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ABSTRACT 

Research in the area of bilingual education language policy has focused generally 

on three points of interest; 1) its relation to curriculum development and instructional 

design, 2) its relation to the legislative process, and 3) its relation to issues of power. 

Past research, however, failed to concentrate on the meanings of policy assigned by 

students and the relationship between the letter of policy and the spirit of its enactment at 

school. Through this humanistic, cultural study I examined issues associated with school 

language policy from both historical and student-centered points of view. By focusing on 

what students remember, how they assess their school experiences, and the relationship 

between policy and practice-and by situating all this in a historical context-I gleaned 

new insights into possiblities for future design and evaluation of language policy. 

I examined the history of language choice and use for students at one elementary 

school in relation to the respective state's central language policy, the school district's 

binding language policies, and those of classroom teachers reflected by their lesson 

plaiming. The various policy statements, oral histories—by three generations of students— 

and U.S. census data for the same historical period were analyzed qualitatively in order 

to create alternative understandings of the interaction of historical context, policy, and 

language experience at school. 

I interpreted and presented my findings in terms of continuities and 

discontinuities over time in the relationship between students' lived experiences and 

policy. In terms of the continuous aspects of this relationship, I found the following: 

teachers persist in correcting children's oral and written language expressions; children 



11  

are indoctrinated by the culture of the school to abide by "American" values; and English 

is regarded as the language of privilege and accomplishment. In terms of discontinuities, 

I found the following; indigenous languages and Spanish were no longer prohibited but 

sanctioned in the classroom; teachers began speaking languages other than English for 

instructional purposes; and faculty demographics changed from predominantly 

monolingual, white women to largely bilingual Hispanic women. 

In sum, this study is important for at least two reasons. First, I offered a critical 

interpretation of the prevailing historical realities that have governed language policies 

and their ensuing practices in a Southwestern neighborhood school for the past sixty 

years. Additionally, I reiterated some of the assumptions about ethnicity, culture, 

language, and power. Also, I champion the importance of opening a forum for students 

to voice an evaluation of language policies that regulate the course or methods of action 

in bilingual elementary education. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
AN INTRODUCTION, 

BUT NOT THE BEGINNING 

For most of my life, I thought that it was important and necessary to learn to 

speak English well, or correctly. I even supposed that everybody aspired to speak "good" 

English—whatever that was—because, of course, it was a sign of devotion to being or 

becoming a noble American and of potential scholastic achievement. Recently, however, 

I've changed my mind about this. Instead, I think that the quality of spoken English is 

determined arbitrarily, and tlie notion of "good"" English is expressed deliberately in 

order to distinguish between people, privileging some but not others. I am also 

convinced that my previous thinking resonated my belief in an ethnocentric language 

myth and my ignorant advocacy of White-American doctrine. Knowing what I know 

today, Tm disappointed that I've spent much of my life looking at and making sense of 

the world from that point of view, but I'm not surprised. I am White, and I've grown up 

benefitting from the privilege of my Whiteness. 

If I think about my life experiences carefully, I realize that it was customary to 

meet people who talked differently than me regardless of where I lived. Some people 

spoke another dialect of English, while other people spoke other languages. Despite the 

fact that this was an ordinary experience, I used to think it was somewhat strange. For 

instance, as a young kid, I remember being curious about the Wilbur family, who lived 

across the street in Overland Park, Kansas, because they talked differently than our 

family did. They had moved from North Carolina into our neighborhood just after I'd 
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finished first grade. Susan and James, in what people often refer to as southern drawl, 

always addressed their parents, "Please, mam?" or "Please, sir?" whereas my siblings and 

I responded to our parents, in what people often refer to as standard, mid-western 

English, "Yeah, mom?" and "Yeah, dad?" But what I found most intriguing and unusual 

were the rhythms in their speech. Linguists would probably say that the Wilburs 

arranged patterns of sounds and silences according to particular timing, accented them 

with different stresses, and saturated them with distinct tones. To put it another way: 

they just sounded different to me. I was similarly curious during my adolescence when I 

met a couple of gymnastic peers, Bradley Fleming, who grew up in a predominantly 

Black community in Frankfurt, Kentucky, and Marco Gonzalez, who lived in Puerto Rico 

and spoke Spanish as a first language, at camp one sunmier in Permsylvania. I recall 

ruminating over the differences between their speech and mine. I admired them very 

much, and I don't think I meant any intentional disregard toward them, but I do 

remember being bewildered again by the sound of their language. 

In cases like these, I frequently solicited the impressions of my parents, relatives, 

and teachers about the variation I noticed in the ways people talked. They always 

reiterated something about the importance of English and speaking the language well. In 

fact, these members of my ambient linguistic community often remarked that "others" 

not only spoke English differently but also incorrectly. They offered trite explanations 

for their conclusions, like "others" didn't try hard enough or didn't care enough or simply 

hadn't learned correct English. And they sometimes preached that since they themselves 

had learned "good" English from their parents and teachers, the next generation should 
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also leam "good" English. This was part of our American tradition. Their scorn toward 

those who didn't speak English like them, or didn't speak English at all, was indeed 

evident. I eventually believed that there was a proper way to speak English. Almost 

everybody seemed to know this; it was just common sense. 

I think my reflections highlight a great American paradox. The received opinion 

has claimed that there is a purity and propemess about speaking English—perhaps a 

"standard" to maintain—and that these qualities are acquired by strict adherence to 

tradition. The contrary tenet, and truth of the matter, however, is that language has 

followed a tradition of change and has varied as much as people and social contexts have 

(Heath, 1983; Pinker, 1994; Ruiz, 1994). That I could, therefore, regularly encounter 

people with varying speech patterns but drew the conclusion that there was something 

peculiar about their speech was a flagrant contradiction. With this in mind, I suspect that 

my conclusion belied a tacit prejudice. I've selected my examples as illustrations of one 

kind of language bigotry, albeit subtle and seemingly incredulous. Though my prejudice 

pales in comparison to some of the more explicit, or even physically abusive, forms of 

language discrimination (e.g. prohibiting children from speaking their native languages 

in school by slapping them, taping their mouths shut, or washing their mouths with soap), 

it was still bigotry. 

Identifying language differences, especially assigning differences to particular 

groups of people based on language, is a discriminatory act that marginalizes one group 

from another and represents an issue of power. Such prejudice has long served to 

promote and preserve economic, political and social privilege in this country. (Detailed 
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evidence is presented in Chapter Two.) This kind of intolerance has been expressed 

across all social domains and has been evident in all our institutions, particularly in our 

schools. This isn't an especially profound observation on my part, in the sense that I've 

discovered some new solution to a problem. Many sages and scholars before me have 

called attention to this issue. My reflection, however, invoked within me new 

understandings of discrimination against dialects and languages other than "standard" 

English. And, in my opinion, it is important to look at this issue again, because with 

each successive generation, Americans have remained vulnerable to the lure of its 

propaganda. We have not yet overcome. 

I am especially interested in discrimination against language choice and use at 

school and its related issues. In this dissertation, I have endeavored to examine once 

more the phenomenon of language choice and use at school and related issues for the 

purpose of understanding more profoundly the nature of discrimination and any 

possibilities for change. My work is similar to two types of on-going scholarship; first, 

research in the field of bilingual education; and second, research in the area of family life 

and development. These scholarly endeavors have contributed volumes of important 

information about the complex and varied nature of each. And, researchers in these 

fields of inquiry continue to promote the revelation of challenging and new insights. For 

example, the National Clearinghouse on Bilingual Education lists at least 20,000 studies 

that focus on issues pertinent to bilingiial education (e.g., parent and community 

involvement, systemic reform). There is, similarly, a wide array of research on families 

among which topics such as urban life, cultural diversity, and family literacy are 



16  

included Recent work that has focused on Hispanic families in particular has 

illuminated anew their struggle to overcome language and literacy prejudice (Andrade, 

1994; Carger, 1997; Sonnleitner, 1993; Valdez, 1997). All these studies make significant 

contributions to understanding bilingual education, but these works have not 

accomplished what I seek to accomplish in this dissertation. For my inquiry, I focused 

on a more alternative point of view, recording oral histories of present and former 

students who disclosed their personal remembrances of language choice and use at 

school. 

Background: A Precis on Language Prestige and Preiudice in America 

Differences in speech patterns, oral traditions, and written language conventions 

for that matter, between or within linguistic communities in the United States, are not 

odd or peculiar or unusual. There has never been linguistic purity or uniformity among 

peoples of the U. S., even though English became the national language of this countiy 

(Kloss, 1977; Takaki, 1993). It is important to remember that from the time before the 

early seventeenth century through the late part of the nmeteenth, pioneers of the 

American frontier were a remarkably diverse group of people: Apache, Tohono 

O'odham, Yaqui, Navajo, Hopi, Pueblo, Cherokee, Crow, Seminole, Pawnee, Sioux, 

Creek, Shawnee, Arapaho, Ottawa, Mohawk, Delaware, Seneca, Klammath, Yuma, 

Swedes, Norwegians, English, Scots, Irish, Welsh, German, Poles, Czech, Italian, Greek, 

French, Spanish, Mexican, Russian, and Dutch to name but a few. According to Diego 

Castellanos (1992), "It is quite obvious that this nation was bom multilingual and 
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multicultural, despite the indisputable fact that English became accepted as a lingua 

franca." (p. 9) 

Regardless of the historical reality that America has always been, and continues 

to be today, a pluricultural and polyglot nation, congeries of misconceptions and 

convictions about learning and speaking "standard" English have crystallized themselves 

consistently, generation after generation, into the conscience of the American public. 

The beginnings of language discrimination in America reach too far back in time and to 

other places to pinpoint precisely. Compelling evidence, however, can be traced at least 

as far back as the colonial period. And by the look of things today, very little has 

changed over time because an Anglo-ethnocentric point of view on language 

predominates. Consider the following examples as evidence of a legacy of language 

prejudice in America. 

In 1753, in a letter to a member of the British Parliament, Benjamin Franklin 

conunented on the political problems to be faced because of the German-speaking 

population in Pennsylvania. To Mr. Peter Collinson, he wrote: 

Those [Germans] who come hither are generally the most ignorant Stupid Sort of 

their own Nation, and as Ignorance is often attended with Credulity when 

Knavery would mislead it, and with Suspicion when Honesty would set it right; 

and as few of the English understand the German Language, and so cannot 

address them either from the Press or Pulpit, 'tis almost impossible to remove any 

of the prejudices they once entertain In short, unless the stream of their 

importation could be turned from this to other colonies, as you very judiciously 
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propose, they will soon so outnumber us, that all the advantages we have will not, 

in My Opinion, be able to preserve our language, and even our government will 

become precarious. (In Crawford, J., 1992; p. 19) 

At the turn of the eighteenth century, Noah Webster advocated a similar ideology. He 

devoted much of his time to publishing primers, other readers, dictionaries and spellers 

that would advocate the uniform codification of written English. In 1789, in his sermon 

on the importance of linguistic independence, he declared the dangers inherent in 

language differences: 

Nothing but the establishment of schools and some uniformity in the use of 

books, can annihilate differences in speaking and preserve the purity of the 

American tongue. A sameness of pronunciation is of considerable consequence 

in a political view; for provincial accents are disagreeable to strangers and 

sometimes have an unhappy effect upon the social affections It must be 

considered further, that the English is the common root or stock from which our 

national language will be derived. All others will gradually waste away—and 

within a century and a half. North America will be peopled with a hundred 

millions of men, all speaking the same language. Place this idea in comparison 

with the present and possible future bounds of the language in Europe—consider 

the Eastern Continent as inhabited by nations, whose knowledge and intercourse 

are embarrassed by differences of language.... (In Crawford, J., 1992; pp. 34-35) 

One hundred years later, similar sentiments about the primacy of English continued to 

prevail. Mr. J. D. C. Atkins, an official representative of the U. S. Government, claimed 
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that it was necessary to speak one language in order to promote and preserve community, 

unity and like-mindedness in America. The federal commissioner of Indian Affairs 

declared an English-only language policy for citizenizing and educating American 

Indians'. He remarked; 

.... To teach Indian school children their native tongue is practically to exclude 

English, and to prevent them from acquiring it. This language, which is good 

enough for a white man and a black man, ought to be good enough for the red 

man. It is also believed that teaching an Indian youth in his own barbarous 

dialect is a positive detriment to him. The first step to be taken toward 

civilization, toward teaching the Indians the mischief and folly of continuing in 

their barbarous practices, is to teach them the English language. The 

impracticability, if not impossibility, of civilizing the Indians of this country, in 

any other tongue than their own would seem to be obvious, especially in view of 

the fact that the number of Indian vernaculars is even greater than the number of 

tribes.... (In Crawford, J., 1992, p. 51) 

Nearly a century later, the same spirit of concern about the primacy of English again 

captured the attention of America. During the height of the Official English movement 

in the 1980s, several declarations of and proposals on the need to renew the deteriorated 

melting-pot concept, thwart mutliculturalism, and preserve the status of English were 

proclaimed with brusque conviction. In a widely distributed fimdraising brochure printed 

'The policy statement is excerpted from Mr. Atkins' annual report, published Washingtcxi D.C.; U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1887, pp. xx-xxiv. 
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by U.S. English, the major lobby of Official English for the United States, members of 

this organization presented their argument that English, the language of all Americans, 

was at risk of losing its majority status and that its eloquence and ability to carry our 

democratic ideals was eroding (U.S. English, 1984-1988). They also offered an 

invitation to anyone who would take a stand "in defense of our common language" 

against the spread of language segregation and the threat to our national unity. The 

following pronouncement, by Representative Norman Shumway, on language difference 

imputed the alleged consequences for a bilingual America,^; 

.... From our earliest days, despite our melting pot inheritance, English has been 

the language in which we expressed the goals, objectives, ideals, principles, and 

duties of our government The drift toward bilingualism may be unwitting. 

One reason I am involved int his effort to have English designated our official 

language is to call attention to that fact, and to focus on the phenomenon now. If 

we want to be a bilingual, replicating Canada and all the problems inherent with 

that nation's language divisiveness, all we need to do is stay on our present 

course In my view existing government policies are discriminatory, by 

keeping minorities forever on the fnnges of our society. The most commonly 

asked question about the English language amendment is: "Why do we need it?" 

We need it to provide English with legal protection as our national language. 

^Mr. Shumway served as a representative for the state of California in the U. S. House of Representatives 
between 1979 and 1991. The testimony was excerpted from U.S. House Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee 
on Civil and Constitutional Rights, English Language Constitutional Amendments: Hearing on H.J. Res. 13, H.J. Res. 
33. H.J. Res. 60. and H.J. Res. 83, 100th Congress, 2nd session. May 11, 1988, pp. 36-34. 
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thereby continuing our heritage as a unilingual nation. We need it to end 

conflicting government policies and signals being sent to language minorities. 

We need it to prevent the divisiveness that is bound to result from a plurality of 

official langiiages. We need it to ensure that our government continues to run 

primarily in English." (In J. Crawford, 1992, pp. 121-123) 

I confess that these few examples do not represent what every single American 

has thought and felt in the past, or thinks and feels at present, about language choice and 

use for the diverse people of this country. Shirley Brice Heath (1983) noted that in 

America's beginning, because ideas about democracy and political liberty were 

considered to be of universal concern, it didn't seem sensible to restrict people's 

expression to one language only. Officializing language was understood by many of the 

early national leaders to be a monarchial act of cultural prescription, one with which they 

were quite familiar and one which they sought specifically to avoid. And today, many 

Americans are deeply devoted to the preservation of languages other than English and the 

right of non-English speakers to participate in the democracy of our nation. However, 

that high profile academics, politicians, government representatives, and others—\\1io do 

make up mainstream America and are strongly supported by it-would attend so 

deliberately to the promotion of some standard of "English only" throughout the course 

of U. S. history indicates that prejudice toward speakers of languages and dialects other 

than "standard" English has indeed become an American legacy. Although the pursuit of 

full participation by all citizens in the political system and proliferation of equal 

opportunities for all were important at the beginning of American democracy, conflict 



and controversy about designating language choice was provoked from the onset and has 

continued time and again. Clearly, mainstream Americans, generation after generation, 

have maintained an obstinate devotion to their own opinions about language. 

The concerns and questions regarding language choice and use that are most 

consistently raised today are those pertaining to the education of children in our public 

schools. As the turn of the twenty-first century nears, children who speak "nonstandard" 

dialects of English and languages other than English are subjected to many of the same 

kinds of language prejudice today as their predecessors were yesterday. In light of the 

formative influence of our background of language bigotry, this isn't surprising. 

Consider that headlines of news journals of all kinds continue to report the public outcry 

against bilingual education language policies. For instance, the cover of the January 13, 

1997, issue of Newsweek magazine ran the headline; The War Over Black English. The 

decision by the Oakland Public Schools' governing board, on December 18, 1996, to 

recognize Ebonics as a first language of many of the city's African American children 

and the subsequent outrage expressed by the general public and several representatives of 

state and federal government were the focus of the jouraal's lifestyle report. According 

to Newsweek, an America Otiline public opinion poll about the Ebonics decision 

received more responses than the one regarding the O. J. Simpson verdict. And, the 

Reverend Jesse Jackson, Governor Pete Wilson of California, and U. S. Secretary of 

Education, Richard Riley, all criticized the decision as unacceptable or ridiculous. 

Or, consider that the January 17, 1997 edition of The Chronicle of Higher 

Education reported linguists' response to the same public outcry. As a rejoinder to the 
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clamor, members of the Linguistics Society of America proclaimed that Ebonics is not 

inferior to "standard" English, it is merely different, like Irish English. The organization 

unanimously passed a resolution in January, 1997 in support of the decision by the 

Oakland school board, calling Ebonics a language variety with a complex grammar and 

probable origins in West Africa. Despite this endorsement and compelling evidence 

from decades of linguistic research—led by scholars such as Walt Wolfram of North 

Carolina State University and William Labov of the University of Pennsylvania—that has 

confirmed the legitimacy of Ebonics, or Black English, the newspaper reported that there 

is far too much ignorant public discussion and protest about the nature of Ebonics. Once 

again, monolingual, mainstream, middle-class Americans persist in their prejudice. 

Similarly, public concern is expressed about Spanish-English bilingual education. 

For example, in a major urban school district in the Southwest bilingual education 

programs—the vast majority of which are Spanish-English and a limited number of which 

are Yoeme-English or Tohono O'odham-English—are the focus of close scrutiny 

according to The Arizona Daily Star, June 26, 1996. The district was charged by the U. 

S. Office for Civil Rights (OCR) for failing to gauge the progress by Limited English 

Proficient students to leam English by the time they transition from bilingual education 

to regular classes. It seems that the core of the matter is a concern that children who are 

placed in bilingual education programs are not learning to speak English with 

"unlimited" proficiency; instead they are either speaking English with "limited" 

proficiency or not learning to speak English at all. Moreover, the newspaper commented 

that. 



" ... Without special instruction in English, it is unreasonable to expect them to 

grasp the class material, to pass from grade to grade, and to become self-

sufficient, working members of society Children need mainstreaming from 

bilingual education classes faster, as long as they're tested appropriately and 

helped to keep from falling behind." 

Each of these three cases, and countless others like them, illustrate clearly the 

apprehension mainstream Americans feel toward children who speak a langiiage or 

dialect other than "standard" English. Although I concur with linguistic opinion that the 

widespread alarm is rooted in ignorance, I don't think that mainstream America is merely 

apprehensive about language or just misinformed about the nature of dialectal and 

linguistic variation. Nor do I presume that by presenting the public at large with accurate 

information about language it is possible to alter the misconceptions or address the 

fundamental issues at hand. I think, moreover, that the outrage toward children speaking 

Ebonics or Spanish in school, and somehow being "limited" in English proficiency, 

belies more critical underlying fears. While discrimination between "standard" English 

and languages other than English, as well as other English variations, in school is part of 

America's social inheritance, I believe that it is also a defensive response by the powerful 

and privileged to restrict the pursuit of full participation by all people in the political 

system, to limit the proliferation of equal opportunities, and to protect their 

socioeconomic advantages. 

At a time when English has become the most widely spoken language and 

medium for communication throughout the United States-85% of the U. S. population 
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speaks English as a first language and approximately 95% is English-speaking-and 

around the world, the focus on "limited English proficiency" or lack thereof is an utter 

distortion (Fishman, 1977; 1988; 1992). There is, in fact, sociolinguistic evidence that 

demands a very different verdict: voluntary and involuntary minority group children leam 

English in school, especially if they represent a second generation; the problem they face 

is in preserving heritage language beyond their generation (Veltman, 1983). 

Anglocentric Americans seem to be disturbed about their moral and social welfare in this 

deeply divided and increasingly diversified nation. Joshua Fishman argued; "It cannot 

merely be that the American defenders of English, flushed by the victories of their dearly 

beloved tongue on a world scale, have become enraged at the 'slights' to the hegemony 

of English in its own, American, backyard." (In J. Crawford, 1992, p. 166) As an 

alternative, he suggested that American public outrage is a sign that mainstream 

Americans are vexed because their senses of propriety and law and order have been 

confiised by the very real, perhaps intractable, economic, political, cultural, and racial 

contentions they currently face. 

A Very Real Problem: But What's Being Done About It? 

As the twentieth century comes to a close, there is contention in America. 

