 

Later, he said, "Title VII failed because of ambivalence 

regarding its purpose - to develop bilingualism or be English 

acquisitionist (sic.)" (Interviewee). Gonzalez, too, in an 

address to a conference shortly after passage of the bill, 

echoes Gaarder's analysis. "One of the most intriguing 

aspects of bilingual education is the diversity of ideologies 

relating to its ultimate mission and goals. Equally 

noteworthy is the absence - whether benign or insidious - of 

an articulated policy which could unite the public interests, 

both of the majority group of native English speakers and 

diverse language minorities" (Gonzilez 1978, p. 24). 

This "cleverly ambiguous" policy "... permit[ed] both 

the ethnocentrists and the cultural pluralists to see what 

they want in the Act" (Gaarder, 1970, p. 168). As a leader 

in the OE during and after the Act was passed, Gaarder 

studied several dozen of the first programs funded under 

Title VII. He found that while a majority of programs were 

using primary language, nearly all paid, "... inadequate 

attention - time, resources, and understanding - to the other 

tongue, as compared to that paid to English . . ." (p. 157). 

In sum, Gaarder decided that the first programs used the 

funds from Title VII to establish programs designed to 
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transition students into English as quickly and early as 

possible (See also Andersson & Boyer, 1978). 

The cibsence of a clear direction or intent of the policy 

is confirmed by other written analyses. "... the Bilingual 

Education Act was actually a rather modest grant-in-aid 

program. It contained no clear statement of purpose and did 

not even define what a bilingual education program was. . . . 

because the Act did not contain a clear statement of purpose 

and because so few funds were appropriated under it, its 

initial effect on local educational practices was quite 

small." (Moran, 1990, pp. 285-6). "As an innovative approach 

to addressing the needs of limited English-speaking ability 

(LESA) children, the law emphasized the need for 

experimentation. The testimony presented at hearings on the 

bill, which emphasized the various indices of the level of 

dysfunction of LESA children such as very high dropout rates, 

contained very little data about the types of educational 

approaches that could be used." (Fernandez, 1987, p. 92). 

The importance of these analyses with regard to the research 

question lies in the fact that neither talks about language 

and both emphasize the lack of clear intent and purpose of 

the policy. According to Moran and Fernandez, the policy was 

void of any clear direction. At most, the "direction" was to 

support experimentation. 

In all, the written and interview data, impressions, and 

analyses lead to the conclusion that the assxamptions and 
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anticipated objectives that drove Title VII were, at most, 

"anglification/Americanization" and, at least, "cleverly-

ambiguous " leaving it up to local policymakers and 

practitioners to decide the intent and purpose of their 

program. Somewhere between these extremes is the point of 

view that the policymakers had assumed that the Act would 

promulgate experimental programs focused on enhancing the 

school performance of children who spoke community languages. 

These analyses are not mutually exclusive. Very likely, 

advocates, sponsors, and curchitects had two or more of these 

intents and purposes in mind as they promoted and crafted the 

Act. A few, like Gaarder, Fishman, Gonzalez, Guerrero, and 

Urquides were focused on a developmental, enrichment outcome. 

Judd's (1977) notion complements this analysis. He says 

that congresspeople who sponsored and supported the bill were 

neither educators nor people who understood language issues 

or concerns. On the contrary, he portrays them as 

opportunists who saw a cheuice to feather their political 

position. "These legislators [who sponsored and supported 

the bill] felt that the bill would aid them politically. . . 

. the original aims of the Bilingual Education Act have not 

been met since the bill was designed to be a noncontroversial 

education act which pleased most legislators and offended 

few" (p. 197) . But in^jlicit in Judd's terms is that the 

legislature did have something clear in mind. He talks about 

"original aims' although he doesn't clarify them. 
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Nevertheless, Judd's feeling that the bill's support came 

from being politically correct is corroborated by remarks 

from Lyons (Interviewee) . His reflections are important 

considering the fact he has been for a long time national 

director of the National Association for Bilingual Education 

(NABE). 

Still other data strongly suggest that the program 

models emanating from the assumptions and design of local 

educators and commvinity leaders were overwhelmingly driven by 

concerns of 'English acquisition' with hardly any attention 

to the development of balanced bilingualism. Quintessential 

to this dissertation is the fact that no interview data or 

written perspective remotely suggest that developmental 

bilingual language-as-resource assumptions were behind policy 

at the federal or local levels. The idea that the children 

who would be the beneficiaries of the Bilingual Education Act 

had a special resource that should be expanded and elaborated 

was, at best, rarely part of the thinking or discussion. 

Given that the leuiguage planning and bilingual education 

intent of Title VII is, at best, a chimera, What did the 

crafters hope to gain by enacting the policy? Since the 

consensus of the experts is that no assunptions were held 

about the type of programs promulgated by the policy, what 

was to be gained by passing the policy in the first place? 

Padilla offers the most widely accepted answer to this 

crucial question. Indeed, Padilla offers the only 
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interpretation regarding the prescriptive or proactive intent 

and purpose of Title VII to which nearly all other players, 

experts, and analysts siibscribe. Significantly, no 

interviewee challenged or disagreed with Padilla's thesis: 

VII is not a language policy nor a plan for bilingual 

education of any stripe. "What they [policymakers] were 

attacking was the problem of educational underachievement" 

(Interviewee) . 

The experimental nature, the desire to create incentive 

- an almost naive outlook - comes from the following factors: 

• From the ESEA precedent. Title VII was, after 

all, an extension of ESEA. Programs promulgated by 

ESEA were discretionary and ephemeral in nature, 

•The federal bureaucracy had traditionally stayed 

out of educational matters as per the reserve 

clause of the Constitution, 

•The groundswell of 'La Chicanada', 

•The strong sense of shame over the situation of 

the education of Latinos in the Southwest that was 

brought to the attention of the policymakers during 

the hearings before the Special Subcommittee, 

•The feeling that nobody knew what to do about it, 

but something needed be done. No 'off the shelf 

technology or expertise could be called on to 

correct the problem. 
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The problem wasn't Bilingual Education. The 

problem was Mexican-Americeui kids weren't achieving 

in schools. They [Congress people] didn't care how 

schools fixed the problem, but [school people] 

should know how better than anybody in Washington. 

If people in schools didn't know the solution, the 

policy was intended to provide money for 

experimentation (Padilla, Interviewee). 

As clarified earlier, the chief sponsor and central 

player in the crafting of the policy himself concurs with 

Padilla. In the interview when asked if he thought Padilla's 

thesis was an accurate one, Yarborough simply but 

emphatically responded, "Yep". Another activist and policy 

analyst concurred. "Title VII could hardly be called a 

policy. It was an experiment." (Yzaguirre, Interviewee). 

Even further substantiation of Padilla's assertion comes 

from the Report from the Senate Committee. In seeking to 

couple the Senate and House versions of the bill, the 

Committee reported, "... the proposed legislation does not 

intend to prescribe the types of programs or projects that 

are needed. Such matters are left to the discretions [sic] or 

judgments of the local school districts . . ." (S. Rep. No. 

726, 1967) . 

The House Report corroborates by stating, "... 

programs authorized under this legislation should be of a 

pilot or exemplary nature to demonstrate the value of 
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teaching students in more than one language" (1967, p. 10). 

The same report urged the commissioner to identify cind favor 

funding for those districts where the "drop out' rate, 

underachievement, and underemployment were most pressing. In 

short, the House Committee had little to say about language 

policy or plcinning and much to say cdaout the experimental 

nature of the proposed legislation - and its focus on 

improving school success and preparation for employment. 

In her interview, Schneider, one of the few scholars who 

writes in some detail about the original Title VII, also 

agrees with Padilla. "[Title VII] was intended to support 

experimentation and search for ways to improve school 

performance among Hispanics" (Interviewee). In writing, too, 

she tells what Title VII was not - and was. "However, Title 

VII was not intended to provide bilingual-bicultural services 

to every child in need. Instead, it was intended to provide 

Federally-funded (sic) model programs to develop curriculum . 

. ." (1976, p. 27). 

What follows is a three-part conclusion. First, while 

some evidence of awareness and advocacy for promoting 

bilingualism can be found in advocacy, testimony, scholarly 

writing, and even in comments of people who crafted the 

policy, no real trace of such an intent can be found in the 

policy or its immediate implementation. Secondly, Gaarder's 

opinion is one most widely shared by the experts. By being 

'cleverly ambiguous'. Title VII had the greatest chance of 
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passing. This factor, combined with federal reluctance to 

prescribe education policy significantly lowered whatever 

chances the Act might have to promulgate specific or 

particular direction in language planning or bilingual 

education. Crawford (1996) provides a cogent criticism. 

Those who would find a set of assxomptions that drove the 

crafting of Title VII "... tend to overgeneralize and thus 

in other contexts find things that are not there (e.g., 

ascribing 'predicted motivations to those who passed the 

original Title VII" (personal communication, email 

correspondence). 

Finally, the only clear policy initiative found in Title 

VII was to provide funding for experimentation programs. The 

focus of these programs was to increase the high school 

graduation rate of Latino students in the Southwest. 

Seemingly, the policy could be meiny things to many different 

agencies and people who applied for funds, but the intent of 

the people who designed the policy was that it focus on ways 

to improve the abysmal schooling achievement rates of Latino 

schoolchildren and increase their high school graduation 

rate. 
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IV. 6. Applying Language Planning Oriantationa. 

RXSBARCH QUESTION »5. 

Can the orientations of the key players who 

developed this language planning policy be 

categorized as "language-as-problem, language-as-

right, or language-as-resource" (Ruiz, 1984)? 

Sections II.3 and II.4 described Ruiz' language planning 

orientations and how they serve as touchstones for this 

dissertation. This section is a brief re-visit to those 

orientations. In looking at the development of Title VII 

through the prism of Ruiz' orientations, my position as 

analyst and writer changes. To this point in the chapter, my 

role has been primarily reportorial, telling of the findings 

from interviews and readings. Because none of the prompts on 

the protocol explicitly asked respondents to apply the 

language planning orientations to the crafting of Title VII, 

my function now becomes more peremptory. 

First, I will review some of Ruiz' own writings on Title 

VII as a language planning policy. Important to remember is 

that Ruiz disqualified himself as an interview respondent for 

this project saying that at the time Title VII was passed, he 

was neither a player, advocate, nor analyst. Still, one can 

find in his writings some sixteen years later words, 

sentiments, and perspectives that demonstrate a clear 



2 3  

analysis of the original orientation and intent of the 

policy. 