Educators and the American public at large are distressed about facing the perplexing 

task of educating a student population characterized by dramatic cultural and linguistic 

diversity. The quarrel seems to be about the most effective methods for teaching 

children to speak, read and write proper English as well as other basic skills, even though 
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they are confronted by concerns like the increasing cost to taxpayers, unequal 

distribution of existing material and financial resources, and the alleged 

underpreparedness of America's most recent graduates for the twenty-first century 

workforce. Such rhetoric about method isn't helpful in the least because it assumes that 

children's development of knowledge and skillfulness depends upon implementing 

correct, monolithic instruction. Further, it ignores the essence of the problem. 

Persuasive arguments about one method of teaching versus another have been made 

repeatedly; however, we continue to struggle with the same problem. Methodolatry has 

not provided any relief Indeed, there have been and continue to be distinctions between 

the patterns of school achievement for English-speaking, White, middle-class students 

and those for children of color who speak a language and/or dialect other than "standard" 

English first and who come from economically poor neighborhoods and communities. 

According to Eugene Garcia (1993), Educational vulnerability for this group of children 

has been a historical reality. 

In the midst of this challenge, the public education system has been charged with 

identifying culturally and linguistically diverse children as different than their peers who 

speak "standard" English. (Not a novel idea and not surprising.) Several attempts have 

been made to both render a blanket definition of culturally and linguistically diverse 

students and to designate an official name for them, which have ultimately resulted in a 

range of classification types. For example, the definitions have included; students who 

come from homes in which a language other than English is spoken; students who scored 

in the first quartile on a standardized, norm-referenced test of basic skills or test of 



27 

English proficiency; language minority students; limited English proficient students; or 

students developing English proficiency. There are, of course, dissenting opinions as to 

the most appropriate classification scheme. But, there seems to be ubiquitous agreement 

that there is normal and there is different from the norm. 

Irrespective of the attemprt to define or classify, students who are characterized 

and named in any of the aforementioned ways comprise a culturally and linguistically 

heterogeneous population, representing more than one hundred distinct language and 

cultural heritages. This truth should not be obscured. Further, I want to emphasize that 

this population trend continues to diversify with each succeeding generation. Within a 

mere three generations from today. White, non-Hispanic students are expected to 

represent a minority in all classifications of public education (National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 1991). To add to this complexity, the percentage of culturally and 

linguistically diverse children under the age of eighteen who live in conditions below the 

national level of economic poverty remains more than twice that of White children living 

in such conditions (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1994; see Figure 1). Even 

though percentages of Black children have declined by approximately 30%, almost half 

continue to live in poverty. Additionally, percentage rates of White children under the 

age of eighteen have decreased by 25%, with slight variation, between 1960 and 1992, 

while the percentages of Hispanic children have increased regularly, by nearly 19%, 

during the same time period. 
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Figure I. Percent of families with related children under 18, by race/ethnicity, below the poverty level from 
1960-1992. 
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This complexity is even ftirther intensified by discrepancies in patterns of 

academic achievement. The educational system has continued to be structured in such a 

way as to treat non-mainstream children of color as "at-risk" for academic failure, 

because results of their performance on national standardized, norm-referenced tests are 

invariably ranked below that of their White peers (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 1994; see Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 4a, and 4b). 



Figure 2a. Percent of 17 year-old students at or above selected reading proficiency levels ,̂ by race/ethnicity, 
from 1975-1992. 
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Figure 2b. Percent of 17 year-old students at or above selected reading proficiency levels, by race/ethnicity 
from 1975-1992. 
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^Reading proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 
Two levels of die assessment are reported in this statistical table; 1) level 150 required that a reader follow brief 
written directions and cany out simple discrete reading tasks; and 2) level 300 required that a reader find, understand, 
summarize and explain relatively complicated literary and informational matenal. See also NAEP 1992 Trends in 
Academic Progress, by Educational Testing Service. 
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Figure 3a Percent of 17 year-old students at or above selected science"* proficiency levels, by race/etfanicity, 
from 1977-1992. 
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Figure 3b. Percent of 17 year-old students at or above seleaed science proficiency levels, by race/ethnicity 
from 1977-1992. 
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"'Science proficiency levels were determined by the NAEP. Two levels of assessment are reported in this 
statistical table; I) students were expected to represent their understanding of simple scientific principles; and 2) 
students were expected to analyze scientific procedures and data. See also NAEP 1992 Trends in Academic Progress, 
by Educational Testing Service. 



Figure 4a Percent of 17 year-old students at or above selected mathematics  ̂proficiency levels, by 
race/ethnicity, from 1978-1992. 
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Figure 4b. Percent of 17 year-old students at or above selected mathematics proficiency levels, by 
race/ethnicity fiY>m 1978-1992. 
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^Mathematics proficiaicy levels were determined by the NAEP. Two levels of assessment are reported in 
statistical table: 1) students were required to complete numerical operations and beginning problem solving; and 2) 
students were required to complete moderately complex procedures and represent their reasoning See also NAEP 
1992 Trends in Academic Progress, by Educational Testing Service. 
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The non-parallel achievement between these diverse groups of children of color and their 

White peers is also illustrated by school dropout statistics. In the October 20, 1997 issue 

of U. S. News & World Report, the phenomenon of "dropping out of school" was 

described as one of our nation's most serious and stubborn problems, especially for 

Hispanic children. The statistics reveal a dropout rate by Hispanic students that is 

roughly three times greater than that for White students and slightly more than twice that 

for Black students (see Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Percent of high school dropouts among persons 16 to 24 years old, by race/ethnicity, from 1967-
1992. 
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These figures indicate some promise that the surplus of culturally and linguistically 

diverse children who live in poverty and achieve below grade level proficiency in the 

core academic areas may diminish over an extended period of time. But, it is still 

undeniably evident that the problem of marginalization in America's schools is severe 

and heralds serious social, economic, and educational liabilities. 
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So, what has been done, and is currently being done, about this? Various publics 

have paid significant attention toward developing educational initiatives that would 

improve school practices for and enrich the educational experiences of these students. 

Their efforts to address the dropout phenomenon, particularly the alarming Hispanic 

dropout rate, have involved a sundry of actions, such as a call for heightened legislative 

and public attention, the development of special individual and family counseling, 

injunctions for teachers to become Spanish-English bilinguals (i.e., or some other 

combination of languages), and broad recruitment of ethnic role models to work as 

teachers with diverse student populations. In addition, policy makers (e.g. judges of the 

U. S. Supreme Court and U. S. Congressional representatives), university researchers, 

public servants in the federal Departments of Education and Health and Human services, 

grass-roots parent groups, teachers, and philanthropists representing private foundations 

have advocated for alternative educational strategies (Garcia, 1993). 

Throughout our nationhood the U.S. Supreme Court and other Federal District 

Courts have responded to this advocacy by adjudicating decisions that directly affected 

the education of culturally and linguistically diverse students. Specifically, legislation 

targeted precisely at this student population has been authorized by the U.S. Congress at 

least six times (1968, 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994) over the last two decades under 

Title vn (Bilingual Education Act) of the Elementary and Secondaiy Education Act. As 

a consequence, these court decisions and directives have been carried out in numerous 

states by requiring school districts to design language policies and develop explicit 

educational programs. 
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Language planning and policy formulation. 

Generally speaking, language policy is what a government, or other 

administrative authority, says and does with regard to the languages used by the people it 

represents (Fishman, 1983; Garcia, 1983; Grant, 1980; Heath 1983; Paulston, 1983; and 

Rubin, 1983). Language policy is linked to language planning, a coordinated effort by 

such individuals, groups or organizations that aims to regulate language choice, 

development or use. Many different groups get involved in language planning and policy 

initiatives and decisions: educators, legislators, linguists, political scientists, and 

sociologists, to name but a few. 

The demand for language planning and policy efforts arises in response to 

sociopolitical struggles. According to Robinson (1988), these can be classified into two 

categories; 1) either competition between linguistic groups for access to the institutional 

systems in day-to-day life, or 2) resistance to decisions that have denied access to these 

social structures. For instance, language planning and policy campaigns resonated 

throughout the Civil Rights jseriod and afterward by challenging language discrimination 

and promoting legal recourse with the Bilingual Education Act of 1968, Voting Rights 

Act of 1975, and Court Interpreters Act of 1978. 

Language plaiming and policy initiatives typically pass through a series of stages, 

which begin with a form of needs appraisal or recommendation of a language or 

language variety. The succeeding stage diverges into two areas of plaiming that are not 

necessarily consecutive but may indeed develop concomitantly. On the one hand, status 

planning addresses the formulation of a policy statement and attempts to promote 
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affirmative attitudes toward the language. On the other hand, corpus planning may be 

understood as a process in which attention is directed toward adjusting and aligning the 

plan of action with the policy goal. Then these areas eventually converge upon the 

implementation and evaluation of this plaiming process. 

Then, in the context of schooling, what is language policy? Bilingual education is 

my favorite, and an excellent, example. First, it is important to note that since school 

districts are under the jurisdiction of state governments, a school language policy is, 

therefore, determined by the respective state and/or particular district. Second, it is 

important to reiterate that language policy is a political endeavor. Specific talk about 

bilingual education language policy has always incited strong emotional responses, 

because it regulates the manner in which one or more languages may be used in schools 

or it attempts to supplant jjast teaching practices and outcomes with alternatives (Heath, 

1983). Language policy has govemed various aspects of schooling: it has marked 

criteria for school performance in the area of literacy; it has set guidelines for the extent 

to which languages other than English may be used in school instruction; and it has 

prescribed the purposes for such alternative language use. 

Bilingual education conceptualization and implementation. 

In crafting language policies and designing their respective bilingual education 

programs, school district personnel are informed by the educational theories they 

espouse. These explanations about language, culture and learning function as the 

cornerstone upon which educators and others have built school programs relevant to 
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culturally and linguistically diverse school contexts. In some cases, theoretical 

contributions have attempted to de-mystify prevailing myths concerning the educational 

problems faced by this student population and to advise new beliefs by which 

educational initiatives might be driven. In other cases, theories have been cor^tructed to 

support status quo ideas about learning and improve the technology of instruction so that 

culturally and linguistically marginalized children can learn what they need to learn. 

The range of educational theories that are often discussed in reviews of research 

and/or literature relevant to bilingual education profile three general stances toward the 

predicament that schools face today. One kind of theory argues that in order to address 

the disparate achievement of culturally and linguistically diverse students, careful 

consideration must be given to the interaction of the home culture and language and the 

predominant culture and language of the school (Philips, 1993). Even though this 

explanation acknowledges that certain participant structures (e.g., conveying attention to 

another) and modes of conununication (e.g., taking turns during speech exchanges) are 

universal and based in the human species' shared biological heritage, it argues that these 

and other characteristics of human interaction are culturally variable. Any differences 

between children's and their teacher's culturally distinctive patterns of interaction, 

moreover, hold the potential for miscommunication at best and more serious conflict at 

worst in the classroom. Thus, academic achievement of minority group students is 

circumscribed because of a mismatch between home and school culture and language 

(Delgado-Gaitan & Trueba, 1991; Heath, 1989; and Vogt, Jordan, & Tharp, 1993). 
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In contrast to this explanation, other educational researchers have contended that 

children from poor and illiterate homes remain so because they are disadvantaged by a 

lack of requisite background knowledge for educational and social advancement and by 

their teachers' low expectations and lack of rigorous standards. For example, E. D. 

Hirsch (1988) argued: "But less privileged children are denied consistent interchanges 

with literate persons and fail to receive this information in school. The most 

straightforward antidote to their deprivation is to make the essential information more 

readily available inside the schools." It is fiuther alleged that literate persons posses a 

shared repertoire of information or knowledge; illiterate persons do not share in this 

repertoire. Such educational bankruptcy is only prevented by rich instructional 

transactions based upon effective teaching and learning principles that guarantee the 

development of particular world knowledge and standard language patterns so that the 

"underprivileged" and "less competent" persons can fully participate in American 

democracy. (Comer, 1996; Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1993; and 

Rodriguez, 1983). 

The last kind of theory casts a critical view upon the interaction of 

macrosociological forces and the achievement patterns of culturally and linguistically 

diverse students in two distinct ways. From one perspective, researchers posit that social 

discrimination and issues of power—such as racism, classism, and gender prejudice-

interfere with school instruction and students' participation in the classroom and school, 

and therefore, educational initiatives cannot presume equivalent academic achievement 

across all children under such conditions (Cummins, 1986; Fine, 1987; and MacLeod, 
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1988). It is additionally important to point out that this kind of theory explains the 

disparate achievement of culturally and linguistically marginalized children is a 

consequence of complex interactions between the constraining social structures of 

schooling and the attitudes and actions of humans in response to them. From a 

somewhat different point of view, other researchers assert that restricted access into 

mainstream socioeconomic institutions and caste-like treatment are internalized by 

involuntary minority populations and result in academic underachievement (Ogbu, 

1991). Thus, by adapting a more pessimistic or hopeless outlook for their cultural model 

of how society works culturally and linguistically marginalized children become less 

capable of overcoming the barriers to academic success in school. 

Generally speaking, the formulation of bilingtial education policies and 

development of their respective programs in the U. S. have largely been motivated by the 

home-school culture and language mismatch theory, although the "best" practices-

intervention theory has also received wide acclaim. Within the field of bilingual 

education, a variety of programs, ostensibly conceived to abolish the educational 

injustices endured by culturally and linguistically diverse students, have prevailed in U.S. 

schools. In terms of scope, these programs have promoted the addition of English and 

the native language for language marginalized children, the replacement of their native 

language with English, and the promotion of bilingualism among mainstream 

monolingual English-speaking children. Some of the programs are meant to compensate 

for children's "language deficiency" whereas others are based on the idea that 

bilingualism enriches the lives of children. Clearly, the various designs all have in 
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common the aim to teach English; the differences between them lie in their 

methodologies to achieve that goal. It is, therefore, definitely arguable whether or not all 

of these involve bilingual education. The program designs include; English submersion; 

English as a Second Language (ESL); transitional bilingual education (TBE); Immersion 

strategies; and maintenance or developmental bilingual education (Collier, 1997; 

Crawford, 1991; and Garcia, 1993). 

Submersion programs require the teacher to speak only the dominant, otherwise 

referred to as majority, language because the assumption is that "practice makes perfect" 

and children will learn to speak English best by being submersed in the language. There 

are no exceptional conditions created to assist children in learning that language, and it is 

often hypjothesized that children will either sink or swim. In short, this strategy involves 

nothing more than just placing linguistically and culturally diverse students in a typical 

mainstream classroom with an English-only speaking teacher. And, the teacher promotes 

that the children speak only English, read only in English, and represent their academic 

work only in English. 

In ESL programs, students are often assigned to regular submersion classroom 

instruction for most of the school day; however, for a brief part of the day they receive 

additional instruction that is designed specifically to teach them English. That 

instruction could be more or less holistic and draw more or less upon the child's first 

language depending on whether the teacher refers to a grammar based or communication 

based explanation of language development; promotes prescriptive exercises, thematic 

units, or project work; and organizes her or his teaching according to age tracks, ability-
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levels, or heterogenous grouping. More recently, the classroom teacher is also the ESL 

teacher, and therefore, promoting English as a second language is part of the entire day's 

activities. Special attention to English language instruction is still given on a regular 

basis, however, the children do not leave the classroom. The ESL teacher may or may 

not speak the primary language of the targeted students. 

In either the early- or late-exit TBE programs, non-English-speaking children are 

usually segregated from monolingual English or "English proficient" bilingual children 

and tracked onto a bilingual line of classes. Their peers are assigned to the regular 

classes. Another common feature of the two programs is that children are taught reading 

and writing in their home language first, and content area instruction is delivered in the 

primary language until they learn enough English to transfer to an English-only 

curriculum. Thus the overarching aim of TBE programs is to promote oral and written 

English proficiency for students as soon as possible. It must be noted, however, that the 

two TBE models are distinct: early-exit programs are typically designed to provide 

bilingual instruction for students between Kindergarten and third grade, and late-exit 

models often provide bilingual services between Kindergarten and sixth grade. 

Immersion W2is originally designed for the purpose of teaching English-speaking, 

majority language children to speak French. Today there is also an alternate inmiersion 

strategy that is designed to assist language marginalized children in developing their 

English proficiency. According to this innovation, which is an increasingly popular 

component of several bilingual education programs, teachers speak the students' native 

language sparingly while targeting a particular level of English that the students can 
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understand. In other words, the teacher seeks to teach English by sheltering her or his 

language use from input that is more advanced than the students' comprehension level. 

Even though the vast majority of instruction is in English, students can use their primary 

language to address their teacher and peers. 

Lastly, Virginia Collier (1997) and Eugene Garcia (1993) point out that 

maintenance or developmental bilingual programs have been designed to emphasize the 

developmental nature of cognition, culture, language and social interaction. In this 

model, second language development usually occurs in two ways; for the English 

language mainstream child and for the language marginalized child. Students do not exit 

from this program; rather, they are encouraged to continue to develop their first and 

second languages at least throughout elementary school and in a few cases through high 

school. Children are educated in an integrated context in order to promote bilingualism, 

a global perspective, and multicultural sensitivities. This model appears to be the most 

appropriate educational intervention because it does not segregate or isolate majority and 

minority group students from one another. This two way bilingual education strategy 

allows more natural language choice, development and use; it draws upon a wide array of 

linguistic resources including the students themselves as peer-teachers; and it 

encompasses a wider range of the spectnmi of compulsory education (grades K-12) in 

this country. 
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Searching for Alternative Understandings: Mv Particular Research Interest 

That there is serious controversy about meeting the formidable challenge to 

educate a dramatically diverse student population is obvious. I believe that we are again 

in the midst of an increasingly intense ideological war for which the school has become a 

battle ground for protesting and protecting our cultural, political, racial and 

socioeconomic differences. Clearly, bilingual education is a focal point for much of this 

controversy. 

Engaging in the debate about the methodological efficacy of one educational 

strategy versus another does not interest me, whether or not it happens to be some 

variation of bilingual education. I assume that there is already plenty of lobbying for one 

method or another, as well as an abundance of participants in that contest. More 

importantly, though, I am deeply disappointed that that the research agenda prevails in 

the study of bilingual education. In my estimation, concern about methodological 

efficacy has intensified so much so that those involved in the disputes have ignored the 

incongruence between their conjecturing and the nature of the problem at hand. After 

more than three decades of intensive scholarly study, it appears that a majority of 

educational practitioners and researchers actually espouse a theory of educational 

bankruptcy rather than seek to challenge the fimdamental ideas and practices of 

schooling in the U. S. that have differentiated non-mainstream children from their 

mainstream peers. The idea of advancing teaching techniques to the point at which 

expert instruction, delivered to some extent in the child's native language, can fill the 

less than full reservoirs of knowledge and skillfiilness of the "at-risk" student is 
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promoted as the credible solution. Or, consider that four of the most frequently cited 

studies of bilingual education have presented evidence that the worthiness of particular 

bilingual education methodologies could ultimately be assessed on the basis of students' 

performance on English standardized, norm-referenced tests of traditional basic school 

skills (Collier, 1997; Ramirez, Yuen, & Ramey, 1991; Troike, 1981; and Willig, 1986).^ 

Thus, the problem of traditional conceptualization has prevailed. As I reflect on 

our history of language bigotry in school, its severe marginalization of culturally and 

linguistically diverse children, and the sincere efforts by many concerned persons to 

address the educational consequences related to these issues, I find myself bewildered. 

My mind is conflicted about the aim of bilingual education research and practice. 

Phenomena such as school or knowledge or skillfulness or achievement are still 

conceived of in much the same ways today as they were yesterday. It occurs to me, 

therefore, that maintaining these conceptualizations has contributed unequivocally to the 

problems faced by culturally and linguistically diverse children, and have been 

overlooked for far too long. Over the course of time, understandings about learning and 

these conceptions have not been substantially redefined; they remain accepted, without 

question, as truths about education and promoted as the desired outcomes for culturally 

and linguistically marginalized students. 

^ven though student performance on Spanish standardized tests were also considered as evidence of success 
for bilingual education instructionai strategies, these longitudinal evaluation studies and revie>vs of research have 
further legitimized student performance on English standardized, iK>rm-referenced tests of basic skills as the keystone 
to educational achievement 



44 

I developed my strong conviction about the paradoxical understanding of the 

nature of educational vulnerability during my experience as a bilingual elementary 

school teacher. I'd like to retell a story that will clearly and powerfully underscore my 

point. The story is about a startling incident that occurred at Old Pueblo School several 

years ago, one which I witnessed firsthand. Students seemingly rejected the value and 

utility of a prescriptive language acquisition program, which served as only one of the 

components of the school-wide bilingual model. 

Bilingual teachers and the principal at Old Pueblo School' had created a 

classroom exchange program for the purpose of teaching all of the children a second 

language. This aspect of the bilingual education program had been designed to monitor 

and promote the acquisition of increasingly higher levels of Spanish and English 

proficiency for each child. As a result of standardized testing and measurement 

procedures; children were sorted into ability groups by second language proficiency (e.g. 

Spanish-as-second language—SSL— level 7 or English-as-a-second language—ESL—level 

3); the appropriate scope and sequence for second language instruction were prescribed 

by the IDEA ~ Language Kit; and children were then taught the "necessary" language 

skills and competencies. I remember clearly that my colleagues and I were urged by the 

principal and one of the bilingual resource teachers, to teach deliberately a set of 

predetermined language conventions and skills in thirty or forty-five minute blocks of 

time, four days a week. I also remember that although we questioned this teaching 

'old Pueblo School is the school site studied as part of this dissertation. Its original name and the name of 
the respective district have been changed in honor of anonymity and confidentiality. 
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strategy in our minds and in our private, informal conversations, we claimed in public 

that this instruction would develop children's second language literacy abilities. 

At that time, I was a bilingual resource teacher at Old Pueblo School. I had been 

a supporter of the well-intentioned efforts of the faculty to provide bilingual education to 

all of the children in the school. Like all the other dedicated teachers, I was constantly 

busy writing and preparing my daily lesson plans for my group of children. 

Unfortimately, under the tyranny of programmatic requirements neither my 

colleagues nor I had been taking time to pay attention to what children thought or had to 

say about the language exchange program. For that matter, it didn't seem that anyone 

had ever considered that children might have something to say about such learning 

experiences. We never expected, moreover, that children would respond as poignantly as 

they eventually did 

I arrived at school one January morning like I had most other mornings that year. 

I greeted a few of my colleagues in the hallway on my way to my room, and I stopped in 

the front office to retrieve my mail and other memos and reminders about the week's 

events. Once in my room, I made myself busy with preparations for the first lesson of the 

day, the second language acquisition program. School was supposed to begin at 8;20 

a.m., as usual, and the classroom exchanges would take place at 8:30. However, there 

was an interruption in this schedule when the school principal turned on the 

intercommunication system and made the following announcement; "There will be no 

ESLySSL/SSS exchange today. I repeat, there will be no language exchange today." 

Immediately following her announcement, there was an eruption of children's voices. 
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that could be heard throughout the school, cheering in response to the cancellation. I 

remember being startled by the students'outcry, and then I wondered what this meant. 

The cheers had also been heard from outside the building while several faculty were 

escorting other groups of children inside. As I queried several colleagues at lunch and 

after school that day, I learned that they were also alarmed by this episode. 

In looking back, I presume the students were making at least three statements 

about the utility and value of the language exchange program. First, the students may 

have reacted to the prescriptive teaching practices and their atomistic approach toward 

language learning. Second, it is plausible to conclude that they had sensed the teachers' 

assumptions about their lingtiistic deficits and needs to develop "higher levels" of 

language proficiency. In other words, the children could have been aware that the 

educational program regarded their language abilities as problems to be solved rather 

than resources to be valued. They had definitely resisted the program. Finally, it 

occurred to me that the children, perhaps, recognized that the grouping system was a 

strategy for tracking or a means of segregation. The children had been sorted by 

language according to gradations of fluency in the second language; non-speakers of 

Sjjanish, non-speakers of English, begirming Spanish speakers, beginning English 

speakers, intermediate Spanish speakers, intermediate English speakers, and equilingual-

bilingual speakers. 

This particular incident prompted me to suddenly stop and ask myself difficult 

questions regarding the intention of this model of bilingual education. In my opinion, it 

also meant that it was time to take another look at bilingual education in general. If it 



were possible to locate several of the students and faculty members, who were present at 

the time and involved in that incident, I suspect that they would disclose powerful and 

interesting testimony that would allow me to examine my concern about the paradoxical 

nature of bilingual education in that school. Likewise, if it were possible to locate 

students who attended this school over the course of several generations, or even over the 

history of the school, they too would reveal similarly important understandings that 

would benefit the ongoing examination of educational vulnerability of culturally and 

linguistically marginalized students. 

At this point in my life I am deeply troubled, even disturbed, to think that I 

participated in sorting and, thereby, separating children from one another because of their 

language. I am also discouraged to realize that my participation in this power play was 

so subtle that I virtually did not recognize it. Certainly, this problem is significant 

because many people have been or are as negligent as I have been and sometimes still 

am. Whether people don't mean to participate in the bigotry but are negligent because 

their vision of the issue is restricted by their own personal, cultural, and social class 

myopia; or, people genuinely seek to discriminate against others; the consequences are 

still the same. 

Through this dissertation, then, I intended to examine the nature and 

consequences of language choice and use because prevailing understandings about 

educational vulnerability and bilingual education language policy and program 

implementation have not sufficiently explained the formidable struggle at hand. I have 

even wondered whether or not changes in the educational experiences of culturally and 
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linguistically marginalized children have actually accompanied changes in educational 

policy (e.g., bilingual education). Thus, my inquiry focused on the relationship between 

language policy and language choice and use for students at Old Pueblo School over the 

course of three generations of educational experiences—nearly the entire history of the 

school. Since the very real problem of educational vuhierability can be traced as far back 

as records report, the historical nature of this study was especially significant. 

Specifically, 1 was interested in addressing the following questions: 

1. What do students' oral histories reveal about the changes in the nature and 
consequences of language use in the school across three generations? 

2. How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 
students at Old Pueblo School? 

3. What is the historical relationship between language policies and language 
choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? 

Final Note 

In the following chapter, I've reviewed and discussed literature relevant to 

bilingual education language policy. The purposes therein were to situate an 

understanding of language policy issues in the context of the history of language policy 

and bilingual education and to discern how language policy is created and implemented. 

Subsequent to that, I explain the design for this dissertation study and provide a detailed 

description of my fieldwork in Chapter Three. The data are then presented in Chapter 

Four as a biography of Old Pueblo School, crafted from the oral histories of six former 

students and documentation of various school policies and practices. In Chapter Five, 

the analyses and findings are discussed according to six salient trends and summarized 



in response to the three research questions. Lastly, in Chapter Six, I have drawn some 

conclusions from my inquiry and explicated some implications with regard to future 

language planning and policy in school contexts. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW, 

OR THE STORIES THA T OTHER HA VE TOLD 

Bilingual education is not new; it is at least as old as the nationhood of this 

country. It is a phenomenon that has been studied extensively from various fields, such 

as anthropology, education, sociology, sociolinguistics, and psychology. Research on 

bilingual education stages issues of curriculum differentiation or tracking, disparate 

schooling conditions and segregation, institutional racism, teacher-student interactions 

and expectations, cultural background, and native language instruction front and center 

in the on-going drama about social justice and education (Cummins, 1981; Delgado-

Gait^ & Trueba, 1991; Gonzalez, 1979; Kozol, 1992; Oakes, 1985; Phillips, 1993; 

Troike, 1981; Valencia, 1991; Willig, 1985). This research is replete with findings about 

the practice of educational injustice toward children of color who speak languages other 

than English and dialects other than standard English and whose families are 

economically poor. Often, in response to such findings, these studies commission certain 

instructional techniques and prescribe bilingual/multicultural curriculum in order to 

develop educational experiences that will promote social justice. 

Notwithstanding the importance of this research in illustrating many of the 

serious prejudices toward culturally and linguistically marginalized populations, its 

underlying inquiry does not examine some of the most important assumptions about 

language and learning inherent in American education, in my opinion. Two sacred 

presuppositions are that a) children should leam to speak and write correct language and 
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b) they acquire knowledge by a process of transmission from adult to child or by 

following an adult-expert model. Public schools respond to this research by designing 

and implementing intricate systems of bilingual instruction and learning. Again, this 

phenomenon has been studied extensively; however, I think this area of research lacks 

the artistry required to represent new and alternative understandings about bilingualism 

and learning because it inadvertently portrays many of the prevailing conceptions of 

schooling (e.g. American Institutes for Research, Initial Progress Report on Title Vll, 

1977-1978; California Case Studies Project, 1980-1987; Technical Report No. 95, 

Kamehameha Early Education Project, 1982; National Longitudinal Studies of Six 

Program Models on Language Minority Students' K-12 Academic Achievement, 1986-

1997). Rather than issuing challenges to status quo ideas and practices with regard to 

assessment and curriculum and instruction, these reports often argue that two languages 

can be used in their service. It isn't clear to me that questions about fimdamental 

differences in students' academic development and school experiences relative to 

changing language policies are addressed by this area of research. I think these questions 

are of paramount importance because the obstacles that culturally and linguistically 

marginalized children faced in the past in school will remain in front of them today and 

tomorrow unless the nature of school itself changes. Bilingual instruction does not 

preclude linguistic and cultural discrimination or social injustice. 

I'm not interested in the various instructional technologies that have been 

developed in the name of bilingual education so that linguistically marginalized children 

"do school" better or "make it through" school. According to the present system of 
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schooling, with all of its distribution and norm referencing practices, these goals simply 

will not be reached. I am interested, however, in whether or not the nature of students' 

school experiences has varied from one generation to the next as language policy has 

changed over time. In other words, do differences in the policies of schooling mean that 

there have been, are, or will be differences in the practices of schooling? Further, with 

regard to language, what are the relationships between policies and practices of 

schooling? 

I was unsuccessful in identifying research that focused specifically on the 

relationship between lived experiences of students and language policy. I was 

compelled, therefore, to divide my focus into several directions and look at what was 

available. In this endeavor, I reviewed a variety of literature regarding the history of U. 

S. language policy, its legislative process, and the development of school and classroom 

programs related to such policies. Again, as much as possible, those studies that assessed 

instructional techniques were excepted from my review because the issue of "improving 

instruction" is not relevant here. I organized my review of the literature according the 

following four categories: a) language policy and history, b) language policy and issues 

of power, c) language policy and legislation, and d) language policy and models of 

curriculum and educational programs. 

Language Policy and History 

I begin by discussing a few papers that situate the dramatic saga of U.S. language 

policy in a historical context. To understand current concerns over the importance and 



relevance of bilingual education language policy, and the variation in attitudes toward 

language use in other public domains, it is necessary to peruse the succession of 

language policies and the differences in degrees of tolerance displayed toward languages 

other than English throughout U.S. history. But why is the past relevant? Recent 

interests in school language policy and its implications for educational programs did not 

emerge suddenly out of nowhere. They were indeed evoked from somewhere. I argue 

that these interests have lingered for decades, even centuries. In looking back through 

the history of the United States, it is critical to note that ideas and values about language 

choice and use in school have always been tightly tied to the struggles for economic and 

political power; that is, language discrimination was always yoked with other 

discriminatory acts (Liebowitz, 1970). Seemingly, special interests in language choice 

and use in school have been socially bequeathed from one generation to the next. Such 

social endowments have forged particular conditions for educational experiences and 

begotten assumptions and prejudices toward language and education, which have become 

"common sense" or taken-for-granted understandings over time. By rendering the 

succession of U.S. language policy and the historical periods in which they existed, I 

intend to outline the legacy of language discrimination and racism that has developjed in 

American schools. My reiteration of this saga draws upon the work of Shirley Brice 

Heath (1983), James Crawford (1991; 1992), Eugene Garcia (1993), Arnold Liebowitz 

(1970), and Jon Reyhner( 1991). 

For nearly the first century of nationhood, America's leaders found the goals of 

maintaining and promoting language diversity and leaming English as a second language 
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to neither contradict nor threaten national unity. The colonial, revolutionary, and early 

national periods of this country could be characterized by high degrees of tolerance 

toward language diversity among American Indians and immigrants. Arnold Liebowitz 

(1970) explains that prior to the latter part of the nineteenth century language minority 

groups created their own schools and conducted business in their communities in their 

mother tongues. For instance, in religious schools in the states of Pennsylvarua, 

Maryland, Ohio, Virginia, and the Carolinas instruction was given in German, sometimes 

to the exclusion of English. Since the majority of these early German-speaking 

communities were settled in rural areas, there was little, if any, need to develop English-

speaking competencies. If questions concerning language were raised, these German 

communities organized themselves politically to withstand any opposition and exercise 

influence upon the course of educational programs in their schools. Similarly, the 

Cherokee, Oneida, Kaskaskia, and Tuscarora nations established treaties with the U.S. 

government for the purposes of continuing to promote the education of their people and 

children in their native tongues.® 

Shirley Brice Heath (1983) notes that the Founding Fathers did not specify an 

official language in the Declaration of Independence or United States Constitution, 

because they represented widely diverse ethnic, linguistic and social groups and they 

wanted to avoid the monarchial trend of dictating cultural and social norms. The 

"intemational" publics or various immigrant groups considered language to be an area of 

®The first of these treaties was negotiated on December 2, 1794. See Cohen, F. (1942). Handbook of 
Federal Indian Law, p. 234. 



private choice and a conduit for expressing new ideas. Members of the Continental 

Congress were deeply concerned with promoting more widespread communication and 

legitmitating the political system of the fragile new nation. Early political leaders 

reproved several efforts to officialize English or invoke federal government influence on 

its standardization. In 1780 John Adams' "Proposal for an American Language 

Academy" was renounced because Congressional representatives were alarmed that this 

scheme intended to manipulate the private choices of individuals and groups as well as 

their pursuit of life and liberty. In 1821, a proposal for an American Academy of 

Language was eschewed by Thomas Jefferson and others because they were concerned 

that any initiative to control or fix a language would prove to be impossible, and 

Jefferson argued that Americans should look to the future instead of the past in order to 

expand the scope of their language and new ideas. Additionally, in 1828, Noah Webster 

solicited the U.S. Supreme Court to endorse his dictionary; he was denied because justice 

John Marshall advised that organizations and special interest groups should not make 

language choices; rather individuals make language choices for themselves. So, during 

the inauguration of nationhood political leaders did not find a contradiction between 

promoting those who did not speak English to learn it and supporting them to continue 

speaking their mother tongues as part of their civic, educational or economic endeavors. 

Despite these examples of tolerance, social policies were ultimately crafted among 

economically ambitious and privileged White European Americans that would eventually 

perpetuate nativist notions and oppose acculturation. 
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In the early part of the nineteenth century, America was increasing in population 

and continued to receive steady surges of immigrants, which escalated demands for land. 

At the petition of President Andrew Jackson, the U.S. Congress ratified the Indian 

Removal Act of 1830, by which American Indian people were forcibly removed from 

their homelands in the Atlantic Gulf and Great Lakes states. This gesture only 

temporarily satisfied "Americans"' exigency for land. In response to further demand, the 

Homestead Act of 1862 was passed, which granted access to the plains' territories to 

White, European-American pioneers and settlers. With the acquisition of the 

southwestern, northwestern, and pacific territories af^er the Mexican-American War, 

moreover, America had expanded across the continent. As Liebowitz points out, 

increased westward expansion by a large Anglo population from the eastern U.S. and the 

advent of civil war intensified the broader struggle for economic prosperity and political 

domination as well as depressed considerably the tolerance for people who spoke 

languages other than English. Similarly, Jon Reyhner (1992) points out that after the 

American Revolution, settlers earnest to acquire Indian lands incited wars with Indian 

nations. In a more '"pacific" effort to conquer the frontier, the U. S. Government passed 

legislation in 1802 that provided funding for missionaries to establish schools among the 

Indian peoples. The purpose of these educational endeavors was to convince the younger 

generation of Indians that reducing the size of their land holdings and relocating their 

tribes in the west were in their best interests. Thus the notion of nativism was kindled 

again in light of the political and economic privileges that were at stake, and the spirit of 

Americanism moved with even greater force. 
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Following the Civil War, various state legislatures, as well as the U.S. Congress, 

articulated and approved statutes and other legal decrees that regulated English as the 

language of education, the economy, and citizenship. For example, with regard to 

education, the Indian Peace Commission, appointed by the U.S. Congress in 1867 for the 

purpose of making recommendations for removing the causes of alleged Indian hostility, 

stated the following policy: "...in the difference of language today lies two-thirds of our 

trouble. Schools should be established which children should be required to attend; their 

barbarous dialects would be blotted out and the English language substituted."' 

(Liebowitz, 1970, p. 210) Thus, in 1878 Lieutenant Richard Pratt sought government 

approval and funding to open a school exclusively for Indian students at Carlisle, 

Pennsylvania. In an annual report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Pratt is quoted 

as saying that Indian children could be taken as "hostages for good behavior of [their] 

parents."'" Also, Reyhner recounts that the U. S. government erected twenty-five Indian 

boarding schools between 1879 and 1902 for the purpose of enrolling enough Indian 

children so that the Indian problem would be solved within the school career of children 

then six years old. 

Exclusion of non-citizens from the workforce was uncommon and virtually 

unknown before the 1850s. In the 1880s as the wave of immigration into the United 

States reached its swell, fear of foreign capital and investment was agitated across the 

'This excerpt is from the Sixth Annual Report by the Superintendent of Indian Schools, 1868. 

Annual Report to the Commissioner ofIndian Affiars to the Secretary of the Interior (Washington, D. C.; 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1878), pp. xxv-xxvi. Noted by J. R^dmer (1991), in J. Crawford (Ed.), p. 42. 
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business communities and eventually inspired the Alien Land Law of 1887, which 

limited the investment by foreigners. In conjunction with this restriction, Liebowitz 

noted that several states passed statutes that regulated hiring practices; only citizens and 

suitable candidates for citizenship, or those people who passed English literacy tests, 

were considered for employment. 

In terms of citizenship, there were few restrictions upon voting privileges, none of 

which were language, prior to the 1850s. But by the end of the decade and through the 

end of the century, English literacy test suffrage legislation grew in popularity across the 

nation." Also, naturalization laws were amended in order to restrict access to citizenship 

privileges. Before the turn of the century, there was no legal requirement that an alien or 

inmiigrant either speak or be literate in English. In fact, the only provision in the 

naturalization process was that the candidate demonstrate her or his commitment to the 

principles of U.S. Constitution. After the turn of the century, however, the naturalization 

process was reviewed and further regulated by the Nationality Act of 1906 so that any 

alien intending to become a citizen of the United States had to speak English. 

At the end of the nineteenth century, there was another influential force involved 

in promoting language discrimination, especially in schools. The rise of positivism 

through the latter jaart of the nineteenth century evoked the pressing scientific search for 

supposed order and certainty all over the world, but in Europe and the United States in 

"Connecticut (1855); Massachusetts (1857); Maine (1892); California (1894); Delaware (1897); Wyoming 
(1889); Mississippi (1890); Louisiana (1893); North Carolina (1900); Oklahonia(1910); Arizona (1912). McGovney, 
D. (1949) Bis American Suffrage Medlev. pp. 59-60. 

'̂ House of Representatives report. 59th Congress, First Session, document no. 46, p. 11. 



59 

particular. This Kantian approach to observing and understanding the world suggested 

that it was possible to explain scientifically the problems and puzzles of education and, 

consequently, make objective, value-free decisions about the appropriate course of action 

(Carr & Kemmis, 1994). Logic of this kind, albeit incoherent, was the basis for decisions 

about restricting the teaching of foreign languages, removing American Indian children 

from their families and communities, and regulating the use of English as the only 

language of instruction in school. Positivism was not merely a new scientific 

understanding derived from objective observation of the world; it was a form of 

resistance against the religious oppression in Europe. Thus it was political activity by 

nature. Heath remarked that in the United States this movement advanced the prestige of 

science and underwrote many of the assumptions regarding the predictability of direct 

instruction, automaticity involved in learning, and the efficiency of controlling 

educational experience by age and ability levels that prevail today. The politically 

powerful inscribed positivistic logic into their argimjents about the need to establish 

certainty and order in the American education system. 

The turn of the century ushered in further language restrictionism. During the 

first two decades of this century, America suffered from widespread xenophobia in the 

form of anti-German, specifically, and anti-immigrant sentiments, generally, because of 

fear and despair marked by the First World War and a resurgence in immigration at about 

the same time. In fact, the U.S. Congress enacted the strictest quotas upon immigration 

in the history of the country with the Immigration Act of 1924. Heath points out that 

official efforts to impose English and diminish the status of other languages inside and 
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out of school instruction escalated quickly at this very same time; all aspects of school 

began to reflect such changes, including textbooks, teacher education programs, school 

district curricula and testing material. For example, the Nebraska State Legislature 

mandated English-only language policies for public and private schools (i.e., Siman Law, 

1919) and similar statutes were passed in the Ohio, Indiana, Iowa and Oregon 

legislatures at about the same time. In Meyer vs. Nebraska (1923), a parochial school 

teacher was charged and convicted for reading a Bible Story in German to a ten year old 

student. The charge suggested that the teacher had inculcated foreign ideas, sentiments, 

and values in the student and promoted that the child only think and speak in German. 

The U.S. Supreme Court overturned the Nebraska State Supreme Court ruling and 

ordered that the state laws be repealed, because such statutes violated the Fourteenth 

Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. The Court, however, did not question the power of 

the state to regulate the learning of English or prescribe a language of instruction in its 

ruling; it did question the power of the state to restrict parents' rights to engage their 

children and teachers' rights to teach children in a given language. 

Other efforts to advance the official status of English as the only langtiage of 

instruction in schools were achieved by legislating compulsory attendance at public 

schools, which were staffed with English-speaking teachers (e.g. Oregon, 1922). 

However, the U.S. Supreme Court relied on the principle applied to Meyer vj. Nebraska 

that compulsory public school attendance interfered with the liberty of parents and 

guardians to make choices about the their children's education. Similar to Heath's 

analysis, Liebowitz indicated that although the U.S. Supreme Court overturned such 
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statutes as violations of constitutional rights, it did uphold state requirements for English 

instruction in public and private schools. Obviously, language legislation had become a 

powerful weapon against competing economic and political interests. 

By the middle of the century, enthusiasm for one's "madre patria" had waned 

considerably across most ethnic communities, especially among the second and third 

generation members of these former immigrant populations due to discrimination in 

education and restricted access to the rights of citizenship. Many families urged that 

their children should learn English so that they could succeed in school and pursue a 

"better" life for themselves. According to Heath, 

...standard English was a mark of character, taste, intelligence, and reason. In a 

society suddenly afraid that its diversities might be too great to control, there was 

a magnified need to be able to predict the behavior and thoughts of one's 

neighbor. The choice of English and adherence to norms of correctness became 

openly stressed as marks of good citizens, good Americans, and predictable, 

rational neighbors, (p. 58) 

Americanization had indeed taken quite a toll upon the diverse peoples of this country. 