Yet, through all the modifications, the ambiguities 

associated with this bill remained: what was to be 

its purpose? 

One purpose would have to be compensatory-that much 

was clear. 

As to the instructional dimension of the program, 

the language of the legislation was vague, perhaps 

because expertise in bilingual education was 

limited. 

This variety of interpretations of the law was 

problematic to those who saw the need as one of 

trying to integrate non-English speakers into 

American [sic] society as quickly as possible 

(1984b, pp. 30-32). 

As argued elsewhere in this dissertation, Ruiz' 

reflections argue that Title VII really contained no plan at 

all much less a language plan. Hence, it is difficult and 

risky to assign a language planning orientation to a policy 

that was void of a clear plan or orientation. The value of 

the discussion in this section, then, is heuristic. I will 

show that then, like now, some analysts and experts 

recognized the language resources of school children and 

advocated for a policy that would develop and nurture those 
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resources. These analysts and advocates had a vision that 

bilingual education would be a process for developing a 

balanced bilingual person - equally con^etent in 

communicating in two languages. 

Americans don't understand how lucky they are to 

have many languages spoken commonly within their 

borders (Andersson, Interviewee). 

Spanish is a resource that would benefit everybody 

if it were recognized as a resource (Pena, E., 

Interviewee). 

Yarborough was very impressed when he visited 

classrooms where children were learning in Spanish 

(Pena, E., Interviewee). 

The whole pitch was compensatory. The [education] 

experts were saying that children would succeed in 

school if they were taught in LI and the 

policymakers said, 'Children don't succeed in 

school because they don't know English' (Troike, 

Interviewee). 

Bilingualism is patriotism (Oyama, Interviewee) . 

Oyama, a colleague of Guerrero and Urquides and 

therefore a member of the Tucson group, offers an outlook 

that deserves some explanation and elaboration. In calling 

bilingualism patriotism, he used a three point argument. In 
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time of war, language resources serve the war effort. He 

spoke of his own military experience and the special 

contributions he was able to provide because of his bilingual 

proficiency during his assignment in the Panama Canal. 

Considerable, too, were the contributions of the Navajo code-

talkers during World War II. The Japanese were never able to 

crack the "code" of the Navajo speedcers who worked as radio 

operators in the Pacific theater. 

Oyama's second point was based on the ongoing and failed 

efforts to find bilingual personnel by several of the public 

and private service sectors of the US economy. Oyama went on 

to argue that in recognizing community leinguages as resources 

to which English can be added, schooling will add to the 

national pool of bilingually proficient professionals. (See 

earlier comments from Yarborough regarding his Latina staff). 

Thirdly, Oyama argues that if professional people whose 

primary language is other than English learn to value and 

keep their primary language, they will become more viable 

models within their primary leinguage communities. This will 

serve the national identity and spirit because more people 

will see that being a loyal American includes the ability to 

speak a language other than English. (See also, Gonalez' 

four elements and Table IV. 2a for similar points of 

argument,) 

In Subsection II.3.e. Senator Simon's biases regarding 

the potential of language resources in the US were reviewed 
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in detail. Like Oyama, Simon's line of reasoning passes 

through national needs and civic service. Brod (1983) 

further endorses this line of reasoning. In Subsection 

II.3.e, his four predicted outcomes from developing language 

resources in the US were e:^lained; second language 

competence, metalinguistic awareness as the second language 

learner makes comparisons and contrasts between and L^, 

multicultural awareness, and cultural parity. When seen 

through a language-as-resource orientation, comm\xnity 

languages will provide these coveted outcomes. 

Harvey (1978) gives another slant on the question that 

deserves mention here. He argues that a language-as-problem 

orientation will produce a quite different outcome. 

By thinking of bilingual education as a remediation 

for children who have not been able to function 

successfully in school and are, for one reason or 

another, not achieving at grade level according to 

our standards, we have allowed ourselves to be led 

into a trap by [of?] two common misconceptions: 

1)The present curriculum is appropriate for every 

child and does not need changing, and 

2) All children should be expected to progress at 

the same rate, regardless of individual 

differences, background, environment, culture, etc. 

(p. 255) 
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Harvey's words are even more important given the context 

in which they were voiced. He was talking about the 

enrichment programs that were described to the policymakers 

as they framed Title VII. Harvey argued that these 

developmental practices were the language-as-resource 

programs the advocates for Title VII were hoping would be 

promulgated. My earlier review of the testimony and the 

model programs described in An Invisible Minority contest 

Harvey's analysis. Nonetheless, some of the models and 

orientations heard by the policymakers were undeniably 

language-as-resource. 

Other orientations that drove supporters of the bill 

were completely void of any language planning ideals, 

focusing instead on school performance and completion, jobs, 

and socioeconomic conditions. 

In sum, the data from the fieldwork strongly suggest 

that answers to this research question are at once manifold, 

overlapping, and contradictory. Some would say that because 

Title VII was neither a language plan nor a bilingual 

education policy, the question of which lemguage planning 

orientation applies is a moot one. Others argue that the 

architects and legislative supporters of the bill were fixed 

on the idea that children who were community language 

speakers were at a disadvantage in English-speaking schools 

and needed remediation {language-as-problem). Still in all, 

a two-part consensus is supported by the data. To the extent 
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that Title VII was a language plan and/or a bilingual 

education policy, 

1) it did not emanate from a language-as-resource 

orientation, 

2) it was a policy generated from language-as-

problem orientation. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND 

CONSIDERATIONS FOR 

FUTURE PLANNING AND POLICY 

V.l. Introduction. 

This final chapter contains three sections. The first 

reviews and summarizes the essential points made in this 

dissertation. A cursory review of the literature and 

interview data gathered during this project follows. Because 

this dissertation is a case study policy analysis of 

legislation passed nearly thirty years ago, and because 

bilingual education continues to be such a large part of 

education in the Southwest, it is only fitting that this work 

ends with some factors to consider for future planning and 

policymaking in bilingual education. 

V.2. Review and Sunmary. 

This section begins with a description of how this 

dissertation project evolved. Second is a stimmary of the 

methods used to collect the data. Thirdly is a history of 
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language policymaking in the U.S. followed by a brief review 

of language policy and planning with some commentary about 

policy analysis. The final two topics in this section, the 

immediate precedents that gave rise to the Act and the intent 

and purpose of the Act, are centered on Title VII of 1968 

itself. 

This project began as a class assignment while I was a 

student in residence in the doctoral program at the 

University of Arizona. The class, qualitative methods in 

education, required that we gather and analyze ethnographic 

data through observation or interview. Being a former high 

school teacher, I wanted to know how bilingual education was 

implemented in local high schools. This interest led me to 

an interview with Adalberto Guerrero, a professor of Spanish 

at the University and a former high school teacher in Tucson. 

In the interview, I was struck by the story he told of 

teaching Spanish to Spanish speakers euid using Spanish as a 

language of learning in subject area courses when he was 

teaching in a Tucson high school in the 1950s. Prom this 

interview, I went on to talk to others about bilingual 

education during those years in Tucson and the Southwest. I 

discovered connections among some of the individual programs 

and educators throughout the Southwest and the more I 

learned, the greater my interest became. Soon, the project 

evolved into my dissertation. 
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With regard to collecting data euid freuning the 

dissertation, I chose certain research methods and 

approaches. Among them were policy analysis procedures, case 

study research, and collection of interview data to examine 

the development of the original Title VII. Title VII was 

added to the 1965 ESEA in 1968. 

The data used in this dissertation were gathered from 

the original text of the legislation, other government 

documents, review of related literature, analysis of personal 

writings by the major players, and personal correspondence 

with players and analysts. The primary source of data came 

from personal, structured interviews with over 40 people who 

either participated in crafting the legislation, presented 

before the Senate committee that collected testimony prior to 

framing the policy, or made significant contributions to the 

policy through analysis or early implementation. 

The history of policymaking and practice regarding 

Bilingual Education and bilingualism in the U.S. is very 

difficult to report and analyze due to the inconsistencies 

and contradictions in the record cind in the experts' 

analyses. Confounding these inconsistencies and 

contradictions is the researcher's clear sense that the 

reporter's perspective severely colors the telling of the 

history. The result is that the researcher is sharply 

challenged with providing some sense of uniformity and 

cohesion in the reporting and analysis. In responding to 
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this challenge, I chose to navigate a course whereby I 

avoided the more localized, de facto bilingual education 

plans and policies in favor of broader, national, de jure 

policies that were directed at entire leinguage communities. 

To a considerable degree, this goal too was frustrated 

because the U.S. has not had a consistent language plan. In 

sum, as written in Chapter II, some evidence supports the 

notion that historically, the U.S. has generally had a 

laissez-faire outlook regarding language use and 

bilingualism. On the other hand, I believe it would be 

carelessness bordering on dishonesty to overlook a glaring 

caveat to this generalization. Clearly marked exceptions are 

language policies directed at communities of color and 

subjects of conquest. The historical record strongly 

suggests that for Latinos in the Southwest, Native Americans, 

and Puerto Ricans, de jure language policies have been at the 

very least compensatory - intended to fix a deficit or 

correct a problem. At most the plans have been grossly 

assimilationist. In either case, the consequence has been 

devaluation and displacement of these communities' primary 

languages. 

This dissertation is composed of case study frameworks 

proposed in Yin's (1989) research. Three different yet 

complementary research methods euid approaches were eitployed 

in developing this work. First, Title VII of 1968 was 

examined as an historical event emcUiating from some kind of 
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official policiy precedents and from contemporaneous 

sociopolitical pressures. Coupled to this historical and 

concurrent context, Title VII was also viewed through some 

principles of policy analysis. Literature review research 

methods (Cooper, 1989) guided the gathering of data for these 

two treatments of the subject. A third angle of analysis in 

developing this case study is an examination of the enactment 

of Title VII itself. The purpose was to see what the 

policymakers had in mind as they crafted this legislation. 

Most of the data-gathering techniques serving this purpose 

were personal interviews (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1989; Miles 

& Huberman, 1984a, 1984b). 

Figure V.2. shows how the siibject of the case study 

(inner circle) was viewed as eui historical event 

contextualized within the political and social currents of 

the times and also through various policy analysis prisms 

(outer circle). The outer circle further shows that the 

primary data-gathering resource for these two angles of 

analysis was a literature review (Cooper, 1989) . The second 

inner circle is a depiction of the subject being considered 

as a legislative event - a policy in the making. Data used 

for this cingle of inquiry were collected through personal 

interviews. 
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Case Study: History, Resources, Analysis. 