From the time of the industrial revolution through the period of economic 

prosperity that flourished af^er the Second World War, rivalry by the majority White 

population for increased control of the domestic economy as well as the growing 

international markets engendered conditions of poverty across this nation's urban centers 

among, primarily, people of color who spoke languages and dialects other than 

"standard" English (Riis, 1902). Concurrent with this growing economic disparity was 
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the rise of the American sociological tradition, which emphasized the study of poverty 

and cultural decline among the masses. The salient theme in the sociology of cultural 

deprivation championed the notion that "culturally inferior" children needed to acquire 

the norms and values of the dominant society, and in so doing they would be able to 

overcome their handicaps of ethnicity and language. James Crawford (1991) indicated 

that the predominantly military style of Americanizing ethnic and language minority 

populations gave way to a missionary approach following World War D. In other words, 

coercion as the method of forcing people who speak languages other than English first to 

learn English and assimilate was changed to a process of conversion that ministered to 

the "poor and destitute." 

By the middle of the century, linguistically and culturally marginalized groups 

were largely segregated by neighborhood from one another and the majority White 

population in cities all across the nation. Children of color did not attend the same 

schools as White children, and the differences between the schools and their scholastic 

programs were stark. The prejudice of "cultural deprivation" also placed a gross 

disproportion of marginalized children in special education programs, because their 

performance on IQ tests administered in English was interpreted to reveal learning 

disabilities. For example, Crawford reported that throughout the 1960s, '70s, and even 

as late as the '80s that Latino children were over-represented in special education by 

315% in the state of Texas. If culturally and linguistically mariginalized students 

weren't placed in special education programs, then English-as-a-Second Language 
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classes were sometimes prescribed. Otherwise they were simply submersed in the 

regular English-only classroom and expected to sink or swim in the mainstream. During 

this period of time, there was a resurgence of litigation, the most famous of which was 

Brown vs. Board of Education, Topeka (1954). Such litigation was initiated to contest 

the purposeful segregation of Black and White children and its corollaries, like unequal 

provision and distribution of material resources. Additionally, the designation of 

vocational programs for Black students and academic, college preparatory programs for 

White students was contested. On the basis of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, this 

landmark case set a precedent for legal protests that would issue serious challenges to the 

prevailing policies that governed education. '•* 

The flux in language legislation for schooling from the beginning of the century 

changed in the midst of the Civil Rights movement in the 1960s. All across the nation 

people of color had raised their consciences in collective response to commonplace 

social injustices, such as gerrymandering legislative districts, restrictions on voting 

privileges, segregated educational environments, and limitations on gainful employment 

and other economic opportunities. A spirit of indignation swept across the nation with 

unyielding force as various ethnic minority groups of people coalesced and engaged in 

the extraordinary American civil struggle for equal access to economic and political 

'̂ In Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas only about 5.5% of Mexican-American childroi 
participated in ESL classes during 1968-1969 school year, according to a Civil Rights Commission (Crawford, 1991). 

^"^Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (1964) decreed that no individual shall be denied equal educational 
oppoTttmity by an educational institution on account of his or her race, color, sex, or national origin. Its subsequent 
sibling, the Equal Educational Opportunity Act (1974), also guaranteed the same equal educational opportunity and 
fiirdier explicated that an educational agency's failure to overcome language barriers that prdubit students' equal 
participation in instructional programs is intolerable. 
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power as well as equal opportunity to pursue the ambitions of life, liberty and happiness. 

The Bilingual Education Act (BEA) of 1968 marked the first time in U. S. history 

that the federal government pledged to address the educational quandary in which 

children who speak languages other than English find themselves. This legislation was 

established by the U.S. Congress, and signed by President Lyndon B. Johnson, to 

promote equal educational opportunity for all children, and it is often interpreted as a 

renouncement of the values and policies that governed the previous hundred years. The 

response by state governments was judged to be relatively good by Liebowitz, although 

state legislation created a variety of programs ranging fi-om special preschools to 

bilingual instruction in the first three grades to authorized bilingual instruction in 

elementary and secondary education, if it were educationally advantageous and did not 

interfere with the regular instruction of all pupils. 

In spite of its name, the BEA did not require schools to offer educational 

programs in children's native language in order to be funded. This Title VII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 was consenting, not 

compulsory, legislation. Its original focus was compensatory education; children from 

economically poor families who were educationally disadvantaged because they spoke 

languages other than English were targeted as the recipients of bilingual education. 

However, there were intense deliberations regarding whether or not both English and a 

language other than English should be equivalently promoted through bilingual 

instruction. 



From its very beginning, there was controversy and criticism of the bill because 

its provisions addressed only Spanish-speaking children. The prospectus for the BEA 

addressed this preliminary focus because of the swelling concern for Hispanic families 

and the economic conditions in which many of them lived. According to "The Invisible 

Minority...Pero No Vencibles,"'® of the general population of families in the Southwest 

at that time approximately 25% earned aimual incomes less than $3,000.00, almost 60% 

earned between $3,000.00 and $10,000.00 annually, and 15% earned more than 

$10,000.00; however, of the White, Spanish sumamed families nearly 40% earned 

annual incomes less than 3,000.00, approximately 60% earned between $3,000.00 and 

$10,000.00 annually, and only 5% earned incomes more than $10,000.00 per year. Thus 

the proportion of Hispanic families living in poverty was obviously larger than that of the 

general population. In addition, it was well documented that an overwhelming majority 

of Hispanic students continued to attend segregated schools. Arguably, the 

sociopolitical welfare of this diverse ethnic population was overlooked during the fervor 

of the Civil Rights Movement, and de jure and de facto segregation of Mexican 

'̂ Senator Yartjorough, a Texas Democrat, ofifered the following rationale as an explanation for idoitifying 
only Spanish-speaking children: "...That decision earned with it a willingness to give up their language, everything. 
That wasn't true in the Southwest. We went in and took the people over. They had our culture superimposed upon 
them." (Crawford, 1991, p. 48) 

'̂ "The Invisible Minority...Pero No Vencibles" was a report of the National Education Association (NEA)-
Tucson Survey On the Teaching of Spanish to the Spanish-Speaking, 1966. The aim of the report was to promote 
information about the development of forward-kwking solutions pertaining to the bilingual instructi(xi of Spanish-
speaking children. The impetus for diis report was that the Hispanic population was continuing to increase in size 
throughout the Southwest and an increasingly large number of Hispanic students dropped out of school. 

'̂ In 1968, 65% of Hispanic children of elementary school age and 53% of those of high school age attended 
schools with primarily non-White or minority populations. In 1976, the percentages had increased to 74 and 65 for 
each respective cohort. (Crawford, 1991, p. 40, reference to Aspira study) 
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American students prevailed in large urban centers and throughout the Southwest. 

Several leaders of ethnically diverse groups could foresee immediately the 

political risks with this exclusive focus on Spanish-speaking children. Therefore, Texas 

Representative, Henry Gonzalez, implored that Louisiana Cajuns, American Indians, and 

other native language minority children also be eligible for such services in the hope of 

promoting widespread political solidarity among various minority groups and preserving 

the special interests of his particular ethnic community. Consequently, James Scheuer, a 

representative from New York, drafted a revision of the meastire that extended to all 

children of limited English proficiency with a focus specifically on those from low-

income families. This gesture relieved the concerns expressed by critics of the original 

bill and garnered enough political power to circumvent the White House's opposing 

force. Feeling the strain of its commitment to provide federal funding for its social 

renewal programs (e.g.. Great Society programs), the Johnson administration had been 

initially reluctant to support the bill because it hoped to avoid further demands on the 

American public in the form of taxation. Nonetheless, the White House finally agreed to 

endorse the new Title VII. 

Much confusion lingered long after the enactment of the BEA because a key 

question regarding its purpose remained in the minds of various publics, "Transition to 

English or promotion of bilingualism?" As noted by Crawford, the bill's principal 

sponsor. Senator Yarborough, did not strive to clarify this confusion. Instead he 

suggested: 
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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, (p. 32) 

This confusion continues today as various publics look at the phenomenon of bilingual 

education from different points of view and with distinct special interests. 

The renaissance of bilingual education, moreover, was not inaugurated by the 

authorization of the BEA in 1968 as one might have expected. Instead bilingual 

education was rekindled over the span of a decade across the Southern and Southwestern 

states, beginning in 1959. Several teachers in rural and urban areas recognized the most 

acute educational problems faced by Spanish-speaking children; they spoke a language 

other than English (or the language of the school and its curriculum) and their lives 

reflected alternative cultural and ethnic backgrounds to that of the dominant student 

population. Rather than continuing to assume that Hispanic students would somehow 

learn by submersion and succeed in the same ways that their White non-Hispanic peers 

did, teachers gleaned new insights into the perplexities of their educational problems. 

They suggested that two separate but parallel goals must be reached in the education of 

Hispanic children. First, they must leam to adjust to the dominant White, non-Hispanic 

culture. And second, they must foster a sense of pride in their language background and 

cultural origin. Ironically, though, many of the first reiterations of bilingual education 

'̂ These aims were expressed in the NEA-Tucson Survey report, "The Invisible Minority...Pero No 
Vencibles," by the committee of Tucson educators and national consultants. 
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were designed to target only academically honored students even though school 

achievement patterns for all Hispanic children did not resemble those for White, non-

Hispanic children. Between 1959 and 1962 Pueblo High School and Sunnyside High 

School in Tucson, Jefferson High School in El Paso, and Phoenix Union High School in 

Phoenix, offered beginning programs of Spanish language and Spanish/Latin American 

history for Spanish speakers who showed promise for a collegiate education. In places 

like Albuquerque, New Mexico, Merced, California, Pecos, New Mexico, Pueblo, 

Colorado, and Laredo, Texas, alternative Spamsh language and bilingual programs were 

created for both elementary and secondary education. However, these programs were 

designed to improve the linguistic competence of children who spoke allegedly "flawed" 

Spanish and/or English as well as foster greater pride in and understanding of their 

culture and its historic origins.'' Then in 1963, Dade County Public Schools established 

a bilingual education program at Coral Way Elementary School, which is commonly 

regarded as the first comprehensive bilingual program in nearly half a century. Like the 

aforementioned high school programs, this one was designed for a relatively privileged 

group of children. Dade county was being inhabited by political refugees from Cuba 

who were regarded highly for their European heritage, economic potential, and political 

inclinations. 

A critical appraisal of the progressive rebirth of bilingual education reveals that it 

was induced by political and economic aspirations, as well as human benevolence. From 

"NEA-Tucson Survey On the Teaching of Spanish to the Spanish-Speaking, "The Invisible Minority...Pero 
NoVencibles." (pp. 17-18, 1966) 
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a micro perspective, the compassion felt by individual teachers, other educators, public 

servants, philanthropists, legislators, parents, and other concerned citizens compelled 

them to act on behalf of the educational interests of Hispanic children. But from a macro 

perspective, the infancy of this movement was nurtured by growing interests in political 

power and economic opportunity, especially by and for those already considerably 

privileged. Clearly, students awarded the honors and college preparatory status, or the 

middle and affluent classes of Cuban or other Hispanic immigrants, were previously 

advantaged by virtue of their academic histories and social class backgrounds. Bilingual 

education did not necessarily promote equal educational opportunity for all linguistically 

marginalized children, Hispanic or other. It was a double-edged political sword. It was 

designed to advance further those children who had experienced educational success of 

one kind or another, on the one hand, and compensate for the "linguistic and cultural 

handicaps" that economically poor, Spanish-speaking children had acquired, on the 

other. Thus by means of a language other than English, albeit temporary or not, 

emerging bilingual education programs were created to help children "do school" while 

maintaining the educational status quo. 

It is also important to note that early initiatives were not funded immediately by 

the BEA of 1968. In fact, there were no federal fimds available for bilingual education 

during the first year of the act. Programs like these and others were supported by funding 

from Title I and Title EI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). In 

1969, Title Vn began appropriating financial assistance for development of bilingual 

education programs by means of grant applications by school districts that were 



70 

submitted on a voluntary basis. 

Assessments of the early initiatives for teaching Spanish to the Spanish-speaking 

and bilingual education programs like Dade County Schools and Laredo, Texas schools 

were indeed favorable (Hakuta, 1986). Student performance on district, state and 

national achievement tests as well as teacher reports on students' personal and social 

comportment were remarkably improved by comparison to previous performance and 

reports with the same criteria and measures. But the promotion of bilingual education 

and legislation that addressed educational discrimination against children who speak 

languages and dialects other than "standard" English did not simply spread like a trail of 

falling dominoes. On the contrary, proponents of bilingual education did not receive 

much support for their cause until the 1970s, and the campaign withstood numerous 

hard-fought legal battles and oftentimes difficult processes of legislating statutes 

throughout that decade and into the next. 

In terms of litigation, several landmark cases were decided that advanced the 

claim of language discrimination and sanctioned bilingual education as a suitable means 

toward making instructional programs accessible. For example, in Cisneros vs. Corpus 

Christi (1970) the Supreme Court, for the first time, held that Hispanics were an 

identifiable ethnic population subjected to school desegregation and included bilingual 

education as an appropriate means to relieve the discrimination. In 1972, the first court 

decision for bilingual education was levied in Sema vs. Portales Municipal Schools. A 

federal judge ordered that Mexican American children should be able to receive 

instruction in their native language and with regard to their heritage culture as part of the 
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school district's desegregation plan. This decision was upheld two years later by the U.S. 

Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, basing the decision on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

(CRA). At about the same time, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Lau vs. Nichols (1974), 

perhaps the most important case of its kind, that failure to differentiate language of 

instruction for linguistically diverse children was discriminatory, again under Title VI of 

the CRA. The original class action suit was filed on behalf of 1, 789 Chinese students in 

1970. The plaintiffs challenged that they were being denied education on equal terms 

because of their "limited" skill in speaking English. The school district argued that there 

was no discrimination against these children for two reasons: first, there was no 

segregation between the Chinese students and others; and second, the same instruction 

was offered to all students without regard for race or national origin. Although federal 

district and appeals courts ruled in favor of the district. Judge Shirley Hufstedler of the 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals overturned these rulings. She rejoined: 

These Chinese children are not separated from their English-speaking classmates 

by state-erected walls of brick and mortar, but the language barrier, which the 

state helps to maintain, insulates the children from their classmates as effectively 

as any bulwarks. Indeed, these children are more isolated from equal educational 

opportunity than were those physically segregated Blacks in Brown-, these 

children cannot conmiunicate at all with their classmates or teachers.... Invidious 

discrimination is not washed away because the able bodied and the paraplegic are 

given the same state command to walk, (quoted from Crawford, 1991, p. 36) 
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By 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled unanimously to overturn the lower courts' 

decision but abstained from ordering bilingual education as the fitting remedy. School 

district officials, however, signed a consent decree that pledged bilingual education 

services for Chinese, Filipino, and Hispanic children. A fourth major court decision 

occurred in 1977. In Rios vs. Read a federal court ruled that the Patchogue-Medford, 

New York, school district was negligent with respect to Lau requirements because it 

violated the rights of Limited English Proficient children by executing a substandard 

bilingual education program that essentially offered ESL instruction and ignored the 

children's cultural heritage. In each of these cases, and others not mentioned, by relying 

on Title VI of the CRA, federal courts had essentially decreed it unlawful for school 

districts to fail to take appropriate action to overcome language differences. Throughout 

this period of litigation, the federal Office for Civil Rights warned school districts 

nation-wide about their obligations to take affirmative steps to address the language 

needs of Limited English Proficient children in order to make the instructional program 

accessible to them.^" Decrees by the OCR did not require school districts to implement 

bilingual education but did prescribe that some kind of distinctive language instruction 

be present in their educational programs. In some cases, however, school districts had 

little choice except to design and implement bilingual education in order to avoid losing 

federal fimding. 

^°This caveat was issued in an official memorandum fix>m director J. Stanley Pottinger on 25, 1970. 
Following the Lau decision, U. S. Commissioner of Education, Terrence Bell, announced the Lau Remedies as 
guidelines for school districts to identify and evaluate Limited English Proficient children, prescribe appropriate 
instructional programs, set professional standards for teachers, and outline timetables for accomplishing these goals. 
Although these guidelines were not legally binding, they bore the federal government's endorsemem and were used to 
negotiate consent agreements, as well as order school districts into compliance. 
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In conjunction with litigation, support for alternatives to the "sink or swim" 

method of education was garnered through the legislative process. Even though financial 

and moral support for bilingual education inflated in the 1970s, such support deflated 

during the 1980s. On the federal level, the United States Congress commissioned 

legislation specific to the education of linguistically marginalized children at least six 

times (1968, 1974, 1978,1984, 1988, 1994). Four major re-authorizations of the 

Bilingual Education Act have occurred since its inauguration in 1968. As noted by 

Eugene Garcia (1993), bilingiial education was explained for the first time by the federal 

government as an outcome of the 1974 amendments (Public Law 98-380). The definition 

specified that instruction was to be given in the child's native language and promote the 

study of English to the extent necessary to progress through the education system. The 

poverty criterion was omitted; graduate fellowship programs for studying the training of 

bilingual teachers were initiated; programs for assessing, developing and disseminating 

classroom materials were sponsored; however, the objective of the law continued to be 

the acquisition of English rather than the development of bilingualism. In the Bilingual 

English Amendments of 1978 (Public Law 95-561), eligibility for bilingual education 

programs extended beyond limited English-speaking competency to students with limited 

English academic proficiency. Additionally, teachers were expected to be proficient in 

the native language of instruction; parents were expected to participate more fully in 

program planning and implementation; and grant proposals were required to explain how 

bilingual education programs would continue following the withdrawal of federal funds. 

In 1984 the spirit of the re-authorization changed in its temperament by suggesting new 
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program options that did not specify the use of children's native languages for 

instructional purposes. In 1988, these new programs were expanded and a larger 

percentage of the funding was allowed for other-than-bilingual (or English-only or 

English family literacy) education services at the expense of funding bilingual programs. 

State and local agencies were under increased pressure to provide evidence about the 

populations being served and account for promoting educational achievement. The new 

legislation decreed another significant change; the three year enrollment criterion. New 

regulations recommended that three years of bilingual education was sufficient. 

As reported by Crawford, some thirty-seven states have legislated statutes that 

approve of native language instruction as a means to ensure "education on equal terms" 

since the 1968 authorization of the BEA through the start of this last decade of the 

twentieth century. Interestingly, a score of states have enacted laws that distinctly 

promote bilingual education; Massachusetts was the first in 1971.^' Thus states have 

mandated a liberal range of educational programs and services for linguistically 

marginalized students. According to (jarcia, seventeen states either permit or promote 

instructional programs that use both English and languages other than English; fifteen 

states established qualifications for special certification or endorsement of professional 

teaching staff; fifteen states supplement school districts fimding in support of special 

programs; eleven states require parental consent for enrolling their children in such 

'̂Other states that distinctly promoted bilingual education include: Alaska and California (1972); Arizona, 
Olinois, New Mexico, and Texas (1973); Michigan, New York, and Rhode Island (1974); Colorado, Louisiana, New 
Jersey, and Wisconsin (1975); Indiana (1976); Connecticut, Maine, Minnesota, and Utah (1977); and Iowa, Kansas, 
Oregon, and Washington (1979). 
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programs; and eight states mandate all of these requirements concurrently. Thirty-three 

states do not deliberately mandate a specific educational policy or programs that address 

these issues. 

Seemingly, re-authorizations of the BEA, and subsequent state legislation, 

symbolized a more tolerant position in response to questions of how to value language 

diversity in American schools. Irrespective of tolerance toward language diversity in 

America, legislation and litigation have faithfully espoused the idea that learning and 

academic achievement in English are the ultimate goals of educatioa Closer scrutiny of 

the pattern of state initiatives by Garcia, for example, revealed that only three states of 

the six, in which nearly 67% of the nation's linguistically marginalized population 

resides, have mandated specific professional credentialing of teachers, whether that be 

bilingual, ESL or some other related endorsement. The courts and legislative bodies 

have made flexible allowances for schools to implement a sundry of programs. The 

universal focus of state laws and federal legislation, therefore, never ftmdamentally 

shifted from "helping disadvantaged ctiildren overcome their linguistic and cultural 

handicaps" in order to leam the basic skills needed to graduate and become productive 

citizens in American society. 

With the inflation explosion at the end of the 1970s, and a swelling national debt 

in the 1980s and 1990s, Congress refrained from expanding its financial support of 

bilingual education and, in fact, reduced the budget as a result of the Gramm-Rudman 

proposition of 1986. Congress also altered its guidelines for awarding federal funds in 

conjunction with the political skirmishes that were emerging. Crawford noted that 
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Secretary of Education, William Bennett, took an adversarial stand against bilingual 

education and argued feverishly that there was no evidence in support of the its benefits 

during his stint from 1985 to 1988. He claimed that the dropout rate for the Hispanic 

student population had not receded in twenty years, and he concluded that too many 

children were failing to become fluent speakers of English. In 1988, Congress approved 

new regulations that emphasized the importance of learning English as quickly as 

possible and relieved previous restrictions (e.g. 4% cap) on English-only programs in 

response to these sensitive economic conditions. As much as 25% of the funding could 

be awarded for the newly popular alternative programs. These changes were endorsed by 

both Democrats and Republicans, because of the important economic and political 

implications that a compromise would hold for them. Crawford also mentioned that 

although Senator Ted Kennedy, a Massachusetts Democrat, had initially opposed 

Bennett's bill to lift the 4% restriction on English-only programs, he proselytized his 

position in favor of garnering support for the "Star Schools" project, which benefitted 

business interests in his home state. By the same token. Republican leaders raised 

support for Kennedy's project in exchange for Democratic support of the new Title VII 

proposition. 