Several analytical approaches to language planning are 

cited in Chapter II. Here, I will review four of these 

approaches. Of the four, three are linked closely in that 

their analytical approach provides insight as to whether the 

language policy derives from the principle of accommodating 

multiple language acquisition or the assimilationist idea of 

replacing one language with another. The fourth approach to 

language planning relates to the question of whether Title 
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VII was and is intended as a discretionary or mandated 

policy. 

By design or by default, Ismguage planning can add to or 

delete from the linguistic pool of a nation. An additive 

plan (Heath, 1978; Lambert, 1978) promulgates proficiency in 

more than one language. A siibtractive plan devalues multiple 

language proficiency often taking the form of replacing one 

kind of monolingualism with another. Was Title VII of 1968 

intended as an additive or subractive plan? This question 

drove much of the work that went into this dissertation and 

yet, disappointingly, the data failed to answer the question. 

Indeed, as it turned out, the data barely even addressed the 

question. In truth, the concept of additive versus 

subtractive bilingual planning and education wasn't a major 

part of the thinking of educators or policymakers at the time 

Title VII was enacted. Certainly there were exceptions to 

this lack of awareness (Fishman, 1981;Gaarder, 1967; 

Guerrero, 1992), but generally the additive/subtractive 

postulate was not part of the thinking at the time Title VII 

was being framed. (More on this point in Section V.3.) 

Although the conceptualization of Title VII of 1968 

cannot be analyzed comprehensively within the 

additive/subtractive scope. Senator Paul Simon (1980) used 

his intuitive understanding and knowledge to recognize the 

value of language resources in the U.S. eind the need for an 

additive plan. While neither a scholar nor an educator at 
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the time of his work, Simon has much to say to both 

communities because his work and advocacy in Isinguage 

planning has strong appeal to those who understand the waste 

and promise of language resources in the U.S. Simon uses 

undeviating eind instructive economic, commercial, and 

international relations data and argxoments to show that 

historically and currently, the U.S. is squandering a 

precious resource by not promoting proficiency in more than 

one language. His analysis turns prescriptive when he offers 

practical ideas and suggestions to make use of language 

resources in the U.S. 

The touchstone for analyzing language planning in this 

dissertation is Ruiz' {1984a) three language planning 

orientations. Ruiz argues that outlook on language 

differences spring from one of three subliminal assumptions. 

He calls these subliminal assumptions orientations and argues 

that a language plan is the orientation put to practice. One 

orientation views language difference as language-as-problem. 

Plans that flow from this orientation set into motion 

practices that are intended to remediate a problem. A second 

orientation, language-as-right, tends to be more passive and 

doesn't really promulgate a practice. Instead, language-as-

right provides communities with the means to defend the use 

of their language and sue for redress in cases of 

discrimination. Ruiz' third orientation, Language-as-

resource, does promulgate practices - practices that 
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encourage the development and enrichment of multiple 

languages by adding the dominant or national language to the 

improvement and enrichment of community leinguages. 

Turning from these three freuneworks for language policy 

analysis, I want to re-state contrasting features of mandated 

and discretionary policymaking. In doing the research for 

this paper, particularly in reviewing the literature, I 

encountered several excerpts and entire articles that 

asserted that Title VII was a policy mandate. Asserting that 

Title VII has been at any time a policy mandate is very 

troubling on a couple of counts. First, the assertion too 

often comes from people who are believed to be or believe 

themselves to be policy experts. Bluntly, a policy expert 

ought to know the difference between a mandated emd a 

discretionary policy. In looking at Title VII, an expert 

would know that the policy is and always has been 

discretionary. Secondly, such assertions obfuscate the 

already perplexing national discussion regarding bilingualism 

and bilingual education, discussions that are already charged 

with peirtisanship, argued with passion, and characterized by 

misrepresentation. 

Whether discretionary or msuidatory, policy never issues 

from a vacuum and so too Title VII of 1968 had several policy 

antecedents and precedents. During the quarter century prior 

to passage, several steps had been taken by the federal 

government in policy arenas directly or closely associated 
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with education. These educational initiatives in federal 

policymaking were relatively new in Americcui history. The 

longer history of the federal government's forays into 

educational matters was defined by a stricter adherence to 

the reserve clause of the Constitution which assigns matters 

of education to the states. 

Several events and trends were occurring during the 

middle of the twentieth century that led the federal 

government into a more supportive yet discretionary role in 

education. As reported in Chapter IV, one important force 

was that Latinos in the Southwest who had served in World War 

II and the Korean War were less accepting of the traditions 

of repression and discrimination when they returned home. 

'Business as usual' was replaced by public protest, community 

activism, and class action lawsuits. Momentum generated by 

these populist crusades of the 1950s and by the Civil Rights 

Movement of the 1960s, and by international events spawned by 

the Cold War resulted in federal policy initiatives such as 

the G.I. Bill, Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, the 

National Defense and Education Act (NDEA), the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) of 1965. This pattern of populism and official 

precedent culminated with the sxibject of this research. In 

1968, Title VII was added to the 1965 ESEA. 

Perhaps the most compelling question that guided this 

research centers on the intent and purpose of Title VII of 
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1968. In the section that follows, I will review the answer 

to this question and structure the comments as groundwork for 

the final section which offers some considerations for future 

language planning and bilingual education policymaking. 

V.3. Conclualona. 

In subsection II.2.c, a cake metaphor from Spolsky 

(1978) was used to explain bilingual education policymaking. 

Spolsky suggested that while education was the principal and 

central factor in designing bilingual education policy, he 

also said that many other factors influence bilingual 

education policymaking cuid programming. In applying the 

metaphor, Spolsky warned that the cake and the slices taken 

from it would be incomplete if all the ingredients and parts 

(viz., political, economic, social class, race, ethnic and 

linguistic considerations) were not in the mix with strictly 

educational considerations. 

In another discussion of generic educational 

policymaking, Kirst (1995) uses a similar metaphor. He 

writes about the interrelationships of policymaking at the 

federal, state, school board, and school levels. "There have 

been many metaphors to depict education policy within 

intergovernmental relations including marble cake ..." 

(Kirst, p. 18). Each of the marbled flows in the cake remain 

unique in some of its characteristics, but their togetherness 
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makes the cake integral. Spolsky talks about the ingredients 

that are necessary for making a complete cake. Kirst's 

marbled cake consists of the ebb, flow, and direction of 

federal, state, district, and school level policies. Both 

metaphors serve the discussion here in that they provide a 

concrete image of policymaking. Spolsky's metaphor 

demonstrates that while education is at the center of the 

cake, other layers consist of social and political 

ingredients. Kirst's metaphor depicts the integral nature of 

the implementation process, but shows them as flows and 

currents that tend to shape and control one another. Later 

in this section, I will return to Kirst's work to answer the 

third of the questions that follows. 

Three questions frame the remainder of the discussion in 

this section. 

A) As they crafted Title VII of 1968, did the 

policymakers have in mind particular practices or 

approaches that the legislation would precipitate? 

B) If not, what gave rise to the practices and 

programs promulgated by Title VII? Could another 

set of practices have been promulgated? 

C) To what degree do federal, state, and local 

policies influence classroom practices? 

Padilla's written emalysis of Title VII of 1968 (1984) 

as well as data gathered from his interview (1992) are 
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exlicit and unambiguous. He arcfues that Title VII had very 

little if anything to do with language pleuining or policy and 

very much to do with the federal government's initiative to 

support experimental programs and practices that were to be 

designed by schools . Malakoff euid Hakuta (1990) say much 

the same. "As the intention [of Title VII, 1968] was to 

encourage varied and innovative programs, rather than mandate 

a strict policy, the law neither defined nor prescribed types 

of programs needed." (p. 32). (See also Lessow-Hurley, 

[1990], especially p. 114). According to this analysis, 

these school-designed programs were experiments intended to 

find an effective means of reducing the horrific dropout 

rates of Latino students in the Southwest. Other data 

gathered in this research substantiate this einalysis. No 

data gathered in this research disputes the analysis. 

Further corroboration of this perspective is foxind in the 

contemporaneous constraints that shaped federal policymaking 

in the field of education. That is to say when Title VII was 

passed, no precedent for mandated or prescriptive 

policymaking by the federal government in education had been 

established. 

Padilla's analysis combined with the reluctance of the 

federal government to take initiative in prescibing or 

mandating educational practices provide the answer to the 

question of whether the architects of Title VII had specific 

programs or practices in mind. Clearly, the answer is no. 
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Nothing implicit or explicit in the policy call for a 

particular pedagogy, practice, approach, or plan for 

bilingual education. Left unanswered in this conclusion, 

though, are the outlooks, plans, euid practices that state 

policymakers and local educators might have had in mind. 

More discussion of this question follows later. 

Since the federal policy did not promulgate a specific 

practice or approach, then the second question begs asking. 

What drove the design of the eeurly programs that were 

supported by Title VII? The answer to this question can best 

be reached by looking at the concurrent times and conditions 

for Latinos in the Southwest. Data suggest that the dropout 

rate of Latino students in the Southwest in the middle of 

this century range from 40% to 60% (cf. Cardenas, Gonzalez, 

Guerrero, Interviewees) (See also Table IV.2b 

„.the level of education reached by that part of the 

population bearing Spanish surnames was well below 

the level of the total population emd even below 

that of the non-white population. More that half 

of the males and nectrly half of the females 14 

years old and over had not gone beyond the eighth 

grade (NEA, 1973b. p. 7) 

Whatever the dropout rate, it was totally unacceptable 

to concerned educators, community activists, and 

policymakers. In searching for an explanation, policymakers 
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and observers of Latino schoolchildren would intuitively-

first focus on the children themselves and would thereby 

identify the problem as their difference from the European-

American, English-speaking mainstream children. Two examples 

of this perspective can be found in the official language of 

the research and background that went into the policy. The 

legislation sprung from the recognition of the "problems of 

those children who are educationally disadvantaged because of 

their inability to speak English" (PL 90-247, Legislative 

History, 2779) . A second example can be found in the House 

Report that helped guide the crafting of Title VII. 

Efforts to establish closer cooperation between the 

school and the home through contacts between the 

teachers and administrators and their students and 

parents. In this manner, it is believed that a 

greater understanding of the problems of the 

children will be gained (House Report, 1967; p. 14. 

Emphasis added). 

But policymakers distant from the Southwest schoolrooms 

were not the only ones who put the focus on the students and 

the "problem" on their "language deficiency". 

As Gonzalez (1973) argued, schools and educators shared 

the outlook that the children, not the schools were the locus 

of the problem. He recognized that the problem was all too 

easily assigned to the students' differences and went on to 
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fold this official policy oultook together with that of 

teachers. In speaking to educators at a conference in Tucson 

shortly after the passage of Title VII, he says, 

I remind you of the first sentence of the Title VII 

ESEA legislation which reads, "In recognition of 

the special educational needs of the large number 

of limited English-speaking children . . ." 

Perhaps what that sentence should have said would 

have been: "In recognition of the limited ability 

of educators who have failed to educate large 

numbers of limited English speaking children . . . 

(p. 15). 

Gonzdlez perspective, though, is unique. To repeat, for 

most observers the children and their families had the 

problem. They lacked mastery of the language of school 

(English). This more intuitively appealing observation 

courses to a sensible prescription: Find a way to correct 

the students' lack of English mastery. By resolving this 

"Icmguage problem," one could expect an increase in the 

students' chances of school conpletion. Indeed, this very 

reasoning guided conscientious and proactive southwestern 

Latino educators and community activists to form LULAC and 

begin the "little schools of the 500." These "little 

schools" were supposed to provide Spanish-speaking pre-school 

aged children with the lexical foundation of classroom and 

school English (the most essential and frequently used 
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English words). All interviewees for this dissertation who 

knew about these "little schools" held them in high esteem. 

Moreover, they talked about how this approach to preparing 

children for school was brought to the attention of the 

crafters of Title VII. 

In sum, a logical flow and connection derive here. 

Table V.3.a shows how the observation of the problem is 

focused on the student. This focus gives rise to the need, 

prescription, expectation, and outcome that follow. Each 

step is designed to solve the "students' problem" by trying 

to correct and mold the students' language to the schools' 

language. 

OBSERVATIONS 
1) Students fail to complete school. 
2) Students failing to complete school began 
school using a language different from the 
lanquacre of school. 

NEED Students need to master the language of school. 

PRESCRIPTION Provide classes and lessons to help students 
master the languaae of school. 

EXPECTATION 
1) Students will master the language of school. 
2) Having mastered the language of school, 
students will have a greater tendency to 
complete school 

1 OUTCOME Students with proficiency in the lauiguage of 
school will achieve a higher rate of 
graduation. 

TABLE V.3a: Observation to Outcome. 

i 
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By any measure and at any level of logic and reason, 

these steps fit together and the logic and course of the 

steps are nearly incontestible. Missing, however is another 

component, one that is antecedent to and predictive of these 

five steps. In both the observation and expectation, the 

word problem is ascribed to the student. This basic 

assumption, or "pre-rational thinking", "paradigm", 

"orientation" (Ruiz, 1984a), views the child's language as 

the problem. Language is seen as the culprit. Language-as-

problem becomes language is problem. 

Changing the orientation from seeing the child's 

language as a problem to em outlook represented by Fishman's 

(1981) quotation below leads to a different observation 

which, in turn, gives rise to different needs, prescriptions, 

expectations, and outcomes. "Languages must be viewed as a 

precious natural resource, rather than as a sword of 

Damocles. Like all resources, it (sic) cein be squandered, 

put to reprehensible uses, or husbanded and developed for the 

greater general good." (Fishman, 1981, p. 522). 

Table V.2.b compeures and contrasts these different 

outlooks or orientations. Under the heading "language-as-

problem" are the observations, needs, prescriptions, 

expectations, and outcomes as seen above in Table V.2a. In 

contrast, a different language orientation, "language-as-

resource", results in a different set of observations, needs. 
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prescriptions, expectations, and outcomes (For more detailed 

description of these orientations, see Section II.3). 
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Z.ANOaAaC-AS- LANOUAOB-AS-RESOURCE 

OBSERVATIONS 

1 NEED 

1) Students fail to 
complete school. 
2) Students failing 
to complete school 
use a language 
different from the 
lancmage of school. 

1) Students fail to 
complete school. 
2) Schools fail to value 
or develop the resources 
that students bring to 
school. 

Students need to 
master the language 
of school. 

Schools need to act upon 
and nurture the resources 
students bring to school. 

PRESCRIPTION 
Provide classes and 
lessons to help 
students master the 
language of school. 

1) Provide classes and 
lessons to help students 
enrich cind develop these 
resources as scaffolds to 
master the language of 
school. 
2) Along with mastery of 
English, promote and 
enrich Li, 

EXPECTATION 

1) Students will 
master the language 
of school. 
2) Having mastered 
the language of 
school, students 
will have a greater 
tendency to 
complete school 

1) Problems of school 
will be corrected as 
schools build upon 
students' "funds of 
knowledge". 
2) By learning in and 
mastering 2 languages, 
students will derive more 
ownership of schools. 

OUTCOME 

Students with 
proficiency in the 
language of school 
will achieve a 
higher rate of 
graduation. 

Students will graduate 
from high school in 
greater numbers. 
Students will acquire a 
more balsmced level of 
bilingualism. 

TABLE V.3b: Observation to Outcome. 

Language - as - Problem 

VS. 

Language - as - Resource. 

i 
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As I have mentioned elsewhere in this paper, a few 

school-initiated bilingual programs in the Southwest were 

built upon a language-as-resource orientation. Educators 

familiar with these progreuns tried to instill this 

orientation into the spirit and language of Title VII. 

Nonetheless, Title VII of 1968 was not a language or 

bilingual policy or plan (Padilla, 1984; Interview). Rather 

it was an invitation to schools to apply for funds to support 

experimental programs focused on shrinking the dropout rate 

of Latino students in schools of the Southwest. 

In sum, the second two-part question has been answered. 

What gave rise to the practices and programs promulgated by 

Title VII? Could another set of practices have resulted? 

The answer is that a language-as-problem orientation guided 

nearly all who requested ftinds tinder Title VII. Had a 

language-as-resource orientation applied more generally, the 

programs and outcomes of those early experiments would have 

been very different. We know that some of the programs and 

practices that were operating in the Southwest prior to the 

passage of Title VII did follow a language-as-resource 

orientation. For exanple, Tucson's Pueblo High School had a 

developmental, enrichment bilingual program in place for 10 

years by the time Title VII was passed (Guerrero, Interview). 

Moreover, a few enrichment programs were supported by Title 

VII seed money. However, the dominant thinking of the times 
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was that proficiency in a language other than English was a 

problem, not a resource. This thinking led to the creation 

of programs that were designed to solve students' problems 

rather than foster students' resources. 

Attention now turns to the third question posed earlier 

in this section. To what degree do policies influence 

classroom practices? 

I have demonstrated that Padilla's thesis regarding the 

intent eind purpose of Title VII of 1968 is a correct one. 

Padilla was also correct in saying that Title VII was not a 

language policy. Thirdly, because the federal government is 

precluded from mandating educational policy. Title VII was 

anything but mandatory or even prescriptive. Essentially, 

Title VII was an invitation to schools to apply for federal 

money for experimentation and research intended to improve 

the school completion rate of Latinos in the Southwest. This 

being so. Title VII was a permissive policy that encouraged 

practitioners to create programs and practices designed to 

enhance school completion by Latino students. 

In emswering the question, I want to return to Kirst's 

(1995) work. He examines the question of how the various 

levels of policymaking influence classroom practice. His 

conclusions are clear and unequivocal. "Intergovernmental 

[i.e., federal, state, district, and school] policies have 

more to do with legitimating change or with structure than 

with the nature of teaching or classroom practice". He 
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continues, "The publicity surrounding the passage of an 

onuiibus state or federal reform package is not central to 

teachers' lives. Consequently, . . . limited influence of 

intergovernmental policy [actually impinges] on classroom 

practice * (1995, p. 18. Emphasis added). 

Padilla's thesis and Kirst's analysis of policymaking 

frame the answer to the third question. The programs and 

practices that schools and educators formulated as they 

competed for funds made available by Title VII emanated from 

the local educators' orientations and perceived needs. These 

programs and practices frequently were the models used by 

subsequent Title VII programs and, with rare exception, 

followed a language-as-problem orientation. 

To conclude, four dissimilar einalyses merge to explain 

the intent and purpose of Title VII of 1968 and the types of 

programs it promulgated. Prior to the passage of Title VII, 

the history of the federal government's role in making 

education policy was a brief eind tenuous one. While some 

precedents can be found for the Act, they were generally 

passive in that they were exclusively discretionary, inviting 

(not requiring) participation by local and state educational 

bureacracies. Surely, in crafting Title VII, the 

policymakers were keenly aware of the need to avoid any 

prescriptive implications with respect to curriculiim or 

instruction. As a matter of fact, the psirent act of Title 

VII (i.e., ESEA) has a section that reads, "Nothing contained 
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in this Act shall be construed to authorize any department, 

agency, officer, or employee of the United States to exercise 

any direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum, 

program of instruction, administration, or personnel of any 

educational institution or school system." (ESEA, 1965; 

Section 604) . Given these prohibitions within the 

legislation itself and coupling them with 200 years of hands-

off precedent practiced by the federal government in 

educational matters as prescribed by the reserve clause of 

the Constitution, Title VII could be nothing more than a 

discretionary invitation to local districts to experiment, 

create, and participate. 

Kirst (1995) makes yet another contribution to this 

discussion when he argues that policy doesn't drive practice 

as much as it legitimates practice. If he is correct, then 

with regard to education policymaking, the horse that belongs 

in front of the cart is classroom practice. Policy is the 

cart that follows. More specific to our discussion here 

about Title VII, Kirst's analysis would suggest that as a 

policy statement. Title VII didn't promulgate specific school 

practices so much as it legitimated and supported practices 

that were created by practitioners in the schools. 

The structure that frames and underlies the three 

analyses discussed so far in this section are Ruiz' language 

planning orientations {1984a). His orientations are the 

fourth analytical tool that aids in understanding the intent 
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and purpose of Title VII. As Table V.2b demonstrates, if the 

orientation is Icuiguage-as-problem, then the prescriptions 

are aimed at remediation of the problem. Conversely, if the 

orientation is language-as-resource, the prescriptions are 

directed at utilization and development of the resource. 

A final point of this section is to make an explicit 

connection between two other analyses used here. Padilla's 

works (1984, 1992) coincide and complement Kirst's (1995) 

because like Kirst, he argues that Title VII policy didn't 

drive practice, it extended invitations to practitioners to 

apply for funds for experimental practices in exchange for 

data demonstrating the effectiveness of the experiment. In 

short, it wasn't so much the policy that drove the practice 

as vice versa. Over the years, local practioners' program 

proposals, formulated from a langauge-as-problem orientation, 

fossilized the national policy formulated from the same 

orientation. A corollary of Padilla's analysis is that Title 

VII, the Bilingual Education Act, was not at all about 

bilingual education. It could be about addresseing students' 

'language problem' and it was about finding effective ways 

for getting Latino kids through high school. 