The Official English Movement emerged as a powerful political influence at this 

same time and furthered the polemics about language diversity in the United States. 

Crawford pointed out that proponents of the Official English movement conjectured that 

the English language in America is threatened by the rise of bilingual-bicultural 

communities. They warned that immigrants to the U. S. today are different than their 
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predecessors because they reject assimilation and expect recognition of their own 

language and culture. The American public became grossly concerned that non-English 

speaking immigrants were placing a severe burden upon the U.S. welfare system and 

several public service industries, such as schools, health clinics, counseling centers, and 

correctional institutions (Fishman, as noted by Crawford, 1991). Consequently, public 

infatuation with proposals to "officialize" English as the common language of America 

deepened: sixteen English Language Amendments were introduced before the U. S. 

Congress between 1981 and 1990, hearings were convened in the Senate in 1984 and in 

the House in 1988 but the English Language Amendment never came to a Congressional 

vote; thirty-nine propositions were considered in state legislatures and eight were 

approved, summing that total number of states with Official English edicts at seventeen 

by 1990.^ Language was being touted as the issue in order to decoy the public's 

attention away from other social concerns. Similar disputes had been incited at the turn 

of the twentieth century when the federal Dillingham Commission reported in 1911 that 

recent immigrants were failing to learn English as rapidly as nineteenth century arrivals. 

Thus the ebb and flow of tolerance and policy support of bilingualism and bilingual 

education were closely related to changes in the economic and political tides that 

characterized the final decades of the twentieth century. 

seventeen state Official English policies; Nebraska (1920, constitutional amendment); Olinois (1969, 
statute); Virginia (1981, statute); Indiana, Kentucky, and Tennessee (1984, statutes); California (1986, axistitutional 
amendment) and Georgia (1986, ceremonial resolution); Arkansas, Mississippi, North Carolina, North Dakota and 
South Carolina (1987, statutes); Arizona, Colorado, and Eorida (1988, constitutional amendments); Alabama (1989, 
constitutional amendment). 



In many respects, then, the advent of the twenty-first century has resembled the 

dawn of its antecedent. Xenophobia reached epidemic levels during the latter part of the 

1980s and the early 1990s as Americans became concerned about increasing ethnic and 

linguistic diversity. For example, patrons of U. S. English and the English Language 

Amendment openly expressed their hope that in due time the amendment would win 

Congressional approval and eliminate bilingual education. They assimied that in order 

for immigrants to participate in "the American dream" they needed Xo become proficient 

in English. Added cultural and linguistic conservatism was promoted by E. D. Hirsch 

and his notions about "American cultural literacy." He opposed bilingual education 

because he argued that multiple languages fiagment the fabric of American culture and 

society by encouraging competition and antagonism. Between 1985 and 1987, under the 

direction of Secretary of Education William Bennett, bilingual education programs that 

were supported by Title VII funds were fanatically scrutinized for the "objectivity and 

accuracy" of materials and methods for teacher training. Such efforts exemplified the 

prevailing concern that maintenance of non-English languages and their respective 

cultural traditions were more highly valued in bilingual education than acquisition of 

English and assimilatioiL 

In light of these recent economic conditions and their sibling sociopolitical 

climate, it is not at all surprising that questions about the promotion of transition-to-

English or maintenance-of-native-language bilingual education were never seriously 

examined and linger even today. Several evaluation studies and reviews of the literature 

have been undertaken over the past three decades to discern the effects of bilingual 
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education, many of which alleged no clear benefit for linguistically marginalized 

children. However, these studies were highJy criticized due to logical inconsistencies in 

their designs and problems with the criteria selected for evidence of achievement 

(Hakuta, 1986; Troike, 1981; Willig, 1985). According to several reviews of the 

literature, counter evidence from "basic" research on second language acquisition has 

accumulated but unfortunately it hasn't been assigned the same degree of significance as 

that of "evaluation" research. Tension between advocates and adversaries of bilingual 

education remains tight as controversy over the truth about children "foiling" to learn to 

speak, read, and write English by the time they finish high school sharpens. In my 

opinion, the history of language policy in general, and school language policy 

specifically, will be a never-ending, recursive story. The quest for economic and 

political advantage always seems to take precedence over inquiry into understanding the 

nature of language development and its relationship to learning at school. 

Summarv. 

I have attempted to reiterate the general succession of language policies in the 

United States, especially as they pertain to schooling practices and the development of 

bilingual education. In keeping perspective with Heath's point of view, reiterations of 

relevant historical circumstances and varied social domains help clarify questions and 

concerns and fiame the fullest picture of the language issues at hand. Through historical 

inquiry it is possible to examine the economic, political, and sociocultural contexts that 

engender attitudes and beliefs about language and subsequently inform the 
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implementation and evaluation of language policy. It is, therefore, critical that research 

make available historical and social science information for legislative decisions 

regarding language policy at any level of governance. Then, what important evidence is 

expressed in my reiteration? I suggest the following premises are important for further 

consideration; 

*this nation has not been united by one common language but by one common 
interest and will, among many different people who speak different languages, to 
pursue life liberty and happiness. 
^special interests in economic and political privileges have repeatedly been 
keystones to language discrimination in the United States. 
*tolerance of bilingualism in education has, ironically, served a purpose similar 
to rejection of bilingualism; both promoted the assimilation of middle class 
norms and values. 

Language Policv and Issues of Power 

It is evident that the relationship between language policy and issues of power is 

longstanding. Whether they are meant to benefit or deter the educational achievement of 

children, school language policies have repeatedly been decreed by transactions of 

pwwer. As exemplified in the previous historical account, issues of power can be 

manifest by limiting economic advantages, lobbying the legislative, judicial and 

executive branches of local, state and federal government for political privilege, and 

restricting access to various social institutions and public services. In this next section, I 

review a broad range of topical papers that address the nature of this relationship. I 

discuss and examine a framework for understanding orientations in language planning 

and policy, a proposal to empower language minority students and another to challenge 
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the rhetoric of empowering them, some hypotheses about political and social conflicts 

with regard to educational and language policy, and a rejoinder to the public outcry 

against multicultural education. While reviewing this literature, it occurred to me that 

there are not only different interpretations of issues of power with respect to language 

policy but also different explanations for regulating the power differentials so that they 

no longer favor one group over another. My description and evaluation of these various 

analyses follow. 

As part of the langioage planning process, policy formulation is an attempt to 

distinguish the choices, development and use of language. At the core of this activity lie 

orientations toward language that reflect fundamental beliefs and thinking about 

language in society. Two traditional orientations toward language and the role of 

language in society, language-as-problem and language-as-right, may be explained as 

"complexes of dispositions toward language and its role, and toward languages and their 

roles in society" (Ruiz, 1984; p.4). The former perspective views non-standard dialects 

and langiiages other than that of the dominant group as problematic or deficient. The 

latter has advanced the idea that language is a fundamental human right, and therefore, 

should be affirmed as a civil as well as educational right. Neither of these dispositions, 

however, has succeeded in balancing the societal power differential between dominant 

and marginalized groups. 

A third orientation, language-as-resource, was formally introduced by Richard 

Ruiz (1984) into the literature and discourse on language policy in order to propose a 

more comprehensive and integrated conceptual model of language planning. In terms of 
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a resource orientation, Ruiz suggests that culturally and linguistically marginalized 

communities would be regarded as sources of knowledge and expertise that are valuable 

to the welfare of the larger society. Although this concept had been previously discussed 

by other experts [e.g. researchers and policy makers], it required further attention and 

elaboration. With this addition, Ruiz sought to craft a meta-model that would serve the 

purpose of summarizing the flmdamental concepts with which language plaiming and 

policy are carried out. According to Ruiz, this relatively new orientation could help 

enhance the status of marginalized languages and transform existing attitudes toward 

language and language minority groups, which, in turn, might help balance the power 

differential (p. 16). Ruiz thinks this might be so because a new orientation would imbue 

the ways in which people talk about language and language issues, legitimate the 

acceptable range of attitudes toward language, and therefore, determine what is thinkable 

about language in society (p.4). An expected outcome of this transforming process 

would be that the dominant group would advocate for supporting institutions like 

community centers and civic clubs that help maintain language diversity. Language-as-

resource, moreover, considers the development and preservation of language to be 

crucial to the educational process. In the context of the culturally and linguistically 

diverse American schools, this stance might directly loosen the grip of sociopolitical 

forces subordinating minority and indigenous languages. 

Jim Cummins is one of the most influential scholars in the area of bilingual 

education. His discourse on the empowerment of language minority students has become 

almost conmionplace in discussions about school reform, bilingual education, and other 
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critical issues among educators. Cummins (1986) proposed that the major reason for the 

relative lack of success of compensatory education (e.g. Title I) and bilingual education 

is that the relationships between teachers and students and schools and communities have 

remained intact. He proposed, therefore, a new theoretical framework, at the center of 

which is the tenet that students from dominated or subordinated sectors of society are 

either "...'empowered' or 'disabled' as a direct result of their interactions with 

educators." (p. 21) By this, he suggests that educators can "empower" students to 

develop confidence in their cultural identity, appropriate school-based knowledge, and 

patterns or structures for interaction. Further he explains that the schools can disable or 

empower communities in much the same ways that teachers can students. He also 

mentions the significant role that intergroup (i.e., dominant-dominated groups) relations 

plays in the saga of educational achievement. According to his theoretical model, 

including community participation, reciprocal-interactive pedagogy and advocacy 

oriented assessment will accomplish the goal of empowerment. This premise was the 

specific focus for Ruiz's subsequent critique (1991). And in the spirit of that critique, I 

wonder how Cummin's theory is at all different, fimdamentally speaking, from a theory 

of compensation? 

Recently, the conversation about bilingual education has shifted in focus, 

somewhat, from a discussion of its academic and linguistic benefits for children to its 

possible sociolinguistic and political values. Ruiz (1991) has examined arguments about 

the relationship between mother tongue instruction, bilingualism and empowerment. In 

his examination, Ruiz criticizes these arguments from a critical pedagogy perspective 
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because they render the language minority student as passive and powerless. Despite the 

fact that champions of "empowerment" advocate for including the language of 

marginalized children, they do not necessarily promote the allowance of their voices. He 

argues, alternatively, in favor of developing policies and strategies of possibility through 

which the oppressed empower themselves. After all, "empowerment" is not something 

bestowed by those in power to those out; rather, people empower themselves under 

certain conditions and for specific purposes. In such cases, language minority 

communities could look inward to their own cultural capital (i.e. family, church and 

neighborhood) in order to retain language and culture long-term. Ruiz's argument 

concluded by emphasizing the point that including language in school programs, for 

instance bilingual education, does not guarantee empowerment since students are not 

necessarily regarded for their voice or agency. 

With respect to the social conflicts around educational policy, language often 

becomes a point of contention and leverage for social control rather than serving as a 

channel for communication or a conduit for social intercourse. That a government, 

particularly in the United States, would engage in language discrimination as a means of 

social control was suggested by Arnold Liebowitz (1974) as a thesis for explaining the 

grim legacy of educational and language policies throughout American history. Support 

for his thesis was drawn from existing Piagetian research in child development, which 

suggested that children use language to control action and thought, as well as generic 

tenets of sociolinguistics, which proposed that language must be understood in the 

context of the actions, emotions, intentions, and relationships of and among a group of 
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people. Further, he proposed that this perspective would allow problems encountered by 

multicultural/multilingual societies, like the United States, to be analyzed in a fashion 

similar to that used by political scientists, who study the distribution of power between 

the central government and its constituencies. Interestingly, Liebowitz suggested that 

language is one more element that a federal government can use to assure a strong 

allegiance to its central goals. 

Even though Liebowitz also pointed out that it is quite difficult to determine the 

effect an official language policy would have, he contended that it is necessary to look at 

the means by which such policy might be carried out through the federal government 

system. According to his analysis, it seemed that an effort to uncover and examine the 

intent of such policy would provoke understandings of its probable, if not actual, effect 

upon minority groups or non-English speaking people. He concluded that implications of 

this kind of legal act resonate to the heart of various subordinated groups' roles in 

American society. By officializing one language and discriminating against others 

certain groups of constituents would be restricted from becoming full-fledged members 

of society. Contraiy to his previous opinion (1970), he concluded that national unity is 

not at risk, but the minority groups' participation in society is highly at risk. 

Frank Smith (1993) presented further evidence concenung the commonly ignored 

association of language and power. During the course of a semester of a graduate 

Honors English seminar, he and the students struggled to understand the political and 

pedagogical implications of familiar educational issues, for example; the best approach 

to teaching a second language, principles for teaching reading and writing, similarities 
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and differences between first- and second-language learning, and relationships between 

thought and language. The group tried to examine the nature and consequences of 

English language policy for primary, secondary and tertiary educational institutions in the 

context of apartheid and its aftermath. Instead of following the traditional curriculum for 

this course. Smith and the students invented focuses for inquiry during each of the 

seminar sessions. 

Although the national government and educational administration of several 

universities professed their interest and devotion to reform during the alleged period of 

devolution of apartheid and evolution of democracy. Smith drew a different conclusion. 

He concluded that the university staff were interested in promoting the education of 

Black students by bringing them up to their [White, educated] level, not by leveling the 

furrowed ground that lay between and separated them. From his reflections. Smith 

pointedly suggested that those in power did not seem willing to concede their arbitrary 

privileges and "that emphasis on English language competence could maintain the 

disempowerment of the people it was supposed to assist." (p. 1) This was evident in the 

faculty's ultimate rejection of the students' proposal for redesigning their study program 

in Applied Linguistics. 

In the end, he discerned that empowerment is not bom out of learning or 

mastering language; rather, power is reflected in language and wielded by language. 

Irrespective of how sincerely or strongly put. Language does not necessarily beget 

behavior or represent the way things really are. The power of language may emanate 

from the ability of humans to rationalize or falsely represent matters. Such conflict is 
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truly universal and clearly evident in several communities in the United States. The 

propositions put forth by Smith suggest that educators must carefLilly notice the ways in 

which authority and policy together determine the role language plays in educating 

students and which languages will be sanctioned. 

Lastly, I want to address the importance of multicultural education and its 

relevance to language policy and issues of power. Multicultural education is an 

emancipatory endeavor that grew out of the civil rights movement in the 1960s and 

1970s. It specifically addresses issues of power because it challenges the discrepancies 

between ideals of freedom and justice and the realities of ethnic, cultural, linguistic, 

racial and sexual discrimination. Multicultural education questions positivist 

assumptions about knowledge that have dominated educational curricula and policy, 

advocates for democratic action among all citizens, and promotes the reformulation of 

our ideas about being united and distributing power. James Banks (1993) responded to 

the bitter debate about multicultural education with criticism of the prevailing myths 

about it and an explanation of its key dimensions. In presenting the development and 

attainments of multicultural education in the United States, he succinctly confronted the 

prevalent misconceptions about multicultural sensibilities and clarified: "Multicultural 

education is designed to help unify a deeply divided nation rather than divide a highly 

cohesive one." (p. 23) Furthermore, he recognized that the major scholars and 

researchers agree that multicultural education policy should be designed so that all 

students will utilize and further develop their language, knowledge, skills and attitudes to 

effectively fimction in an ethnically and culturally diverse world. 
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The point to be made is that language policy reflects power. Frequently, a policy 

regarding language-as-problem is used to exert power over individuals; it does not 

empower them. Alternatively, if a language policy is sensitive to the language diversity 

of all children, then, perhaps, a different set of conditions and relationships might be 

established. Previously dominated groups of people might be able to take advantage of 

the possibilities to conserve and develop their resources—knowledge and skillfiilness— 

and empower themselves to achieve in school. 

Language Policv and Legislation 

In this section, I review papers that illuminate issues regarding language policy, 

educational rights and past and present legislation. Though there has been an abundance 

of legislation at both the federal and state levels of government regarding school 

language fx)licy and other language education initiatives, the relationship between 

language policy and legislation seems to be tenuous at best. The following authors 

sought to clarify this relationship and some of the relevant issues by calling attention to 

the importance of understanding language policy in light of the U.S. Constitution, state 

laws and other legal ordinances, legislation as a mechanism for reform, and in terms of 

the right to an equitable education. 

In a 1980 report to the Task Force on Government Relations, Steven Grant 

examined a number of important issues regarding language in the United States. 

Through a bifocal lens. Grant viewed issues like the use of English, the use of foreign 

languages, language discrimination, language minority groups, bilingual education, and 
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cultural pluralism as they are addressed at either the federal or state levels of 

government. First and foremost, he found that there isn't any evidence in the U.S. 

Constitution, its Code of Laws or Statutes at Large of an official language policy in the 

United States. "However, there exists throughout the laws and practices of this nation a 

recognizable, though tacit, assumption that English is and should be the official and 

commonly used language of the United States." (p. 95). Interestingly, Grant also found 

that no United States Law, except the Guam Bill of Rights, specifically prohibits 

discrimination based on language. 

From his analysis of policy decreed by the federal government, Grant noted that a 

few laws mandate the use of English, for example; for the purpose of naturalization (8 

USC 1423), for federal juror selection (28 USC 1865), in labeling particular products (15 

USC 69e), in posting notices of hazardous substances (15 USC 1261), and for 

information about domestic security (15 USC 77aa). Grant also concluded that 

discrimination based upon language was observed only with respect to suffrage and 

education (e.g. The Voting Rights Act of 1965; Title VII of the ESEA of 1968; and the 

Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974), not in other matters. In terms of 

languages other than English, Grant identified that federal legislation encourages foreign 

language training for the purposes of defense (The National Defense Education Act of 

1958), higher education (NDEA Title VI/20 USC 511), international relations (22 USC 

900, 1225f), foreign assistance (22 USC 2385), labeling products sent abroad (7 USC 

1722), and some special provisions for foreign languages are mentioned in copyright 

laws (17 USC 16 and 107). 
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With regard to state-mandated policy. Grant observed that many states require 

English for a wide range of purposes, from motor vehicles documents to notices and 

publications required by law to county records. Some states still require that instruction 

be in English for all or part of a child's education (Alabama, Arkansas, Iowa, Montana, 

Nebraska, North Carolina, and West Virginia). His conclusion was that these laws 

seemed to be designed to meet specific government functions and promote the welfare of 

citizens. Additionally, he observed that a few state governments (California, New York, 

and Hawaii) required that access to public information and emergency services be in 

more than one language, and several states even mandated public education—whether 

that be foreign language instruction or bilingual education— and voting proceedings in 

languages other than English. 

Thus, state and local laws have tended to mirror federal legislation and 

governance norms. Such homogeneity between the two seems to meet the need for 

practicality more than it serves any other purpose. With this in mind, however. Grant 

cautioned that it is important to remember that the responsibility and right to legislate 

language policy, in virtually every case, rests in the hands of state and local authorities. 

The subject of language policy, as it relates to the legislative process, is a 

relatively current concern among many educational researchers and is quickly gaining 

popularity. It has received more widespread attention as national "concern" for the 

welfare of education in the United States provoked the interest of educational researchers 

and policy analysts in the early 1980s. At that time a flood of educational reports (e.g. 

"A Nation At Risk") swelled the ever increasing interest, at the state level, to improve 
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schooling. Many of the improvement initiatives, however, turned attention away from 

the most recent concerns for equal educational opportimity and toward issues related to 

raising national standards of educational achievement, which, of course, assumed 

performance in English. According to the results of an Education Week national survey 

(1983), Susan Walton reported that all fifty states had increased their efforts to press for 

reform and the aim of such efforts had been to raise the standards for instructional 

content, use of instructional time and student performance for particular skills and 

competencies. State legislatures, departments of education and educational governing 

boards had legislated mandates for reform, seemingly, in the heat of the moment. One 

could conclude that legislation is often capricious because it emerges not out of serious 

inquiry or as a result of convincing research evidence but as a response to overwhelming 

concern to set a political agenda. 

Concerns subsequently arose over the place of research in describing the 

legislation and implementation of educational policies and contributing to the reshaping 

of such policies. These concerns are now being raised because the notion of utilizing 

research to monitor and adjust policy decisions had rarely before been considered by 

legislators. 

Cynthia Wallat (1988) has addressed these complex issues in a different manner 

by assessing the puzzling relationship between research and legislation. In response to 

the spate of educational policy legislation, especially with regard to the recent reform 

movement, Wallat reiterated the importance of research to policy enactment. Akin to her 

special interests, she reviewed the policies on literacy and schooling for the state of 
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Florida in order to exemplify the potential usefulness for conducting research to further 

inform policy implementation. She strongly cautioned against premature, negative 

judgments about the worthiness of research that follows the implementation of policy, 

because much remains to be learned. She identified six studies on language and learning 

that offered implications for the Florida policies and direction for continued research. 

According to Wallat, the difficulty with the legislative process is the reconsideration of 

public policy as no longer an end point in analysis of actions by public institutions but as 

a point from which research might identify some appropriate modifications. Thus, she 

concluded that research should inform policy decisions. 

Another point of view on legislation concerning language policy issues sees the 

difficulties fi-om the eyes of the constituents who endure these mandates. Sau-ling 

Cynthia Wong (1988) inquired into the major legal bases on which language minorities 

have claimed the right to equitable education. More specifically, she wanted to address 

the question of whether language minorities are entitled to bilingual education. These 

questions require more clarification, according to Wong, because of the nature of policy 

decisions and the lingering ambiguity about any constitutional guarantee for the right to 

an education. 