In sum. Title VII of 1968 was an amorphous, open-ended 

policy that was never intended to be prescriptive nor, it 

could be argued, even symbolic. The political currents, 

struggles, and collisions of the following quarter century 
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would bring to federal bilingual education policymaking the 

animosity cind discord we see today. 

At this juncture, I weint to reiterate carefully and 

emphatically that the focus of this dissertation is Title VII 

of 1968 and only the 1968 Act. The conclusions of this 

dissertation should not be misconstrued or misrepresented by 

applying them to later practices or reauthorizations of the 

Act. 

V.4. Conald«ratlona for Future R«««arch, Policy, and 
Practica. 

Thus far, this case study has been mostly about 

analyzing a policy framed in a historical context. This 

final section will shift the chronological focus somewhat in 

an attempt to incorporate some heuristic value, contemporary 

considerations, and perhaps even practical applications for 

the theories, research, and analysis that went into this 

work. Beginning with some theoretical and literature-based 

justifications, this section then offers a brief review of 

America's linguistic heritage and history. Thirdly, I will 

offer some recommendations for Bilingual Education planning 

and programs. The recommendations axe followed by more 

supporting arguments and theoretical confirmations and a re

visit to some thoughts that sustain the recommendations. 

As a starting point, it is essential to emphasize that 

these recommendations are based on the recognition and 
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acceptance of and a strong appreciation for the multicultural 

and pluralistic society that is and always has been an 

integral feature of the U.S. Furthermore and more candidly, 

these recommendations are premised on the recognition that 

schooling policies and practices have been and continue to be 

woefully inadequate in recognizing the U.S.' multicultural 

gifts and heritage and lamentably delayed in promoting the 

contributions of peoples cuid communities outside the 

European-American mainstream. 

To begin, a brief review of some literature on research 

methods in education will serve as an entree. Writing in an 

international journal of cybernetics, Coimelis (1993) talks 

about how scientific research and practice is dependent upon 

common sense and intuitive knowledge. Counelis goes on to 

argue for the usefulness and wisdom of case study research 

saying that "Case Study research is an informing and enabling 

vehicle for both the researcher and the practitioner in the 

social/behavioural sciences* (p. 30). Not only does Counelis 

have something to say about case study research in and of 

itself, thereby girding this dissertation with supportive 

professional methodology, but he says much that supports the 

recommendations that follow. "And it is not untoown for case 

study researchers to convert their fingings (i.e., value 

laden facts) into justifications for future projects, 

community advocacy and public policy (i.e., factually-laden 

values) (p. 27). 



2 6 4  

Another noted expert on research methods provides strong 

support for a value-based application of research. Peshkin 

(1993) writes, "As regards the progressive, processual nature 

of research, I value Vidich and Bensman's (1968) conclusion 

that 'at best, [the researcher] . . . can feel that he has 

advanced his problem along an infinite path . . . there is no 

final accxjmulation and no final solution (p. 396)'" (p. 28). 

Certainly, the writing of this dissertation has seemed to be 

an 'infinite path' in any number of ways (including the time 

it has taken to complete it). The real point, though, is 

that the study, analysis, research, organization, and 

practical application of the results of this work are only 

signposts along the road. Whatever usefulness this work 

achieves will be measured by the contributions it can make to 

improved, enriched, and better informed future Bilingual 

Education policies and practices. 

Inarguably, the U.S. has been a developing country for a 

mere 200+ years. Compared to some other modem nations, this 

is a brief history. Yet the factor that makes the U.S. most 

unusual among today's family of nations is that the people 

who have created and built it have been and continue to be so 

astonishingly diverse in their cultural and linguistic 

patrimonies. Many scholars and analysts believe that the 

contributions of these diverse peoples constitute the "magic" 

that has made the U.S. what it is (Takaki, 1993) . With 

regard to language, in addition to the hundreds of languages 
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that were already spoken on this continent, the U.S. has 

become the home of hundreds of other languages that were 

brought here. Specialists who have written cibout 

bilingualism assert that "The United States has probably been 

the home of more bilingual speakers than any other country in 

the world" (Haugen [1969], quoted in Grosjean [1982], p. 43). 

These languages have been as different as the people who have 

built the nation. Some of these people have come voluntarily 

while seeking a dream. Others are here following the spectre 

of conquest and facing extinction. Still others were brought 

here forcefully while living the nightmare of slavery. To 

some degree, all have amalgamated and become part of the 

"melting pot". To another degree, all have struggled to 

bequeath to their children an identity and connection to the 

heritage and traditions that have made them who they are. 

The short order cooks have been stirring the 'melting pot' 

while the artists and visioneiries have crafted the American 

Mosaic. 

Throughout this epic, hundreds of languages have been 

spoken by millions of people. Yet throughout the unfolding 

of today, and today more than ever, one incontestable and 

inescapable fact has persisted. English has been the lingua 

franca of the American people. Even those who do not and 

have not spoken English, even those who have spoken English 

along with another language - and all people outside the U.S. 

have always recognized the obvious fact that the U.S. is an 
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English-speaking country (with the possible exception of the 

British language mavens). One of the great mysteries of the 

universe is that in a nation that has had and continues to 

have within its borders the largest assembly of human 

languages in the history of mankind, its people have a well-

deserved reputation for being one of the most language 

deficient. While other nations officially endorse and/or 

unofficially approve multilingual proficiencies among their 

citizens, the U.S. is widely recognized as a nation of 

steadfast, even stubborn, English-speaking monolinguals. 

Yet within this portrait of English monolingualism are 

some notable aberrations. In Chapter II, I noted evidence 

that multilingualism in the U.S. has been sometimes 

tolerated, even encouraged. Not only was schooling in German 

popular in many urban euid rural areas of the Midwest 

throughout the last half of the nineteenth century and into 

the early years of the twentieth (Crawford, 1992; Ruiz, 

1984b), but the eastern aristocracy has valued bilingualism 

for its youth since the beginning of the republic. Still, 

educational policymaking to support bilingualism among 

citizens who have the greatest potential for developing 

bilingual proficiency (i.e., speakers of community languages) 

has been indifferent to insignificant at least and completely 

absent at most. As Ruiz (1984b) says, ''Immigrant and ethnic 

languages are discriminated against in the school domain, 

while foreign languages are encouraged as a formal subject." 
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(Pp. 17-18). Similarly, Crawford (1992) writes, "In short, 

schizophrenia continues to guide federal policy. 'Foreign 

language' proficiency, a worthy objective, is promoted for 

English speakers; 'bilingualism,' an unfortunate social 

problem, is addressed with remedial education." (P. 253). 

Regardless of these contradictioins and discrepancies, 

the inargrible truth is that English has always been 

recognized as the lingua franca, the national language of the 

U.S., today as much as ever. (Some argue today more than 

ever. See Crawford [1997] and Hernandez-Chavez [1978]). 

Kjolseth (1972) also argues that proficiency in 

community languages has been deprecated in favor of English 

monolingualism. He writes about the ways "bilingual" 

programs have been designed to displace "low culture" with 

"high culture". He shows that through schooling and 

bilingual programs, and throughout the history of the US, 

speakers of commxinity Icuiguages have been encouraged to turn 

away from the coir^etencies and resources they bring to school 

and turn toward mainstream, stemdard culture, values, and the 

English language. Interestingly, Kjolseth wrote prior to the 

widespread use of the term "Transitional Bilingual Education" 

yet his analysis is highly critical of this approach and he 

sees it as the dominant approach of bilingual education 

programs only four years after the passage of Title VII. 

Kjolseth's analysis centers squarely upon the question of 

whether bilingual education policy and practice is 
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assimilationist or pluralist. He is clear and even 

passionate in his indictment of bilinual education's strong 

assimilationist eixis and focal point. 

Yet another facet has been riibbed onto the prism through 

which we look at language diversity. As the Crawford (1992) 

quotation cited earlier suggests, the U.S. has a history of 

schizophrenia when it comes to developing bilingualism. 

While languages other than English are purged in the earlier 

grades of schooling, high school and university students are 

encouraged, even required to develop some level of second 

language proficiency. 

Moving the discussion away from history and toward some 

current and practical matters, I want to talk about how 

bilingual education can become a process that discourages 

language loss while promoting bilingual proficiency. 

Already mentioned in other parts of this paper is the 

fact that for years prior to the passage of Title VII, a few 

visionaries understood the value of bilingualism and had a 

clear sense about how schooling could develop bilingualism. 

One of these visionaries was Bruce Gaarder. Gaarder's vision 

is consistent and xinequivocal. He eirticulates his vision in 

three separate genres of expression. First, in scholarly 

writing, Gaarder (1967) talks about what bilingual education 

is not. "The teaching of a vernacular [i-e*/ the use of the 

community lemguage of the student] solely as a bridge to 

another, the official language, is not bilingual education in 
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the sense of this paper . . .* (p. 110). In another context, 

Gaarder's supervisor wrote a memorcuidtim to a third member of 

the office that tells of Gaarder's outlooks. "Bruce 

[Gaarder] also makes the point that he doesn't want bilincrual 

progreuns to be considered as coitpensatory education. 

Conceivably, there could be a bilingual program for gifted 

children." (Bernd, personal communication [memorandum to 

Bigelow] January 9, 1967). A third sphere is Gaarder's own 

voice when he testified before the Special Subcommittee on 

Bilingual Education (1967, Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare. U.S. Senate). Gaarder cited specific reasons for 

supporting bilingualism through schooling. Two of his five 

reasons are important to the discussion here because thirty 

years later, they remain not only intuitively sensible, but 

are now supported by research and practice. Additionally, 

his argiiments are more applicable to global reality today 

because as the world shrinks and the need for competence in 

international commtinication becomes more intense, U.S. 

linguistic resources become ever more valuable (For more 

discussion of this point, see Section II.3.e). 

If he [a student who enters school speaking a 

community language] has not achieved reasonable 

literacy in his mother tongue - ability to read, 

write, and speak it accurately - it will be 

virtually useless to him for any technical or 

professional work where language matters. Thus, 
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his unique potential career advantage, his 

bilingualism, will have been destroyed. (Emphasis 

in original) (p.52). 

Our people's native competence in Spanish and 

French and Czech and all the other languages and 

the cultural heritage each language transmits are a 

national resource that we need badly and must 

conserve by every reasonable means. (Emphasis in 

original) (p.52). 

In still other pieces of his writing, Gaarder promotes a 

more specific practice to carry out these ideals. Rather 

than having bilingual education serve as a transitional and 

subtractive process that replaces one form of monolingualism 

with another, he calls for Bilingual Education that develops 

and enriches the mother tongue while creating proficiency in 

English. In sxim, Gaarder's special gift was that he could 

envision an educated adult when he looked at a school-aged 

child. This vision provided him with two important insights, 

one focused on the individual child, the other focused on 

national needs. 

Another bilingual policy advocate and contemporary of 

Gaarder said much the same. Rodriguez (1968) advocated a 

developmental approach be used in bilingual education 

programs throughout schooling. "... the time devoted to 

Spanish diminishing to one-third of the school day by sixth 



2 7 1  

grade and to one academic sxibject throughout (italics added) 

high school." (p. 8.) 

The essential point is that if Bilingual Education 

approaches were to forge programs that enrich and develop the 

child's Li through all of the grades while simultaneously and 

naturally guiding the child to English proficiency, the 

result would be a balanced bilingualism As a bonus, such a 

program could provide full access to the core curriculum from 

the earliest grades through the later ones. 

Still another bonus is that such a program offers 

opportvinity and promise to English speakers by providing a 

chance for both language groups to integrate in a mutually 

respectful atmosphere of shared status eind prestige. 

Invariably, when programs are established to develop the 

primary language of community language speakers, English 

speakers clamor for participation. This has been true in the 

past and continues today. German-language bilingual programs 

quickly evolved from being options used exclusively by German 

speakers to opportunities seized by English speakers who 

understood the value of mastering a second language (Crawford 

[1992]; Kloss [1977]; Ruiz [1984b]). In like manner, today's 

two-way bilingual programs have a waiting list of English-

only children whose parents want the chance for their 

children to become balanced bilinguals. 
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The recognition of the value of bilingualism isn't only 

from a small cadre of active parents in the U.S. Single 

immersion programs in Canada have been developing for over 

ten years in areas where only English is spoken. Parents in 

comm\inities far removed from French-speaking Canadians 

understand the value that accrues to their children in 

learTiing a second language. Thus French single immersion 

programs in English-speaking Canada continue to expand in 

their popularity (Lambert & Taylor, 1987) . Similar single 

immersion programs continue in the U.S. in such divergent 

communities as Chico and Culver City, California. 

The recommendations that have been suggested here to 

create Bilingual Education programs that are focused on the 

development of balanced bilinguals are grounded in two 

dialectics. One has to do with the language-as-problem 

orientation of transitional programs in the U.S. and the 

other has to do with the advantages of developmental 

bilingualism that emanates from language-as-resource. These 

dialectics frame the following discussion. 

Noted earlier were Senator Paul Simon's views regarding 

the waste of language resources in the US (See Subsection 

II.3.e). An entire generation of schoolchildren has passed 

through schools since Simon appealed for a wiser and shrewder 

policy regarding the nation's linguistic resources. Schools 

have paid little heed to Simon's petitions. At the federal, 

state, and local levels, the U.S. continues to spend 
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significant moneys to purchase lesser, siibtractive language 

resources. In no other curricular domain is more money spent 

to buy less education than in bilingual education. Only in 

bilingual education programs are students who bring knowledge 

and resources to school taught to displace and replace that 

knowledge and those resources with something else. A 

national outrage would greet the idea of purging a student's 

knowledge of algebra while instilling a knowledge of 

geometry. At the same time, purging the knowledge of one 

language to replace it with English is a widely and often 

passionately held belief. To add to the irony, schools spend 

money and effort to offer the same student an often crippled 

process of "foreign" language learning six years later. 

As currently practiced, transitional programs are 

contrary to Simon's appeals because they subtract a student's 

language rather than add to what the student already knows. 

Instead of enhancing the nation's linguistic resources, 

transitioal programs produce continued and increased 

impoverishment of these resources. Rather than augment the 

special capabilities of community language speakers, 

transitional programs waste them. 

The other dialectic pivots about amalgamation and 

multiculturalism. Earlier, we saw that Kjolseth (1972) 

argues that bilingual education in the U.S is a process of 

assimilation, not pluralism. His interpretation is that the 

purpose of schooling and language learning has been and 



2 7 4  

continues to be moving the culturally and linguistically-

diverse student from 'low culture' to 'high culture'. Ruiz 

(1984b) too argues that the purpose of bilingual education 

has been to substitute English monolingualism for another 

kind of monolingualism. "... the definition of bilingual 

education, or at least insofar as federal programs were 

concerned, needed to be narrowed . . . to be essentially a 

temporary, transitional progreun ... to teach English to LES 

[Limited English Speaking] students" (Italics added) (p. 33) . 

In truth, this educational approach may simply be a 

reflection of a national attitude toward bilingualism. Or, 

as argued earlier, federal policymaking may be driven by 

local educational perspectives cind practices. In either 

case, the outcome is that instead of the permanent kind of 

bilingualism valued and practiced in some countries, "... 

in the United States-and again with many exceptions-

bilingualism has merely been a transitional stage in the 

linguistic integration of the language minorities." 

(Grosjean, 1982. pp. 55-6). In short, as widely practiced 

today, bilingual education programs in the US are designed 

not so much to develop bilingualism and multicultural 

appreciation so much as to repress them. 

To this point, the discussion has been an indictment of 

the subtractive, deficit-based, language-as-problem plans and 

practices of bilingual education in the U.S. The next few 

paragraphs will shift the focus to the remedy - a 
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confirmation of additive, capacity-building, language-as-

resource Bilingual Education. The contention that bilingual 

education plans and programs need to be more developmental in 

nature and design is based on three premises. One is that 

language is an integral feature of an individual's and 

community's identity, consciousness, and heritage. A second 

premise is that educators and policymakers can create schools 

where differences are perceived as an asset rather than an 

affliction. The third premise lies in two genres of research 

that are seldom used in bilingual education discourse. 

Reasons for developing our national treasures of 

multiculturalism and language diversity are, I believe, 

compelling. Closely connected to this belief is the more 

basic individual human right of passing on the cultural and 

linguistic legacy of a coinmxinity from one generation to 

another. Gaarder (1978) spoke masterfully of this nearly 20 

years ago. After weaving cui eloquent argument to support use 

and development of the mother tongue of a child so s/he could 

enjoy the benefits of schooling, Gaarder intensifies his 

argimient by saying, "Not until 1973 did it occur to me that 

the only rationale either needed or worthy of being heeded 

for teaching a child through its mother tongue is the simple 

proposition that it is a fundamental hioman right for every 

people to rear - and educate - its children in its own image 

and language." (p. 35). 
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Ten years earlier, during the year that the first Title 

VII was being ftinded, Ulibarri (1968) wrote cibout the 

integral relationship of language, culture, and personal 

identity. "In the beginning was the Word. And the Word was 

made flesh. It was so in the beginning and is so today. The 

language, the Word, carries with in Fsicl it the history, the 

culture, the traditions, the very life of a people, the 

flesh." (p. 6). 

How is 'the word' to be validated and nurtured in 

schools? How are schools to respond to language and cultural 

diversity? Parts of the answer to these questions can be 

found in the work of Skrtic (1986) and Minow (1985) . Rather 

than look at the child as having the pathology that underlies 

school dysfunction, Skrtic suggests that the school's 

approaches be examined for the pathology. In other words, he 

argues that when children don't fit into the school's 

behavioral, cultural, and academic structures and 

expectations, the children are identified as having 

"pathologies". Skrtic proposes that the pathologies are 

actually in the structures of schools in that they are 

inflexible and resistant to cheinge and adaptation. 

Minow contends that educators need to amend their 

thinking and definitions about the very meaning of 

difference. Minow contends that difference is defined by 

fixing the limits of what is normal. By broadening the 
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parameters of "normal", she contends that the domain of 

difference will shrink. She also calls upon educators to 

stop equating difference with deviemce and deficit. 

Two more einalysts echo Skrtic's point. Rodriguez (1968) 

writes in a manner that resonates with Skrtic's outlook. He 

says the time has come for teachers and schools "to recognize 

that [they] must change [their] program to meet the youngster 

instead of trying to compensate the youngster for failure to 

meet the school" (p. 12). In like fashion, Williamson (1987) 

argues that the language of school must be aligned with the 

language of the learner so that a cultural and linguistic 

bridge is built between the school and the learner rather 

thcUi the raising of a barrier. Noteworthy is the fact that 

Williamson's thesis is anchored in the language of African 

Americans, the "black vernacular" or Ebonics. "If making the 

transition from the language of their speech community was a 

barrier, it was the school's responsibility (Italics added) 

to use its professionals to ensure that all groups could make 

normal academic progress." (p. 177). 

Very early in the program planning under Title VII, 

before the guidelines were even written, Rodriguez (1968) 

addressed some critical features of the new policy. As Chief 

of the Mexican American Affairs \init of the U.S. Office of 

Education, Rodriguez was well-placed to advocate for a 

developmental perspective for bilingual education programs. 

He saw the promise and wisdom of validating the language and 
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culture of the conmvunities that would be served by the new 

policy, but he also had insight to the cognitive and learning 

advantages of developmental bilingualism. Rodriguez also 

understood clearly the experimental nature of Title VII, yet 

he strongly promoted the idea that the "Bilingual Education 

Act" should support a child's language as a resource rather 

than treat the language as a deficit. He argued that such an 

approach to Bilingual Education would 

serve five positive purposes for the child and the 

school. It reduces retardation through ability to 

learn with the mother tongue immediately. It 

reinforces the relations of the school and the home 

through a common communication bond. It projects 

the individual into an atmosphere of personal 

identification, self-worth, and achievement. It 

gives the student a base for success in the world 

of work. It preserves and enriches the cultural 

and h\iman resources of a people. (P. 7) 

Rodriguez' five purposes serve as a good transition to 

the next point. The role of language, culture, and social 

interaction is crucial to learning. By inference, current 

learning theory and research on brain development strongly 

support the thesis that developmental bilingualism enhances 

learning and intelligence. Research strongly suggests that 

the brain's capacity to develop ideas is dependent on 

language and social interaction. Wertsch's (1991) notions of 
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voice, heterogeneity, eind the interplay between language and 

the development of culture and individual identity and 

intelligence are important contributions on this regard. 