In her estimation, policy debates of this ilk usually become disputes between 

competing interest groups (i.e., "foreigners" vs. "taxpayers" or "we were here first" vs. 

"newcomers") and are almost always resolved by appeals to the law. Wong outlined the 

various possible legal grounds on which claims have been made, summarized the 

entitlement issues, and noted the key couri decisions that have influenced the 
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development of language education services. She remarked that thus far, the courts have 

not ruled that the right to an education is guaranteed by the U. S. Constitution; court 

rulings have relied on statutory not constitutional grounds. 

For example, from her review of Lau vj. Nichols (1974), it was evident that the 

U.S. Supreme Court did not clarify education in general, nor language education services 

in particular, as fundamental rights guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution. Nevertheless, 

she found that although a precedent for education as a fundamental right had not been 

set, a total absence of language services might be in violation of a fundamental right 

protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or the Equal Educational 

Opportunities Act of 1974. The issues of education as a fimdamental right and language 

minority groups' entitlement to language education services remain in question. 

In sum, debates regarding the legitimacy of language legislation and educational 

rights of language minorities have readily become a battleground for conflicting 

opinions. These disputes are not resolved by an appeal to the law because the 

Constitution does not guarantee, either explicitly or implicitly, educational rights for 

anyone. The usefulness of appealing to the legislative process for challenging policies 

also remains in question. Moreover, it is important to remember that the tides in policy 

legislation are moved swifUy by the force of predominant political winds. And, it seems 

that support for research concurrent with language and school policy implementation 

must be generated in order to influence state and local policy making. 
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Language Policy and School Curriculum 

In this final section, I review a variety of research concerning language policy and 

school curriculum. The collection of papers that I discuss cover an expansive range of 

topics, including language plaiming and bilingual education, school restructuring and 

ESL policies, school reform efforts for language minority children, school use of oral and 

written language, language policy and American Indian education, and a comprehensive 

bilingual/multicultural education policy. I chose to examine these papers because they 

reflect the repertoire of issues that relate to the focus of my study, and a liberal range of 

perspectives is portrayed across the set of papers. 

To begin, Joan Rubin (1983) observed that in the United States recent interests in 

language planning and bilingual education actually developed independent of one 

another. She identified this as a discrepancy, emphasizing that bilingual education is a 

form of language planning and arguing that the two share common interests. Rubin 

proceeded to suggest how her particular approach to language planning (i.e., fact finding, 

or posing questions; establishing strategies and outcomes; implementation; and 

evaluation) could enhance the development of bilingual education. 

First of all, she pointed out that language planning situates legislative and 

educational decisions in the realm of social interaction and values; usually such decisions 

are treated as though they're divorced from social factors, when in fact they are 

inextricably tied to and inevitably permeated by them. Rubin, therefore, cautioned that 

language planning must be viewed as a matter of "continuing social interaction patterns 

and needs" if it is to succeed (p. 9). She claimed that language must be viewed as more 
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than a mechanism denoting referential meaning; it must indeed be acknowledged as a 

critical aspect of social activity that occurs in a sociocultural context and involves a 

particular relationship between speakers. And, bilingual education, as a strategy of 

language plarming, must be conceptualized according to these same principles. To 

illustrate this point she explained that although the stated goals of bilingual education 

might be to implement a pedagogical strategy to improve learning, its real goals almost 

always involve other social aims, like cultural assimilation and linguistic transfer or 

cultural pluralism and bilingualism. Clarification of the nature of the problem and its 

goals and outcomes is especially important because it facilitates program implementation 

and evaluation. 

Her comments regarding the need for language plarming efforts to genuinely 

reflect the language patterns within the community at large were most interesting. If I 

espouse her line of thinking, it seems to me that future language planning in bilingual 

education should expect all educators to orient themselves to understanding and revering 

the significance of native language use in the neighborhoods around their schools as well 

as other social factors (i.e., social identity, social aspirations, opportunity and desire for 

use, available resources in both languages). Toward this end, I conjecture that this 

orientation would become even clearer if children were asked to provide information 

from their perspectives about language choice and use. 

A contrasting point of view about language planning and bilingual education was 

cast by S. Ofelia Garcia (1983). She contended that because legislation and the law in 

the United States do not acknowledge the language rights of ethnolinguistic minorities as 
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social groups, sociolinguistic language planning, with regard to bilingual education for 

Hispanics, must address three particular issues; 1) institutionalizing cultural and social 

autonomy for the purpose of Hispanic self-categorization, 2) establishing Spanish-

mother-tongue schools for their exclusive use, and 3) prescriptive planning of majority 

and minority language use within the school. According to this plan, Hispanics would be 

able to counter the process of linguistic assimilation, develop instrumental attachments 

to the larger socioeconomic system, demand social and economic integration into the 

larger society, and receive recognition for their self-determined, distinct ethnicity. She 

argued that since assimilation has not incorporated Hispanics into the socioeconomic 

mainstream or recognized them as an equal social group, Hispanics must engage in this 

kind of internal process of self-categorization. All of this is supposed to benefit the 

educational as well as socioeconomic interests of Hisp)anics as an ethnolinguistic group. 

Furthermore, Garcia asserted that prescriptive Spanish-mother-tongue instruction, 

that compartmentalizes the use of English and Spanish, would fulfill Hispanic language 

rights and potentially prevent language shift. Rather than implementing a full-

maintenance bilingual program in which all skills are developed in both languages, a 

partial-maintenance bilingual program is established in which skill development is 

separated by language. She eschewed the former approach because balanced 

competence allegedly implies functional equivalence and no social group would be 

compelled to preserve diglossia if the two languages are truly fimctionally redundant. 

According to Garcia, language selection within the classroom must reflect the separate 

functional allocations of languages in the community and its society. 



Language policy has also become of serious concern to those who are seeking to 

restructure schools. Ofelia Miramontes (1993) commented on recent attempts by 

educational communities to make positive and effective ESL policies that would provide 

better language instruction for minority group children. As a result of her review of the 

rhetoric about "low levels of proficiency" attained by language minority students, reports 

about the quantity and quality of ESL services, and statistics for percentages of language 

minority students not provided services, she concluded that such efforts have the 

potential for splintering and reducing the services and resources intended to support 

second language learning. She argued against reform efforts that focus on participatory 

management, sometimes known as site-based management, even though she 

acknowledged that they have the potential to improve educational programs in public 

schools. At the core of her concerns were: development of English language skills 

sufficient for academic success; and prescriptive direct, intentional, mediated instruction 

that is separate from other aspects of the curriculum. 

Miramontes evidently suspected that at each school site one would not find 

people who have the necessary knowledge, expertise or commitment to succeed in 

improving educational programs. She clearly judged children, teachers and the broader 

educational conununity with a great deal of skepticism. Also, it seemed to me that she 

regarded knowledge, expertise and commitment to be static entities rather than dynamic 

mechanisms that can be continuously renewed by a process of invention and interaction. 

The stance taken by Toni Griego Jones (1993), on the subject of the connection 

between urban school reform and urban student populations, opposed that taken by 
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Miramontes. She posed a very interesting question: "How are urban school reform 

efforts addressing the needs of language minority students?" The importance of this 

question lies in its potential to draw the attention of educational researchers to the needs 

and interests of students and their families, which has implications for the redevelopment 

of school curriculum. She concluded that reform efforts, from outside educational 

communities, have not affected language minority student populations in urban schools 

in ways that benefit them, largely because "there is no hard evidence that their particular 

instructional needs, especially in language, have been a source of inspiration for reform 

solutions...." (p. 64) 

From her point of view, the real issue for educational reform should not be solely 

concerned with outside interest in raising standards for school performance; rather, it 

should also recognize and accept the diversity and richness of the abilities of language 

minority children. A critical observation on her part was that teachers, students and 

parents usually come from different socioeconomic and cultural settings, and they tend to 

assess the value of educational issues in different ways (e.g. bilingual education and 

grading policies). Therefore, Jones recommended that teachers, administrators and 

educational reformers "get to know" marginalized children and their families if they 

intend to recommend any reform plans. 

Examples of language minority communities taking initiative to create locally-

controlled bilingual/bicultural education programs have been discussed by Teresa 

McCarty (1992). In the past two-and-a-half decades, McCarty points out that significant 

changes occurred in both the content and context of American Indian education. For 
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example, several Navajo and Yuman schools developed their own curriculum and 

materials, and members of the respective communities have completed teacher 

certification programs. Moreover, she explains that these transformations are related to 

the dynamic interaction between shifts in federal language policy (i.e., BEA, 1968; 

Indian Education Act, 1972; and Indian Education and Assistance and Self-

Determination Act, 1975) and local initiatives (e.g. Rough Rock Demonstration School 

and the Hualapai Project at Peach Springs School), which aim to preserve native 

language and culture." Although McCarty cited evidence of definite changes, she 

concluded that the struggle for commimity control would continue because many Indian 

communities are economically marginalized, and therefore, rely on fluctuating trends in 

federal fimding. Thus the development of a secure economic base is critical. And, she 

noted that Indian educators and community members must have a more central role in 

the development and support of policy in order to prevent expropriation by outsiders. 

In her discussion of the power of participation by American Indian community 

members for Indian education, Lucille Watahomigie (1995) reiterated several of the 

points made by McCarty. She explained the case of the Hualapai Project at Peach 

Springs School in terms of educational, social and political change. 

According to Watahomigie, the tradition of cultural transmission among Hualapai 

people was interrupted by the U. S. Federal government in two ways; first, she noted the 

federal policies in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries with regard to separating 

"These statutes were particulariy significant because the former provided specific support of 
bilingual/biculturai programs, and the latter issued federal funds directly to Indian tribes and communities. 
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American Indian children from their families and communities for the purpose of 

education-, and second, she identified federal government intervention by the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that in the last few generations altered 

existing housing patterns on reservations so that the extended family was divided. She 

remarked that because of the interruption in the Hualapai "way of life" excessive 

numbers of Hualapai students were dropping out of school and invoked negative attitudes 

toward schools. Many parents and grandparents noticed these trends and queried how 

they could address the problems. 

Watahomigie further explained that the community realized that schools could be 

one mechanism for stopping the interruption, and they responded by applying for a Title 

Vn grant in 1975. Upon receipt, several community members began redesigning the 

local public school as their own "school of choice" that would express positive regard for 

both Hualapai and mainstream language, literacy, and culture. In developing a 

community school, she commented that the fabric of their social interaction was 

beginning to be mended as grandparents and other elders in the community became 

involved in designing and enacting a curriculum that would relate culture through story 

and natural study (i.e., ethnobotany) of the land. All of this development did not occur 

without some kind of political struggle, however. At the onset of these changes, the 

incumbent teaching and administrative staff, as well as some members of the 

community, resisted the challenge to change. According to Watahomigie, these 

opponents proclaimed that Hualapai children should learn English only in school so that 

they may achieve the requirements and graduate. The political struggle to return much of 
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the power for decision making to the local community was deliberated at public meetings 

with parents and other community members and focused on the significance of values 

and knowledge expressed through Hualapai culture. 

In recent years, there is evidence of positive educational consequences: one 

hundred percent of the students graduating from the Peach Springs K-8 School also 

graduated from high school. In addition, fifty percent of the high school graduates are 

entering collegiate or post-secondary education. As a final note, Watahomigie 

emphasized the crucial significance of local initiative in proposing new policy, 

developing alternative programs, sustaining political action, and finding the necessary 

resources to carry out such changes. 

Since language policy has also held implications for the promotion of written 

language in school, Ofelia Zepeda (1995) examined the relationship between oral 

tradition and school literacy for Tohono O'odham students. Specifically, she reviewed 

students' writing samples that were collected as part of an earlier longitudinal study by 

Yetta Goodman and Sandra Wilde (1992). Among her findings, she remarked that 

literacy exists as a continuum in American Indian communities, and oracy-or 

storytelling, singing, praying, and taUdng-constitutes only one of its dimensions. School 

reading and writing tasks represent, perhaps, a dimension at the other end of such a 

continuum. In her examination, Zepeda made several observations about O'odham 

speakers and their speech acts, the ways in which young O'odham writers write in 

English, and the relationship between the two. 
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In general, she noted that O'odham children indeed learned the conventions of 

English writing, developed dispositions about writing that related closely to those of their 

peers and teachers, and situated their writing in the context of their personal and social 

world. Zepeda paid particular attention to the connection between what the children 

wrote about and how. She suggested that children's writing reflected a prevalent attitude 

in O'odham culture, that words are powerful and convey important meaning about who 

one is and where one comes from. That is: 

In the continuum of literacy the young writer reaches deep into a past, a past he or 

she shares with a community—a past thousands of years old. ... In the O'odham 

students' writing, we find that he or she pulls words, fragments or events and 

related language from the space that is between the generations, that place where 

oral content is passed from one to another, (pp. 11, 12) 

Zepeda further observed that syntactic features of the oral tradition manifest in English 

writing, such as repetition of text, text structure itself, formulaic beginnings and endings, 

and particular rhythms and cadences. 

In her conclusion, she pointed out that these developments in children's writing 

represented both what teachers could teach and what they could not. Zepeda considered 

the ways of knowing about self and community and the various qualities of O'odham 

oral tradition as indigenous resources and competencies that children could draw upon to 

promote their second-language literacy. 

Before concluding my discussion, I would like to comment on a paper that 

describes language planning efforts toward developing a comprehensive bilingual 
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education policy in New Zealand. In reading this paper, I gleaned valuable insight into 

the examination of language policy and school curriculum because it illustrated an 

innovative and comprehensive linguistic and cultural initiative in bilingual education. 

Another example of the interplay between national policy and local initiatives is 

offered by Susanne Shaffer (1988) in her delineation of the concept of comprehensive 

bilingual-bicultural education policy for all New Zealand school children. In the early 

1980s, the New Zealand Ministry of Education re-evaluated its past language policies 

and took an intrepid step toward recognizing the Maori heritage as a central part of New 

Zealand history and a cultural treasure that can enrich the mainstream culture. Once 

again, as history would have it, economics and politics played principal roles in the 

drama for reformulating the prevailing public policy. Shaffer recounted that recent 

generations of Europeans were identifying more and more with their island nation and 

less with the British Empire. She noted that when Great Britain joined the European 

Economic Community, trading patterns with its protectorate nations of the common were 

dramatically altered. This economic dilemma presented new challenges for New 

Zealanders, which led to thorough restructuring of the country. Shaffer fiirther remarked 

that over time demography and political status changed: Maoris were increasing in 

numbers and manifested higher birthrates than Europeans; and, Maori nationalism 

growing as Maoris recognized a need for just representation in governmental activity and 

the observable impression their language and culture were having on the mainstream. 

In light of these shifting conditions, the New Zealand government offered its 

support for developing alternative education programs. According to Shaffer, the new 
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policy called for three different models of bilingual-bicultural education which could 

serve the purposes of preserving Maori language and integrating Pakeha and Maori 

cultures. First, language nests, or preschools, were created that host young children and 

their mothers in order to promote naturally Maori language through storytelling and 

meaningful dialogue. Second, Maori inunersion programs were instituted as part of 

several Junior Schools in areas of the country with sizeable Maori populations. This 

program extends throughout the primary school grades and usually relies on Maori elders 

from the proximal community to promote cultural and linguistic immersion. Third, the 

social studies curriculum was completely redesigned to be an integrated disciplinary 

study that would promote understandings of issues like social change, the impact of 

technology, immigration, and revolution as well as Maori cultural values, history and 

language. This educational policy is intended to extend from one end of the schooling 

continuum to the other and conceive of indigenous language and cultural heritage as 

resources to be used at school. 

Of course, Shaffer aptly.noted that whether or not such a curriculum would 

eventually assure cultural preservation and integration remained to be seen. Although 

she identified several educational measures and social conditions that favored the 

achievement of the twin aims, she also pointed out that some factors (e.g. discrimination 

in the workplace or fears that bilingual education hinders the development of English 

language proficiency) could prevent them. 
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Conclusion 

Clearly, there is a strong bond between political activity, economics, and trends in 

language policy. The most persuasive force for changing language policy, outside of 

political power and economics, has been the process of litigation. Despite its profound 

impact upon legislation at the federal, state and local levels, I conclude that the jury is 

still hung as to whether the nature of students' school experiences have varied widely 

enough as language policy has changed over time. While there have been a few 

observable transformations in the quality of educational programs and the policies 

governing language choice and use at school, especially for American Indian students in 

rural settings and in New Zealand, there simply isn't conclusive evidence that the nature 

of students' school experiences have become fundamentally different or the patterns in 

their school achievement have substantially been altered. 

In sum, a range of perspectives and observations were illustrated in this literature 

review: 

1) Clearly, it has been almost impossible to secure language rights for education 
on behalf of linguistically marginalized children. 
2) The U. S. Constitution does not guarantee this in any implicit or explicit 
fashion. 
3) Since the onslaught of changes and amendments to language policies, there is 
an emerging awareness that research on the enactment of such policies should be 
promoted. 
4) There is disagreement about appropriate structures for bilingual schools and 
strategies for using more than one language in instruction. 
5) There is an important interplay between policy development and local 
initiative. 

The salient, and most compelling, theme from this review is that language policy must 

honor the language diversity of children and sincerely welcome them to sovereignly use 
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that language, if they are going to empower themselves to achieve in new ways at school. 

Although many bilingual education policies claim to be sensitive to languages other than 

English, or view them as resources, educators continue to struggle with acting upon this 

axiom. 

I think further examination of this issue is of paramount importance because the 

forces that subordinated children in the past in school will likely prevail against them 

today and tomorrow unless the nature of school itself changes. As I stated before, 

bilingual instruction does not preclude linguistic and cultural discrimination or social 

injustice. Research must, therefore, make available historical and social science 

information about language policy issues in order that better explanations can be crafted 

and a deeper understanding of how sociocultural contexts, attitudes and beliefs about 

language, and the relationship between language and power can be constructed. This 

will hopefully inform future implementation and evaluation of language policy. 
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Isn't it ironic that the "obvious" isn't easily discemable? In terms of research, 

whether it pertains to noticing what the problem is or identifying which course of action 

to take, the obvious choice can be remarkably difficult to determine. Perhaps this is true 

because researchers are often blinded by thier expectations and seek for what they expect 

to find. Consequently, are surprised to find what they didn't expect. With regard to this 

study, the "obvious" seemed to elude my understanding over and over again. The 

"obvious'* features became clear to me only through an iterative quest to conceive of a 

comprehensible research design. Through much reflection, it was apparent to me that 

this inquiry would be a humanistic, cultural study of the links between language policies 

and language choice and use for students at Old Pueblo School. It is characterized as 

humanistic, because I address the human interests of linguistically marginalized students 

and emphasize the dignity and worth of their languages. And, it is portrayed as a 

cultural study because the converging and diverging currents of meanings, pleasures and 

values of differing sociocultural groups and the tensions among them are revealed, 

reiterated and reinterpreted. 

Before I continue to sketch a description and chart the course of this study, 

however, I want to clarify something. Rather than simply outline all the research 

methods in this chapter, I advocate and argue for articulating the overall design 

characteristics of this inquiry. In other words, I am suggesting that there are several 

defining, and interdependent, elements in research and the relationships among these 
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must be clearly and convincingly drawn. Without having examined and explicated their 

profile, I might have been easily persuaded to apply certain research methods according 

to a particular protocol-merely because they are popular-and thereby I might have 

disregarded or overlooked alternative explanations. Thus it mattered to me that I 

withstood the lure of "preferred" methodology by examining this design with respect to 

the kind of inquiry I endeavored, the point of view through which I observed and studied 

these language phenomena, the relationships between "me" and "others" as I sought to 

derive alternative understandings, and the assumptions I held and methods I selected for 

organizing my research. 

What Kind of Research is This? 

Since my purpose was to ascertain alternative understandings of the nature and 

consequences of language choice and use at Old Pueblo School, I sought to critique the 

conventional wisdom that has become reified over time and promote new meanings, a 

new order of conceptions or verstehen about these matters (Dewey, 1938; Schwandt, 

1994). In order to accomplish this, I focused my attention upon the idiographic 

conditions and consequences for language choice and use at the school and their 

relationship to the broader social, cultural and economic contexts over a period of three 

generations. More specifically, my intention was to construe understandings of the 

particular relationships among the lived-experiences of several students, the letter of 

school language policies and relevant characteristics of the larger but contiguous social, 

cultural and economic arena. I hoped that this kind of design would allow me to make 
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sense of my inquiry from micro and macro perspectives. These relationships represent 

three generations of students' educational experiences, which span nearly the entire 

educational history of Old Pueblo School from 1935 to 1996. This historical dimension 

was an added and equivalently significant consideration in this inquiry. 

Neither predictions of academic outcomes pertaining to specific language policy 

and practices nor generalizations about the language-related effects for a certain policy 

and its set of practices across a particular student population were important to me. 

Rather, from the first moment that I engaged in this criticalist research, I fashioned a 

hermeneutic approach and expected to glean in-depth, original insights and 

imderstandings (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Smith & Heshusius, 

1986). Through such a spirit of inquiry I attended to the ambiguity and complexity of 

issues relevant to educational policy and practices rather than parceled out those 

variables that seem to bewilder any human understanding of them. 