Similar to the sentiments of Ulibarri noted earlier, Wertsch 

suggests that our language directs the development of our 

individual and collective psychologies and in turn, these 

psychologies direct our language. For Wetsch, a Vygotskian 

scholar, "... mental fvinctioning in the individual 

originates in social, communicative, processes." (p.13). He 

goes on to say that each person has more than one role, more 

than one voice in approaching a problem or interpreting our 

world. Hence, he talks of a "heterogeneity" of voices. This 

"heterogeneity of voices . . . contrasts with the assumption, 

often implicit, often ethnocentric, often at play in planning 

and policymaking in education, that there is only one way, or 

that there is an obvious, best way, to represent the events 

and objects in a situation." (p. 14). 

Wertsch goes on to say that to vinderstand ourselves and 

others, we have to know how and why one voice "occupies 

center stage" in our thinking in one context and another 

voice is center stage in another context. For this 

discussion , I am suggesting that for the learner of a second 

language, voice is lemguage. Wertsch calls this choice of 

voice or language "privileging." The voice or language used 

in our thinking in a given situation is not dominant 

according to Wertsch, but privileged. The voice used in the 
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context is privileged rather than dominant because often we 

recognize the other voices we could be using, but we select 

or privilege at that moment based on what we consider 

appropriate. If a child is being schooled in an environment 

where his/her Li has prestige, status, and validity, the 

"privileging" of voice/language is considerably easier than 

otherwise because the individual and collective self are not 

impugned by choice of L^. 

Wertsch has two other important points. Like Whorf 

(1956), he talks about how language influences thought and 

world view and he shows how this is a reciprocal process 

wherein our thoughts and world view shape our internal and 

external language. A child who is learning in an environment 

where the inseparable qualities of language, thought, and 

world view are integrated, enriched and validated has a 

distinctively better opportxmity for successful learning. 

Wertsch's other contribution stems from his notions 

about voice and privileging. If the purpose of bilingual 

education is to expand the thinking and experience of 

students, then bilingual education practices ought to 

ameliorate and develop the voices of speakers of community 

languages rather than impede or displace them. As Wertsch 

says, voice is essential to ideation. Arguably, the growth 

curve in the process of ideation is at its steepest incline 

in the early years of school. Since ideation is influenced 
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by language and voice, then schooling needs to be adding 

language and voice to the cognitive repertoire of students 

rather than dispatch learners through a subtractive process 

during these crucial years. 

As this dissertation is being written, research on the 

anatomy and physiology of the brain, new learning theory, and 

explanations and descriptions of intelligence are 

corroborating the work of Wertsch and others cited here. 

With regard to the physiology of the brain, some of the older 

theories about myelination of neurons and "windows of 

opportunity" for learning are being challenged by new 

research that gives evidence that neuronal cell growth and 

multiplication can be stimulated by experience even into 

adulthood. This research gives new life and meaning to the 

term "life long learner". William T. Greenough, an authority 

on the neurobiology of learning and memory writes, "What this 

[research] says is that you can add neurons and you can add 

system capacity" to the brain in response to experience. (Los 

Angeles Times, 1997. p. A24). Reason and logic would suggest 

that additional experience leading to larger neuron system 

capacity would, in turn, amplify the range and heterogeneity 

of Wertsch's voices. In turn, this would suggest that 

bilingual education programs should provide these experiences 

by adding onto the cognitive framework of children who speak 

community languages rather than subract or displace the 

voice, experiences, and competencies they carry to school. 
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Many policymakers and educators who were engaged in the 

crafting of Title VII of 1968 were visionaries whose thinking 

emanated from a language-as-resource orientation (Ruiz, 

1984a). Though without the theories of Wertsch and the late 

nineteenth-century discoveries about learning and brain 

physiology and operations, they had an instinctual 

understanding of the promise of developing Li and enriching 

bilingualism. For reasons already mentioned, however, no 

clear or forceful developmental or enrichment direction was 

provided by Title VII and the result was that the policy 

wound up supporting transitional, language-as-problem 

bilingual education programs because these programs and this 

orientation were the vogue. As we look forward, though, we 

have a thirty-year history to use in re-orienting our 

thinking as we develop policy and practice for the ever-

increasing language resources children bring to school. 

Implied throughout this dissertation is the belief that 

the policies eind practices that are used at local levels are 

influenced and driven by Ruiz' language planning orientations 

in the same ways that national and state level policies are 

crafted. In short, classroom teachers make language policies 

that drive and shape their teaching and their relationships 

with their students-their pedagogy. If a teacher is driven 

by concerns about a student's English language proficiency 

rather than by developing a student's primary language, then 
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English mastery will become the sine quo non for the student. 

If a teacher is not working from the premise that students 

can access core curriculvim through languages other than 

English, then the learner is relegated to a curriculum that 

focuses on English acquisition thereby ignoring the 

curriculxim that drives other children's learning. For the 

learner who speaks a community language, school is often a 

place for acquiring the English language and other cultural 

norms and only secondarily a place to leam reading, writing, 

and arithmetic. Commensurate with this view of school, the 

learner also comes to londerstand that other children, already 

masters of English, are treated to a curriculum of learning 

science, social studies, and other subjects. This learner 

herself begins to leam that language is problem. 

In contrast, the teacher who thinks additively and sees 

community language as a resource can provide schooling that 

not only gives these children access to the same subject 

learning as English speakers, but also provides them with the 

opportxinity to develop and enrich their primary language 

while they learn English. The most astonishing eJasurdity of 

treuisitional bilingual education as it is practiced in the 

U.S is that this same approach is contradictory to the 

desired outcome. Theory, research, and practice over the 

past thirty years point to a clear consensus; Second Language 
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Acquisition is enhanced and facilitated by greater mastery in 

Ll. 

In sum, educators have a choice that children do not 

have. Educators can continue to apply thinking and practice 

that have a single, language-as-problem English acquisition 

focus. Or educators can re-orient their thinking and 

practice to a language-as-resource, triple focus - access to 

core curriculum, enrichment and development of primary 

language, and more effective mastery of English. 

The education community needs to examine the past thirty 

years of practice and leam from what is being presented 

currently as plans for the future are made. The future of 

the U.S. both domestically and internationally lies with the 

promise of multiple linguistic proficiencies. Other players 

in the global community are preparing for the future by 

emphasizing multilingualism. Many are acquiring 

multilingualism by studying "foreign" languages. The U.S. is 

in the enviable position of having multiple languages spoken 

among its own citizens. Rather them develop these languages, 

schooling practices tend to squander them in a lemming-like 

march toward the sea of monolingualism. The question and 

challenge in front of us are poignantly phrased by two very 

different people. Perhaps it was best said not by widely-

read analysts and scholars who have written over the last 

thirty years but by a student teacher in a bilingual 
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credentialing progrcun at California State University, Chico. 

"Perhaps someday to become American will no longer mean to 

become monolingual." (Wilson, 1995). 

In a quite different context but a similar vein, Minaya-

Rowe (1986) said in her international study of mulitilingual 

and multicultural development. 

What would happen in the United States bilingual 

education policies and programmes if the 

monolingual and bilingual non-English speakers in 

our communities were not seen as 'lesser Americans' 

and 'linguistically disadvantaged'? What 

expansions in our thinking about ourselves as 

members of a national community would take place if 

we saw the native speakers of other languages in 

our communities as bringing a valuable resource to 

be shared in realising the potential of the next 

generation for becoming multilingual in the other 

important languages of the world? (p. 476). 

Wherever we see the need for repair and change in 

education, our vision is clouded by convention and our 

interpretation of reality. Throughout this paper, Kuhn's 

paradigms (1970) and Ruiz' orientations (1984a) have been the 

touchstone. In like fashion, Tate (1997) develops an 

analysis that on two counts is closely associated to the 

points being made here. On the one hand, in writing about 

Critical Race Theory (CRT) in law and education, much of what 
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he argues supports the premises and recommendations made in 

this section of the dissertation. 

On the other hand, Tate shows how policy analysis and 

the need for change and vision in law and education are 

confined and restrained by scholarly convention. 

Specifically, Tate argues that in law and education, 

professional and scholarly writing with a bent toward 

critique and vision is at least constrained and at most 

silenced by the requirement that professional writing be 

based upon and draw from established theory and literature. 

Speaking metaphorically, he suggests that research in these 

fields "... functions like DNA; that is, they allow the 

current system to replicate itself." (p. 222). I would 

propose two extensions to the metaphor. In allowing the 

current system to replicate itself, a prevention mechanism is 

automatically activated. New paradigms, orientations, and 

vision are precluded. A second is to call for a mutation so 

that the "tacit policies" (Ruiz, 1984b), the paradigms, the 

orientations, that constitute the DNA of our thinking is re-

conformed by a vision to create, add, and include. If we 

regard the community languages eind cultures that make up the 

U.S. as resources that have made us what we are today and if 

we envision the U.S. as a major player in the global 

interrelations that will evolve with or without the U.S., 

then we will use and nurture oxir national linguistic 

treasures. In essence, we need not be dictated to by 
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convention and practicality. We can create by having a 

vision and letting that vision be the beacon that illuminates 

the path to creating our future. 

This entire project begeua in Tucson, Arizona. Title VII 

of 1968 itself has a major portion of its history and 

evolution played out in Tucson. It is only fitting that in 

closing this project, the focus returns to Tucson. Actually, 

the focus goes to a language and cultural community that is 

older than Tucson itself for in that community is a wisdom 

that, if heeded by teachers, adininistrators, and 

policymakers, can shape the future of multiculturalism and 

multilingualism in the U.S. 

A T'Hono O'odham scholar was asked how his people found 

truth. His reply: 

We study the past. 

We examine the present. 

We look to see what we wcuit for the future. 