With this in mind, I opted to borrow from Lewin (1935) and Martin and 

Sugarman (1993) by qualifying this research as naturalistic and drawing a parallel 

between it and a Galilean fiameworic for inquiry. From a Galilean point of view, it is of 

paramount importance that an inquirer be mindful of the nature of the world as opposed 

to simply observant of its external, physical manifestations. In contrast to Aristotle, 

Galileo promoted the idea that there is a comprehensive, underlying unity to the physical 

world, which precludes the division of objects into discrete categories or classes. In 

other words, Galileo advocated that there is a teleology to the universe by which things 

exist in mutual relation to one another. In the grand scheme of things, therefore, the 
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essence of something must be understood as a matter of the relationships among it, other 

"things" and its surrounding environs. 

By describing my disposition toward research as Galilean, I argue that 

understanding the ambiguity and complexity of something is one of the sovereignly 

distinguishing characteristics inherent in the design of this inquiry. This is developed, 

albeit imperfectly, as Fernandez (1986) suggests, "in the fullness and weight of their 

[anthropologists'] personal presence" (p.244). I agree with an interpretation of this 

offered by Peshkin (1988): the fullness and weight of my personal presence means that I 

acknowledge who I am in relation to those who are being studied, the a priori 

assumptions 1 hold and prior knowledge I bring, the sensorial and metasensorial faculties 

1 engage to construe understandings, and the scope of attention I pay to the phenomena at 

hand. 

M Obsgurg Point of Vjgw: Blunred Images of Language and Culture 

From my perspective, the most popular ideas today about the education of 

linguistically marginalized children profess superstitious dogmas and misrepresent the 

problems many of these children face (Fine, 1991; McLeod, 1996; Taylor, 1994). 

Blurred or tainted images of them are illustrated on the canvases of educational testing 

and socioeconomic reform initiatives, with only vague references to the actual conditions 

in which they live. Alleged experts state such opinions on public radio or television 

programs, print them in local or national newspapers, and a number of teachers who 

teach these children voice such ideas. For example. The Chronicle of Higher Education 
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(January 17, 1997), The New York Times (circa January 6, 1997), Newsweek (January 13, 

1997), and U. S. News iSc World Report (October 20, 1997), report that Americans 

believe by and large that kids of color, who speak a first language or dialect other than 

"standard" English and whose families live in economic poverty 1) do not achieve in 

school because their oral and written language development in English are substandard, 

2) do not speak their first language well, 3) are not motivated to work hard in school, 4) 

lack meaningful background experiences and prior knowledge, and 5) do not value 

school. Such conventional wisdom continues to go unchallenged because it has long 

been regarded as truth in the minds of socially privileged groups. Drawing upon these 

socially convened assumptions to make sense of the problems that ethnically and 

linguistically diverse children face in schools today is analogous to a fortune teller who 

looks into an opaque crystal searching for clear prophetic images but caimot see anything 

at all. These views regarding economically poor children of color are clouded by an 

ideology impervious to further understanding (Carr & Kemmis, 1994). 

In this study, I issue forth a historical realist proposition: social reality is elastic 

and human conceptions of it are manipulated by the authoritative forces of those who 

hold carte blanche positions in a society and its cultural institutions (Guba & Lincoln, 

1994; Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994; Megill, 1989; Pratt, 1986; Scott, 1989). More 

specifically, classist, cultural, gendered, political and racial rhetoric about particular 

groups of people and the conditions of their lived-experiences is used to enculturate 

others to believe in a taken-for-granted reality, to prostitute such ideas across various 

sectors of the society and sustain hegemony from one social class and cultural generation 
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to the next. For this inquiry, I argue that language policy issues and matters of language 

choice and use in school have been obfuscated rather than clarified from privileged 

points of view. Accordingly, it occurs to me that the aforementioned ideas, or prevailing 

beliefs, are obscure political lore, accumulated and retold over long periods of time, 

which must be challenged by searching for legitimate historical evidence. 

A Place Called "Old Pueblo School"^^ 

Old Pueblo School is located in a small urban community, which extends across a 

one square mile area in the Southwestem United States and is surrounded by a larger 

one. This bantam city is specifically situated in a valley of the Arizona-Sonera Desert 

and at the junction of two major U.S. interstates and the Southern Pacific Railroad line, 

which provide easy access to the Mexican border. The widely known multiethnic 

character of its people is reflected in the architectural designs, public holiday 

celebrations and festivals, and many famous restaurants. 

Pioneers of this city characterized the spirit of their community by the motto; "A 

town too tough to die." Ever since its beginnings as a quaint barrio adjacent to an old 

Spanish presidio, the citizens of this community have struggled for its independent 

survival time and time again. Over time the city has successfully resisted the effects of 

modernization and urban renewal that have raped most barrios in or near other large 

cities. Today its citizens face struggles such as attrition, crime, homelessness, poverty. 

^"^This description was crafted fix>m the foUowing sources of information; South Tucson Gmununity Profile, 
Arizona Department of Commerce; The History of South Tucson, a paper by John Pecoraro; South Tucson, A 
preliminary report of Project Genesis; and "Our Violem Youth," a special editicm of the Arizona Daily Star (1994). 
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and unemployment. For example: the population of the city has diminished from 6,554 

in 1980 to 5,570 in 1995; nearly 51% of the citizens of working age earn incomes below 

poverty level and nearly 99% of the students attending Old Pueblo School qualiiy for 

either a free or reduced school breakfast and lunch; and the unemployment rate is 

approximately 20%. Despite the seriousness of these concerns there is a relatively strong 

sense of pride and hope about the future among the people of this conmiunity. 

Old Pueblo School is one of only two public elementary schools within this city's 

limits. This elementary school is home to families of diverse ethnic and linguistic 

backgrounds, namely Apache (0.25%), Asian American (0.5%), African American 

(0.5%), Mexican (12%), Mexican- American (70%), Tohono O'odham (1.25%), White 

European-American (13%), and Yaqui (2.5%). Also, it is important to note that the 

school serves several foster children who live at the Arizona Children's Home, a private 

residence for kids who have become discoimected from their native families and 

communities. In all, there are approximately four hundred students attending Old Pueblo 

School from pre-school through fifth grade. 

Over the past five years, I have been associated with this school in many ways. In 

the fall of 19911 became a Title 1 bilingual resource teacher, and collaborated with 

several early childhood teachers, in order to promote literacy in English, Spanish, 

O'odham, and Yoeme among all children in their classes. After two years, I took 

advantage of a unique opportunity to return to ftill-time classroom teaching and join with 

three esteemed colleagues as a team: we rearranged ourselves and three class lists of 

children as a single multiage, multilingual and multicultural class. I worked with these 
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colleagues for only one year; however, two of them continue to work in this way today. 

Subsequent to that experience, I have spent the past two years working as a school-site 

coordinator with children, parents, administrators, and teachers in the Educational and 

Community Change (ECC) Project^^. An important aspect of this work was the 

collaboration among parents, teachers and me regarding the development of our ideas 

about what school must be about, what children should know and how we can assess 

such things. Such collaboration compelled genuine communication and unconditional 

positive regard for each other so that conflicts of interest would be confronted and 

common interests developed. In each of these cases, I forged personal relationships with 

various individuals who made up and supported the school community of Old Pueblo 

Elementary. Hence, my entrance into the field of study for this research endeavor was 

indeed wide open. 

These experiences, and the ensuing relationships between these individuals and 

me, were important precursors to this dissertation study. This kind of inquiry depended 

heavily upon relationships between the participating families and me, and the 

development of such relationships is influenced by the conditions under which people 

meet and interact. In my mind some significant precedents had been set that forecasted a 

positive outlook for the climate in which my dissertation research would be explored. 

That is, I had benefitted personally from knowing members of the school staff and/or 

^^The ECC Project was originally conceived and introduced by Paul E. Heckman in 1990 for the purpose of 
finding conditions in multicultural schools and commimities that enhance or deter the education of ectmomically poor 
and linguistically marginalized elementary school children. Old Pueblo School became involved in the Fall, 1992; 
the school ̂ ulty and neî borhood families continue to participate in this project today. 
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faculty, through being a part of this school community, and engaged in sincere 

collegiality with them. I have also been able to maintain my ties to the neighborhood 

families and further develop relationships with them. My work in this school change 

project has afforded me nimierous opportunities to interact with parents and discuss 

issues that matter most to them like the content of school curriculum, assessment and 

evaluation, access to educational opportunities beyond the elementary school, and 

personal safety at school and in the neighborhood. Although I am no longer a faculty 

member at Old Pueblo School, several families' participation in and unequivocal support 

of my study were possible because these relationships have endured. 

Conducting and Chronicling the Field Work: Dancing a Dance 

In order to organize the various aspects of field work for this criticalist, cultural 

study I had to identify and promote certain favorable conditions under which I could 

accomplish the work, as well as design and coordinate methods that were consistent with 

the intents and purposes of my inquiry. That this is an ambitious and imaginative 

endeavor is suggested by Valerie Janesick (1994) through her comparison of qualitative 

research to the process of choreographing the many movements, positions and steps in a 

dance. She comments that the choreographer pays attention to the conditions that favor 

an eventual performance, as well as design and coordinate those elements that create a 

dance. This metaphor renders a framework parallel to the one I designed. These 

seemingly twin processes, moreover, involve a recursive series of actions, such as getting 

started, developing, coordinating and refining strategies, analyzing what you find. 
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reiterating the preceding activities, and presenting your work. A chronicle of my field 

work and experiences follows. 

Making arrangements and getting started: Prelude to the dance. 

To begin, I requested general permission from the school district's 

administration, and the school principal specifically, because it mattered to me that all 

the participants and I strike an authentic agreement and that I reveal the purposes of my 

inquiry. As a matter of principle, I explained the intents of my work to and sought 

permission from these parties because I am compelled by my sense of morality to be 

straightforward with any participants who are either directly or indirectly involved. My 

decision was also influenced by a convincing argument that Jonas Soltis (1988) has 

proposed: "Education is a public trust. All who are given power to shape and direct it 

have a great responsibility for the way that the lives of numerous human beings turn out" 

(p. 256). As a political act, moreover, I believed that candid disclosure of my intentions 

and activities would situate me in an allied rather than adversarial relationship with this 

institution and its trustees. 

Securing permission from Desert Horizon School District (DHSD) was not 

necessary for me to accomplish this research since nearly every field of study was 

situated outside the domain of the school. The majority of my investigation took place in 

the homes of families and the public archives of historical records housed in the 

University of Arizona, College of Law and Main Libraries. Further searching, 

nonetheless, extended into the archives of the school district's governing board and 
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department of Bilingual Education and Hispanic Studies, and Old Pueblo School, which 

allowed me to gather specific records of curriculum and policy. Furthermore, district 

curriculum documents and policy statements are considered public information, and this 

research could have been undertaken without official district endorsement. Participant 

observations in one classroom would not have been possible, however, if consent were 

denied. Since this strategy was minimally important to my purposes, the study could 

have been accomplished with only minor variation in the methodology. 

While I was still seeking permission, it seemed to me that the strategies for 

gathering data could be developed and coordinated simultaneously. These research 

methods included; 

>preliminary interviewing in focus groups; 
>eliciting and recording oral histories of past and present educational experiences 

at Old Pueblo School; 
>collecting written documents and other material culture that revealed local 

and/or state language policies pertaining to public education; 
>and reviewing the archives of United States (U.S.) Department of Commerce, 

Bureau of the Census Reports for relevant statistical information about 
general population characteristics that illustrates the social and economic 
contexts of this locality. 

At the end of this permission seeking process, the school district's department of 

research, the school's respective regional superintendent and the school principal 

reviewed my research proposal and authorized my research without posing any questions 

or suggestions (see Appendix A). Upon notice of approval, I announced my interest in 

studying the history of language choice and use at Old Pueblo School and queried several 

staff members of the school and families around the neighborhood for help with my 

study. In the remainder of this section, I describe these various methods and chart the 



1 1 8  

course of activity each one involved, as well as explain the logic that coheres them into a 

coordinated and intelligible series of strategies. 

Developing, coordinating, and refining the research: Choreographing the dance. 

In this methodological dance a preliminary step to gather data was taken by 

arranging focus group conversations for the purpose of identifying a cohort of families 

that both reflected the ethnic and linguistic heritages of the neighborhood and 

represented three generations of members, all of whom attended Old Pueblo School at 

one time or another. Originally, I expected to identify a quota or stratified sample of 

individuals, in which I anticipated that there would be Mexican, Mexican-American, 

Tohono O'odham, and Yaqui families (Judd, Smith & Kidder, 1991; Smith & Glass, 

1987). This sampling strategy was nonprobable and indeed purposive, because it was 

important that I handpick a collection of cases based specifically upon the intents and 

purposes of this inquiry. 

I sought the assistance of three colleagues, who were still faculty or staff at Old 

Pueblo School during the 1995-1996 school year, in order to identify and contact families 

who would be interested and willing to participate. One of my colleagues had taught in a 

Spanish-English bilingual primary grade classroom at the school for at least fourteen 

years; another, although relatively new as a staff member, was a former student at Old 

Pueblo and had worked as a library clerk and classroom teaching assistant for two years; 

the third colleague had worked in this school community and supervised the school 

cafeteria staff for more than 20 years. I relied confidently on these three individuals for 
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recommendations, and they advocated for me and my work among several families in the 

neighborhood. 

Within the period of one week, my colleagues related the names of six families to 

me and I began making phone calls to solicit their participation in this study. Somewhat 

to my surprise, and without my knowledge, two of these families voluntarily engaged 

themselves in canvassing the neighborhood for other candidates since they weren't able 

to commit to this project. As a result of their grassroots effort, I was able to contact two 

other families in addition to the first six. I believe this phenomenon provided evidence 

of mutual trust between these two families and me, and I further suggest that it meant my 

work would advance. 

Of the eight families whom I invited to participate in telling their oral histories, 

four fully consented to take part in the two focus group interviews. Of the remaining 

four, the reasons that they did not participate varied widely; one family had planned to 

be in Mexico for the remainder of the calendar year, and therefore, the timing of this 

project was inconvenient with their schedule; another family decided against 

participating based on a previously bad experience in which an educational researcher 

betrayed the family's trust by disclosing personal information that he had promised to 

keep in confidence; a third family didn't become involved because only two generations 

of their members had attended Old Pueblo School; and lastly, though half-a-dozen 

attempts were made, the fourth family never confirmed or disconfirmed their interest in 

this project (i.e., it was unclear to me how to proceed with verifying their interest; 

however, it was clear to me that they were reluctant to consent). 
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For the second step in this process, I personally invited each of the Leon, Porras, 

Tineo, and Vargas families, who declared their interest in this study, to participate in the 

focus group session (see Appendix B for sample children's assent form). Specifically, I 

arranged two sessions, which allowed one focus group to be designed specifically for 

children, or the most recent generation of family members, and the other for adults. My 

decision to hold separate focus groups for children and adults was based upon my 

concern that the adults might consume the vast majority of the conversation, and thereby, 

silence the stories children had to tell. Additionally, I believe that there is a distinction 

between the nature of conversations with children and the nature of those with adults. 

While children can engage in conversations of similar intents and purposes, it often 

seems helpful for them to begin expressing their ideas by addressing a particular point of 

reference in order to hold firmly onto the focus of the conversation. However, due to the 

mass of background experiences and deep reservoir of prior knowledge that adults have 

developed through their life experiences, it occurs to me that they engage in abstruse 

conversations (e.g., a focus group session) more easily. Thus I assumed that each cohort 

might find the manner in which the other cohort preferred to talk about school 

experiences to be awkward and uninteresting, which might lead to withdrawal from the 

process. This would have seriously limited the possibilities for my inquiry. 

For the children's focus group, I scheduled an hour session to be held in the 

school library immediately following the opening exercises during the morning, Friday, 

November 3, 1995. Their classroom teachers were unquestionably supportive and 

dismissed the children from class without a problem. For the adult group, I scheduled a 
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two hour session to be held on the school site in the parent portable (i.e., a temporary, 

portable structure that is located on the school grounds and designated specifically to be 

used by parents and other family members for a sundry of activities, such as general 

meetings, ESL classes, a ftmdraising station, etc.) early the following morning, Saturday, 

November 4. While children representing all four families attended the first focus group, 

somewhat to my surprise only the Leon and Porras families were present at the other. 

In preparation for the focus group interviews, I decided that my participation and 

questioning would be guided by four purposes: 1) to better understand how to define the 

focus of my research or the problem I wanted examine; 2) to discern what people 

remember and how they talk about past school experiences; 3) to "tesf or determine the 

relevance of the dominant research questions for my study; and 4) to select the final 

sample of families for recording the oral histories. During the actual sessions, I wanted 

to elicit anecdotes fi-om the participants about their memories of firiends and teachers at 

Old Pueblo School, as well as stories that revealed the language(s) that were spoken and 

how language(s) were used during their respective epoch at the school. Further, I want to 

mention that both assemblies were audio and video recorded in order that I might pay 

less attention to scripting notes and attend more closely to who the participants are and 

listen more earnestly to what they meant to say. 

My assessment of which families were most articulate in relating personal stories 

of their past educational experiences served as the cardinal criterion for selecting the two 

families who would tell their oral histories. From my point of view, "articulateness" is a 

personal quality that suggests that an individual is immeasurably thoughtful about what 



122 

he or she wants to say, while at the same time holds few, if any, reservations toward 

expressing her or his ideas and insights. By "articulate" I do not mean talkative, because 

sometimes an articulate person finds it difficult to respond to queries. Someone who is 

articulate explains her or his ideas in detail, clarifies when asked or when necessary, and 

elaborates to further explicate the point she or he wants to make. Most importantly, I 

believe that an articulate individual knows how to get in touch with the meanings she or 

he wants to convey. In the end, the assessment was rather simple. 

It was interesting to me, but not surprising, that the children preferred to speak 

only English during the focus group. Despite my varied attempts to elicit Spanish from 

them, they consistently responded in English. I noticed during the children's focus group 

that Cecilia Leon, a four-year-old preschool student, offered hardly any descriptions or 

explanations of what she does or who she knows at school. Perhaps she was disengaged 

from the conversation and interested in something else? Or perhaps she was too young to 

fully participate in the dialogue? Sandra Vargas, a third grader, paused frequently during 

the conversation before she responded and hesitated to enlarge her characteri2ations of 

what she thinks "goes on" in school. When I asked her for clarification or further 

description, she occasionally responded, "I don't know?" However, I considered Victor 

Porras to be mindful of his personal language choice and use as well as that by others in 

the school. For example, he specifically identified himself as a speaker of three 

languages (e.g. English, Spanish and Yoeme), characterized the differences in degrees of 

his oral competence for each language, and described with whom and when he speaks 

each of the languages. He articulated skillfully his depictions of what he, his peers and 
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his teachers accomplish during a typical school day. And, I sensed a degree of 

confidence in himself to convey what he meant that I didn't sense in the other children. 

With regard to the adult focus group, the decision was more complicated. The 

adults spoke Spanish with me throughout the conversation, however, it seemed to me that 

they also lost sight of focus from time to time, but for different reasons. I was 

disappointed that Reymundo Vargas and his mother, Maricela, weren't able to attend the 

focus group interview; however, they later informed me that their further participation 

would have been impossible due to several unexpected family obligations. While Jessica 

Leon and Julie Leon, her mother, expressed their interest in this project, I resolved not to 

solicit this family's further participation since there wasn't unanimous interest expressed 

by all three (Jessica, Julie, and Cecilia) family members. In my opinion, Margarita Elena 

Porras, and her mother, Margarita Anita Valencia, were equally as mindful and skillful as 

Victor, Margarita Elena's son; that is, they embellished their educational histories with 

humor and rich detail. I decided, therefore, to invite this family to participate further. 

Also, the Tineo family was chosen to tell their oral histories despite the fact that they did 

not attend the initial focus group session due to an unexpected family medical 

emergency. I reached this decision because of two important facts; first, Elvira 

volunteered her family's participation in this study after she heard about my interests 

from a neighbor, and second, she, her mother, Juanita, and her daughter, Iliana, and I had 

several cordial phone conversations. I was convinced that they were genuinely interested 

in this project and would relate their stones in a thoughtful manner. In a sense these 

phone conversations served in lieu of the focus group. 
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These sessions helped me identify key inquiry focuses and refine my strategies 

for eliciting from these two families their oral history accounts of language choice and 

use at Old Pueblo School. First, I realized that the adult participants tended to veer off 

the trajectory of reflection in terms of being a student and, instead, reflected from their 

parental point of view. Second, I became more fully aware of my presence in the 

interviews and the inevitable tension that exists between inscribing my own personal 

sense into the voices of these individuals and collaboratively crafting their historical 

texts. I sensed within me, moreover, an urgency to reframe the conversation in terms of 

its original point of reference. This tension was forcibly tightened whenever I chose to 

intervene in someone's rendering of a story and refocus the narrative. I also learned to 

be sensitive to these adults' impressions of a college-educated person; they seemed 

reluctant to speak Spanish in this semiformal public situation because they judged their 

oral competence to be inferior or improper relative to mine^®. Finally, I became aware of 

the socially constructive nature of these conversations; individuals render anew their 

stories each time they tell them, aggrandize what was stated previously, reassign meaning 

to particular events and offer different descriptions of them, and/or express spontaneous 

ideas and insights. Perhaps this is the case because they are continually making sense of 

the phenomena? 

Recording these individuals' personal educational histories as p)resent and former 

students at Old Pueblo School was the next rhythm in this methodological dance. 

^^uring the focus group session, the participants stated openly that they were hesitant to speak Spanish with 
me because they sensed that tfaey spoke their dialect with many errors. When I asked them why they thought about 
their language like this, they remarked; "Teachers told us this all the way through school!" 
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Consequent to the focus groups, I realized the developmental nature of crafting oral 

histories, and therefore, choreographed several interview and reflection sessions. The 

two families narrated an assortment of stories about their school experiences, which 

yielded a chronicle of the changes in school language policy and its relationship to 

language choice and use over three generations. 