Only by using these three steps do the 

T'Hono O'odham believe they can arrive at the 

truth. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix Ir List of Interviewees; 

INTERVIEWEE DATE 
INTERVIEWED 

PLACE 
INTERVIEWED 

1) Andersson, Theodore 7-19-92 Austin, TX. 
2) Bernal, Joe 7-21-92 San Antonio, TX. 
3) Cardenas, Jose 7-23-92 San Antonio, TX. 
4) Casso, Henry 7-28-92 Aluquerque, NM. 
5) Combs, Mary Carole 6-4-92 Tucson, AZ. 
6) Crawford, .James 7-4-92 Washington, D.C. 
7) Fernandez, Ricardo 6-30-92 New York, NY 
8) Fishman, Joshua 6-29-92 New York, NY 
9) Gaarder, Bruce 7-8-92 Washington, D.C. 
10)Gonzalez, Josue 7-1-92 New York, NY 
11)Guerrero, Adalberto 5-4-92 Tucson, AZ. 
12)Jaramillo, Mary-Lucy H-i4 92 Berkeley, CA. 
13)Hernandez-Chavez,Eduardo 7-28-92 Abuqurque, NM. 
14)Leibowitz, Arnold 7-6-92 WashTngton, D.C. 
15)Lyons, Jim 7-7-92 Washington, D.C. 
16)Martinez, Ricardo 7-9-92 Washington, D.C. 
17)0yama, Hanlc 6-9-92 Tucson, AZ. 
18)Padilla, Raymond 6-4-92 Phoenix, AZ. 
19)Pascual, Henry 7-27-92. Santa Fe, NM. 
2 0)Pedraza, Pedro 6-26-92 New York, NY 
21)Pena, Albar 7-20-92. San Antonio, TX. 
2 2)Pena, Eduardo 7-13-92 Washington, D.C. 
23)Ramirez, Bambi 7-11-92 Washington, D.C. 
24)Roybal, Ed 7-8-92 Washington, D.C. 
25)Saldate, Macario 6-2-92 Tucson, AZ. 
26)Sdnchez, Gilbert 8-28-92 San Jose, CA. 
27)Santiago, Ramon 6-26-92 New York, NY 
28)Schneider, Susan 7-3-92 Washington, D.C. 
29)Stein, Alex 7-13-92 Washington, D.C. 
30)Sweetland, Monroe 8-30-92 San Gregorio, CA. 
31)Troike, Rudy 4-29-92 Tucson, AZ. 
32)Urquides, Marifi 6-3-92 Tucson, AZ. 
33)Vdsquez, Jose 6-J0-92 New York, NY 
34)Yarborough, Ralph 7-25-92 Austin, TX. 
35)Yzaguirre, Raul 7-10-92 Washington, D.C. 
36)Zelasko, Nancy 7 -7-92 Washington, D.C. 

I 
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Appendix 1.3 r Interview Protocols 

INTERVIEW PROMPTS 

BEGIN TIME. ENDTIME 

INTERVIEWEE: DATE: 

PART I INTRODUCTION 

1) Description of your current position: 

2) Description of your role in Title VH: 

3) In order to define terms used in this interview, , . . ESL TBE 

DBE VII '68 

PART II: CONTENT 

1) Identify some of the historical precedents of federal bilingual 

education policy - case law, legislation, party planks, 

constitutional considerations, etc. 

2) Describe the proximate origins, events, and sociopolitical forces 

that led VII /68. (Case law, legislative acts, local programs and 

movements, etc.). 

3) Was it necessary for the federal government to formulaic a 

national bilingual education policy? Why? 

4) Describe the more importanl events and influences that worked 

on the players and advocates in the formulation of VII '68 
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5) To what degree did research influence VII '68 

6) Was VII a Bilingual Act, an English acquisition Act, a Civil Rights 

Act, or an anti-poverty Act? Rank in importance and explain. 

7) Was the research presented in testimony primarily from a DBE 

outlook or English acquisition only? How comparable was the 

research testimony with the wording and intent of VII 

8) In your estimation, how closely did VII '68 conform to the models 

and practices that are said to have given rise to the Act? Explain 

with reasons 

9) Was the intent and purpose of VII '68 bilingualism or English 

acquisition? Explain answer with references to the Act, the 

legislature, origins of the Act, and/or advocates involved. 

10) "In your view, what were the arguments of those who 

advocated on the opposite side of VII '68? 

•What were some of the competing bills and views to the bill 

Yarborough was sponsoring? How were these different from 

Yarborough's? 

11) Would your advocacy regarding VII '68 change if you knew 

then what you know now? How and why? 

12) Should Title VII have been a mandatory policy like Civil Rights 

and P.L. 94-142 or a discretionary policy? Why? 

13) Where do we go from here in federal bilingual education policy? 

How and why? 
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PART III: FURTHER RESOURCE ADVICE / 

EVALUATION 

1) Readings - archival, documcnlary, or professional - recommended 

for further information on the story of VII '68. 

2) I am especially interested in interviewing people who advocated 

against VII '68. Any ideas 

3) Your review of this interview regarding completeness, design, 

format, other? 

4) What is important to know about VII '68 (hat 1 have not covercd 

(liiring Ihis inlcrvicw? To rfjTJil, I am looking for hislorical roots for 

federal interests in bilingual education and the people, forces, and 

events that led to the formulation and passage of Title VII of 1968. 

PART IV: PERMISSION AND INFORMATION 

1) May I recontact you for more information on VII '68 or for 

subsequent reauthorizations of Title VII? 

2) May I use your name in whatever publications follow this 

research? 

3) Information regarding how I can contact you for any follow up; 

addresses, phone numbers, summer schedules, etc. 

4) Do you wish to be on my list of people that I will be .sending out 

after I have contacted everybody? Would you like mc lo mail 

you a copy of the list? 



292 

N. B. ASK THE FOLLOWINGONLY IF TIME AND NEED 

DICTATE. 
1) In your view, is national policy regarding bilingual education 

more or less controversial than other national educational 

policies? How and why 

2) Why was VII '68 discretionary rather than mandatory like Civil 

Rights of '64 or the later P.L. 94-142 legislation 

3) Describe some of the more popular bilingual education models 

prior to VII '68. 

4) In your estimation, were DBE programs more or less common 

prior to VII '68? On what do you base your answer? 

5) How did VII '68 impact, infiuence, or change these models? 

6) Do you think local policy and practice regarding DBE have been 

effected by national policy? In what ways? 

7) How much consistency exists between federal policy and local 

practice? 

8) Describe the features, intents, and purposes of your ideal 

bilingual education program model. 

I 
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ABPandlx Ill.lt Firat Letter to Intervievee. 

MIKE CROGHAN 
277 W. TETON RD 
TUCSON ARIZONA 85706 
MAY 21 1992 
(602) 889 - S908 

DR. JOE BERNAL 
6410 LAURELHILL DRIVE 
SAN ANTONIO TX 78229 

Dear Dr. Bernal, 

I have been in contact with Jim Crawford and he recommended I get 
in touch with you. He said you might be able to help me. Today, 1 

called Harlandale ISD office and they told me that you were on leave. 
They gave me your address and suggested I write you at home. I 
hope you do not mind this intrusion in your home. 

I am doing my dissertation research on Title VII of 1968. I will be 
using a case study format and would like to interview the key 
players, experts, and analysts who were involved in this legislation. 

Your reputation and involvement in Title VII of 1968 are clear 
indications that you have been interested in national bilingual 
educational policy and that you know a great deal about this 
particular Act. I would like to take advantage of your knowledge 
and expertise by interviewing you. 

I am sending you this note ahead of time to inform you of the some 
of the general topics I would like to cover in the interview. 

• The definitions of terms used in the area of bilingual 
education; 

• The history and precedents that gave rise to federal 
policymaking in bilingual education; 
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• The more proximate origins, events, and sociopolitical forces 

that gave rise to Title VII of 1968; 
• The relative importance of research in the formulation of 

Title Vli; 
• The bilingual education program models that served as 

prototypes for the proposed legislation; 
• The perception you have regarding the intent and purpose 

of Title VII of 1968; 
• The conformity of these program models with the types of 

programs prescribed by Title VII; 
• The re-shaping of your own testimony or advocacy 

regarding Title VII since its Inception; 
• The future of federal bilingual education policy. 

I will bring with me a tape recorder. If you have any reservations 
about my use of a recorder, please let me know at the beginning of 
the iniierview. 

Another item on my agenda is to ask you for assistance in contacting 

other players and experts who know about Title VII of 1968. I am 
attaching a list of people who I am trying to contact. If you can help 
me contact them and/or offer suggestions of others who I have not 
put on the list, I would be very grateful. Please fill out whatever 
information you can provide and return it to me in the enclosed, self-
addressed envelope. 

I will be phoning you within a few weeks to see if you would like to 
arrange: a meeting for an interview. You are very important to this 
project. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Croghan 
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Appendix III.2: Letter of Confirmation to 

Interviewee. 

277 W. TETON RD 
TUCSON ARIZONA 85706 
JUNE 15 1992 
(602) 889 - 5908 

DR. JOE BERNAL 
6410 LAURELIIILL DRIVE 
SAN ANTONIO TX 78229 

Dear Dr. Bernal, 

This letter is to confirm our date for an interview as per our 
telephone conversation. [ will come by your home for our 
appointment on Monday, July 20 at 12:00. 

Let me list the general topics I would like to cover in the interview. 

They may look familiar to you since I included them in the first 

letter I sent you. Please note that the focus of my research is Title 

VII of 1968 as opposed to the full history of the reauthorizations and 

federal policy since the initial Act. 

• The definitions of terms used in the area of bilingual 

education; 

• The history and precedents that gave rise to federal 

policymaking in bilingual education; 

• The more proximate origins, events, and sociopolitical forces 

that gave rise to Title VII of 1968; 
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• The relative importance of research in the formulation of 

Title VII; 

• The bilingual education program models that served as 

prototypes for the proposed legislation; 

• The perception you have regarding the intent and purpose 

of Title VII of 1968; 

• The conformity of these program models with the types of 

programs prescribed by Title VII; 

• The re-shaping of your own testimony or advocacy 

regarding Title VII since its inception; 

• The future of federal bilingual education policy. 

I will bring with me a tape recorder. If you have any reservations 

about my use of a recorder, please let me know at the beginning of 

the interview. 

So far, the interviews have taken less than an hour. The one 

interview that took a longer time was with a man who frequently got 

sidetracked in the conversation and strayed far from the interview 

agenda. Basically, the interview is flexible and informal, but I do 

follow a structured protocol of questions that I use to guide the 

conversation. 

Before closing, may I call your attention to the enclosed postcard. In 

an attempt to return the favor of helping me in my research, I would 

like to send you a list of all the people I have contacted with their 

addresses and phone numbers. If you are interested in being on the 

list, please provide job address and phone and/or personal address 

and phone. If you want a list but do not want to be listed, please 

indicate on the postcard. I will be sending these lists out sometime 

next fall after I have finished all the interviews. Please be advised 

that I will only send them to the people who return the postcards to 



297 

me. If the postcard isn't returned, I will assume that you are not 

interested in the contact sheet. 

I am looking forward to seeing you. Your interest and 

encouragement regarding my work is felt and appreciated. 1 am also 

look ing  fo rwa rd  t o  ou r  c o n v e r sa t i o n .  I  am  su re  I  w i l l  l e a rn  much  

f rom you  abou t  t op i c s  hav ing  t o  do  w i th  my  r e sea r ch  and  w i th  

bilingual education generally. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Croghan 
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