Since emic impressions and insights (i.e., those of the participants) mattered to 

me, it was my assumption that I would be less hkely to overlook such evidence through a 

nonroutinized and ethnographic process for interviewing. This manner of interviewing 

required a negotiation between the interviewee and me about the boundaries of the social 

exchange, and I suspected that these individuals would more likely be willing to reveal 

their ideas and insights if the boundaries were drawn through a social transaction 

(Bogdan & Biklin, 1992; Fontana & Frey, 1994; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1979). Thus 

at the beginning of each interview session, we talked about the focuses of the study and 

negotiated throughout the interview what we would talk about. Each participant assured 

me that I could ask unanticipated questions as they came to my mind and the participants 

would indicate whether or not they were comfortable with responding. For whatever 

reasons, we never found ourselves in disagreement about any of my questions. 

Further, I believed that knowing these individuals and their histories depended on 

turning my attention away from myself and toward each of them, which developed a 

kinship of sorts between them and me. According to Lous Heshusius (1994), it is 

possible for an enquirer to situate her or himself in a participatory mode-of-

consciousness with persons whose lives are the point of the inquiry. Indeed she proposes 
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that sincere fellowship between the two is paramount in order for the enquirer to know 

about the other's human experience, because it is only within such fellowship that the 

enquirer can fully attend to the other. Outside of this mutual relationship the enquirer 

risks being distracted and interrupted by irrelevant events and forces, which often 

engender alienation and incomplete, illegitimate understandings. I sought such 

fellowship between the participants and me and challenged myself to attend closely to 

each of them as they attended thoughtftilly to me during many of our social exchanges. 

Oral history is important in this criticalist inquiry, because this kind of 

representation of knowledge bares witness to individuals' sensitive observations about 

events and experiences, and the relationships between those phenomena and themselves. 

In terms of the legitimacy of the information that can be expressed through oral history, 

Toelken (1979) argues; 

At first sight we may wonder whether these observations, whether in diaries or in 

oral reminiscences, can really tell us very much about the historical events we 

seek to study. On the other hand, what better record have we of the tastes and 

concerns of the everyday person upon whose back and with whose labor those 

grand events in history were carried forth? (p. 344) 

Similarly, Seidman (1991) has noted that through the window of an interview, it is 

possible to espy a glimpse of the experiences of people from their personal and cultural 

perspectives, as well as to understand more profoundly the meanings that people assign 

to their experiences. In the end I meant to elicit such personal annals of school 

experiences, and thereby, craft an oral history that revealed any incongruence between 



127 

students' impressions of and points of view about their own languages and the 

language(s) promoted in school. Thus oral history was a relevant and viable strategy for 

inquiring into the historical reality of the human interests of linguistically marginalized 

students and the tensions they sensed relative to language choice and use at Old Pueblo 

School. 

The processes and procedures involved in telling and recording these stories as 

oral histories resembled the tradition of in-depth interviewing. For this inquiiy, such 

processes were of course structured, in the sense that any social exchange is structured, 

by both myself and the participants. The conversations, however, were not prescriptive 

in nature nor standardized in 

form, like a survey; rather, they required my rigorous engagement as a listener and 

involved purposeful negotiation between the participants and me (see Appendix C for a 

sample outline of an interview session and sample transcripts of our conversations). 

In order to record these individuals' reminiscences of their educational 

experiences, I determined that the interviews should be reflexive and spontaneous in 

nature, much like a genuine conversation between two interested parties. I further 

pondered the notion of being an empathic, flexible listener in order to sustain a mutually 

benevolent relationship between each participant and me. By that I mean, I intended to 

be primarily an attentive listener; however, I infrequently commented during the 

conversations by sharing my own experiences. With respect to the Porras family, I 

believe that interview experience resembled closely the kinds of conversations we had 

had before regarding the ebb and flow of life at the school. Although I didn't know the 
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Tineo family from ray previous work at Old Pueblo School, I was immediately 

comfortable conversing them. From my point of view, the interviews were not simply a 

series of staccato turns taken between two participants; in fact, I believe that these 

individuals expressed openly to me their remembrances, questions, ideas, and prejudices. 

Moreover, I want to note that my purposes were, first, to understand the participants' 

ideas about language and culture; and second, to ascertain any personal explanations of 

language choice and use at the school. With this in mind, I assumed that the 

conversations should address both the individual's personal histoiy prior to and during 

her or his schooling, with a focus on the expression of language and culture within era, 

and her or his educational history. 

Next, I had to decide where to conduct the oral history interviews. Out of respect 

for the families' personal comfort, and with an understanding that such a sense of 

comfort is a necessary condition for generous conversation, I asked if it were possible to 

meet in their homes for the interviews. They responded cordially to my suggestion, and 

welcomed me into their homes^. 

Because retelling an oral histoiy is a colossal and complex task, I decided to 

organize the interviews as an iterative process that involved repeated conversation about 

and reflection on the issues at hand. Within this iterative process, each iteration was not 

equivalent to one interview session. Sometimes an iteration extended across more than 

27 It is interesting to note that the extended interviews took place in the kitchens of the two homes, which 
each family suggested as the "best" place. It is additionally importam to mention that both families offered me food 
and drink while we ccxiversed; and, I accepted the offers. So, Tm not exaggerating by comparing the interview 
sessions to genuine conversations between kin or friends. 
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one session, while other times more than one iteration occurred during a meeting. The 

interview sessions were usually scheduled for a convenient time in which we could either 

meet briefly (e.g. twenty minutes) or for an extended period of time (e.g. three hours) 

without interfering with the rest of the day's events. Of course, conversations in their 

homes lasted significantly longer than ones either at school or over the telephone. No 

fewer than three and no more than six sessions were scheduled for any individual 

participant. For the first iteration, I invited each individual to speak at length about her 

or his reminiscences of childhood life before entering school; that is, each one described 

family, fnends, the language(s) that were spoken, the neighborhood, and favorite or more 

memorable activities and events. The second iteration was conceived for the purpose of 

highlighting their reminiscences of school from the time they enrolled until the time they 

withdrew. Next, we addressed any lingering questions for either of us from the previous 

iterations, as well as invoked some further reflection upon what these past experiences 

meant to them. The final iterations of developing the oral histories involved informal 

and formal conversations about the initial narratives and collaboration in crafting the 

written historical text, analyzing the narratives in relation to other data, and interpreting 

the meanings of the oral histories. Further discussion of the conclusion of this series is 

presented later. 

Recording the oral histories was a relatively easy and expedient process. All of 

the conversations, except for one, happened consecutively—with no more than four days, 

and usually only two, in between each session. The series of conversations were 

scheduled for one family at a time and usually occurred over a two week period. 
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Notwithstanding, the last conversation with Iliana Tineo took place eight months after 

her initial session, because she suffered complications during her pregnancy as a result of 

an automobile accident. She and her child also endured other complications after his 

birth, which ftirther delayed the opportunities for us to reconvene our interview sessions 

and complete her oral history. 

Following the major part of the interviewing, I kept in touch with each of the 

families, mostly by telephone, but also in person, so that I would be as acutely aware as 

possible of any further interest they might have had in relating other stories to the 

developing oral history (i.e., I made a phone call "every now and then" or approximately 

every two or three months). No further retelling occurred until I was ready to analyze 

and interpret the stories, however. 

The various expressions of language inside and outside Victor Porras' second 

grade classroom were the focal point of my attention during the fourth cadence in this 

dance. This etic (i.e., outside or "alien") inquiry into langiiage choice and use was my 

strategy for further legitimating the testimony that had been offered about the historical 

status of languages and how their uses have been either encouraged or discouraged in a 

classroom at Old Pueblo School. I adopted participant observation as my method, 

because it has been a common, enduring means of knowing for as long as people have 

been interested in studying the social nature of the world around them (Adler & Adler, 

1994). The extent to which I participated and observed while Victor was at school varied 

over the course of three sessions and depended upon the nature of what was happening 

with the class. I wanted to mingle and participate authentically in class activities and. 
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therefore, made every attempt to notice my thoughts and feelings before engaging in their 

conversations. Upon reflection, however, I was inclined to participate more than simply 

observe during my classroom visits, in much the same spirit as Sevigny (1981) has 

described, because of the familiarity and friendly relationships that had developed among 

the students and teacher and me over the past couple of years. This is consistent with the 

notion that a researcher who has accumulated more experience in a field of study tends 

to participate more intimately (Underbill, 1979; Bogdan & Biklin, 1992; Geertz, 1973). 

As noted earlier, there were three occasions on uiiich I visited the classroom. 

Two of these instances involved observation of and participation with Victor and his 

classmates, wtole the third was strictly an observation of the physical environment. 

Attending to what the children and teacher were saying, how they were expressing 

themselves and how they related to one another required the invocation of all my senses 

during each time. Similar sensitivity was necessary in order to behold the physical 

environment and the variety and frequency of written representations of language that 

were visible in this setting. The chief purpose of this activity was to harvest from the 

field compelling evidence from my outsider perspective, with the additional purpose of 

presenting it in such a way that my readers would be drawn closely into Victor's school 

experiences. 

Acquiring permission from the students and teacher to spend time with them in 

the classroom during their daily classroom activities was relatively easy. The only 

difficulty arose as I tried to contact the teacher—both in person and by telephone—during 

the regular hours of the school day. Nonetheless, I eventually spoke to her and she in 
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turn spoke with her class; their consent was given. Aside from that I didn't experience 

any irregularities. The children welcomed me warmly into their classroom and 

immediately invited me to participate in their activities by making a space for me to 

work with them and explaining their work, or asking me questions about how to 

accomplish whichever task was at hand. 

For the subsequent rhythm in this methodological dance, I compiled documents 

and various other records of material culture that I considered relevant to the issues of 

language choice and use at Old Pueblo School. Such artifacts are considered to be both 

intended and unintended residues of human activity, and alternative insights into how 

school personnel and the larger community addressed these issues and the purposes of 

education can be gleaned from analyses of these remnants (Hodder, 1994; Ferguson, 

1991). Additionally, the study of material traces of culture is important if multiple and, 

perhaps, conflicting sources of information are to be explored and represented in a forum 

on language related issues in education. This aspect of fieldwork involved gathering 

information from sources that related directly and indirectly to the students' school 

experiences; first, artifacts regarding language policies and educational plans endorsed 

by the school, its district administration, and the respective state's legislation were 

collected and interpreted; and second, U.S. Census statistical inforaiation that represents 

general population characteristics for the community surrounding the school was also 

amassed and analyzed. Further description and explication of these methods follows. 

My search for material records began with a focus on policies set by the Arizona 

State Legislature because local educational policy is subordinate to and dependent upon 
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policy established at this level. I gathered examples of state legislation and policy that 

specifically addressed the relevance of language and/or culture in public education. I 

spent considerable amounts of my time in the University of Arizona, College of Law 

browsing through the annals of the Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) in search of relevant 

information about such policies. Although the general index for each of the annals is 

noticeably different across time, I was able to locate policy statements specifically about 

language in education under the headings of "English" and "Schools—English Language" 

and "Schools—Bilingual Education." Boundaries for this search were originally drawn 

around the years immediately before 1933 through 1996, and I presumed the period of 

time within would become the focal point for my inquiry. However, as I looked more 

carefully at the annals, I realized that each anal was an extension and revision of a 

previous one. I decided, therefore, that it was important to expand the fi"ontier of my 

legal search by looking further backward in time to the very first Arizona Legislative 

Session (1912). In this way, I would be able to cover every legislative session and every 

possible record of Arizona language policy related to education, even, perhaps, tracing 

the historical root(s) of policies that exist today. By the time I completed my search, I 

had examined those codes, statutes, or laws that specifically referred to the role language 

plays in the education of children. Descriptions of these official state policies are listed 

in Table 1 (see below; and, see Appendix D for sample policy statement). 
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Table 1. List of State Codes. Laws, and Statutes Related Language Policy for Education. 

Statute Reference Statute Sumber Su/nmary 
Session Laws of Aiizona, 
First and Special Sessions 1912 

Order of Acts; Ch 77; §73 School taught only in English 

Revised Statutes of Arizona, 1913 
Civii Code 

Title 11; Ch 12; paragraph 2769 School taught onlv in Fnglish 

The Revised Code of Aiizona. 1928 
(Annotated Statutorv' Tables) 

General La\« (port IT); Ch 21; Art 7; 
§1047 

Instruction only m English 

Aiizona Code (Annotated), 1939 General Laws; Ch 54; An U; § 1101 Instruction only in English 

Session Laws, Arizona. 1969; 
Twentieth Legulanire, 1st regular 
session 

Ch 95; HB 1; §15-202. 15-1097, 15-
1098. and 15-1099 

Conducting public schools in English 
language, bilingual instruction 

Session Laws, Arizona, 1972: 
Thinietb Legislature, 2Qd regular session 

Ch 124; SB 1137; §15-1098 and 15-
1099 

Special instruction for students with 
difiBculty •rpulfing/i inriiTqanH ing the 
English language; increasing the 
appropnaiion for such instruction 

Session Laws, Arizona, 1973. 
Thirt\ -first Legislature, 1st regular 
session 

Ch 169; HB 2208; §15-202,15-1097, 
15-1098, and 15-1099 

Provisions for special programs of 
bilingual instiuction 

Session Law^. Anzona, 1981; 
Thirty-Gfth Legislature, 1st regular 
session 

Education Code; Ch 1; HB 2005; § 15-
705, 15-706, and 15-707 

Bilingual instiuction for conducting 
schools m the Fnglish language and 
special educaticm; defining the powers of 
a govemmg board for providing 
bilingual instruction 

Session Laws, Anzona, 1982; 
Thuty-fiflb Legislature, Ind regular 
session 

Ch 205; HB 2295; §15-744 E.xemptions fiom state testing 
requireinents 

Session Laws, Arizona, 1984; 
Thirty-sixth Legislature, 2nd regular 
session 

Ch 169; SB 1160; §15-799. 15-799.01. 
15-799.02, 15-799.03, 15-799.04. and 
15-799.05 

English-as-a-Second Language and 
bilingual programs 

Session Laws. Arizona. 1988; 
Thirty-eighth Legislature. 2nd regular 
session 

Ch48;SB 1194; §15-744 E.\emptions from state testing 
requiiemenls 

Session Laws, Arizona, 1990; 
Thirt>'-mnth Legislature. 2nd legular 
session 

Ch47;HB2048; §15-744 English proficiency and state 
achievement n-qing requirement 

Anzona Revised Statutes, Annotated, 
19%, Volume lA 

Article 28 English as the Official Language 

Anzona Revised Statutes. Annotated, 
1996, Volume lA 

TiUe 15; Ch 7; Article 11; §15-744 Exemptions from state achievement 
testing requirements 

Anzona Revised Statutes. Aimotated. 
1996. Volume lA 

Education Code; Title 15; Article 3.1 Bilingual programs and English-as-a-
Second Language programs 
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Subsequently, I searched the archives of the DHSD governing board office and 

surveyed their annals for documentation of explicit district-endorsed language policies 

and other policy statements that seemed related (e.g., policies regarding tolerance of 

multiculturalism and plurilingualism). Examining the governing board records for 

evidence of tolerance was both important and relevant to the focuses of this study 

because such policies may have endorsed children to choose to represent their learning 

and understanding in a native language even though the teacher may not have been 

obligated to speak language(s) other than English for instructional purposes. I think it is 

interesting to note that hard copy records of current and antecedent policies are filed in 

two three-ring binder notebooks in the office of the district's governing board, and no 

other copy of these records exists. Much to my disappointment, the records of adopted 

and revised governing board policy were incomplete; that is, policies could be traced 

back only as far as 1960. Although I asked about this quandary, no one in either the 

office of the DHSD Governing Board or that of Research, Plarming and Assessment 

could account for the missing records. Descriptions of the specific governing board 

policies that I compiled and studied are listed in Table 2 (see below, and, see Appendix E 

for sample policy statement). 
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Table 2. DHSD Governing Board Policy Statements Related to Multiculturaiism and Plurilinguaiism. 

Policy' reference Poiic>' number Sununaiy 

Edinic and Racial Plan 
adopted: 11/18/69 
revised; 01/19/71 
revised; 08/20/74 
rc\-iscd: 11/15/94 

5090 Special allowance of 
supplemental enrollment for 
improving the etiinic balance 
of a school receiving transfer 
students 

Objectives of 
Instructional Programs 

adopted; 08/16/60 
revî ; 01/15/74 

6100 Maintenance of a well-
balanced educational program 
for students of all levels of 
abilitv' and talents 

Bilingual Education 
adopted: 04/17/81 
revised: 04/27/90 
revised: 11/17/92 

6110 Bilingual education 
implemented to promote 
student aciiievement, iiiil 
access to the curriculum, and 
mastery- of two languages-one 
of which is English 

Diversity- Appreciation 
Education 
adopted: 11/19/91 
revised: 06/01/93 

6112 Promote multicuiturai/non-
sexist education in order to 
identify and eradicate 
dehumanizing biases 

Curriculum Design 
adopted: 08/16/60 
revised; 01/15/74 

6200 Adherence of general outline 
of courses of study to Arizona 

State Legislation 

In conjunction with my examination of the school district's annals of policy adoptions 

and revisions, I studied the history of bilingual curriculum and instruction, sponsored by 

the DHSD Bilingual Education Department. Video-taped interviews, with three 

educators who have been considered pioneers of bilingual education in this southwestern 

locale, and a written chronology, in celebration of the silver anniversary of bilingual 

education, were the focus. This further examination was deemed necessary and 

important because it cast a view upon an administrative interpretation of policy, which 

could be a different version than the one suggested by practicing teachers in their daily 

lesson planning. This also helped fill in gaps by providing complementary information 

to the DHSD policy statements and teacher lesson plans. 
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Next, I inquired into school-specific interpretations of these policies, as well as 

any special announcements of individual langtiage policy for Old Pueblo School, by 

browsing through teacher lesson plans and administrative files. Since the intent of either 

formal or informal declarations of school policy is to govern the kinds of classroom 

experiences children might have, I was interested in examining teacher lesson plans to 

verify whether or not these traces of teacher thinking reflected any evidence of such a 

relationship. Originally, I had anticipated sampling six sets of teacher lesson plans that 

would have represented each of the three generational eras for both families. As I 

searched through the remnants of past plans, I found some complete and other 

incomplete sets of faculty lesson plans for the school years between 1969-70 and 1988-

89. No written records of any kind that related to classroom activity for the years in 

which the earliest generational members attended school were to be found. Neither was 

there any documentation for the 1995-96 school year. The principal no longer required 

that teachers submit their plans at the end of the year, and teachers did not compile their 

lesson notes and/or blueprints as a single set. Every teacher, with whom I spoke, 

reported that she or he had in fact discarded lesson plans at various intervals throughout 

the year. 

I decided, therefore, to examine two sets of daily lesson plans written during the 

decades between 1960 and approximately 1990, because three of the participants who 

had completed elementary school were attending Old Pueblo during that era and this data 

was available. And, I opted to review my personal set of field notes fi-om weekly inquiry 

sessions with teachers at Old Pueblo School during the 1995-96 school year. These 
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records were relevant because teachers described on-going instruction in their classrooms 

through the inquiry as well as explained the ideas driving the activities and lessons they 

designed for their students. 

More specifically, I reviewed one set of available lesson plans for each grade 

level for the school years 1969-70, one for 1985-86, and one set of field notes about 

teachers' inquiry into classroom instruction for grades K-5 during the 1995-96 year. In 

the event there were more than one set for a given grade level then I selected the set that 

represented bilingual instruction. If no bilingual instruction was offered at that grade 

level, then I set up a nuniature lottery and drew at random a place holder for the 

respective teachers plans. With regard to the examination of inquiry sessions, the field 

notes represented the discussion among at least 14 teachers, or approximately 80% of the 

faculty, all of whom were designated bilingual classroom teachers. 

The first interval, 1969-70, was significant because this was the year in which 

"bilingual education" was first officially endorsed and implemented at Old Pueblo, 

according to both Margarita Elena's oral history and district records. Since the turn of 

the twentieth centuiy schools across the United States have relentlessly promoted that 

children must learn in English. It is, therefore, plausible that prior to this point in time 

curriculum and instruction reflected an English-only policy—especially around 1935-36 

and 1941-42, the times in which Margarita Anita Valencia and Juanita Tineo, members 

of the eldest generation of these two families, attended elementary school. Moreover, 

there wasn't political or legal support for children to learn at least some of a school 

curriculum first in their native tongue and then in English until the US Civil Rights 
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movement. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and hallmark court decisions like 

Lau vs. Nichols (1974). Given the time frame for these national events and local political 

support for policy changes, I anticipated that the 1969-70 school year would be a key 

moment in time to examine the relationship between school language policy and the 

lived experiences of students. 

The second interval, 1985-86, was sigmficant because it marked the first time 

since the introduction of bilingual education at Old Pueblo School that one of the 

participants' attended the school. Moreover, more than a decade of implementation and 

sponsorship of bilingual education had passed. If any changes were to be observed, I 

suspected that it would be more likely to note them at that moment in time than at a 

previous moment. I anticipated, therefore, that this penultimate period in the focus of 

this historical study would be a critical moment to examine. 

Additionally, the third interval, 1995-96, was important because it provided me 

with the most contemporary glimpse of language choice and use at Old Pueblo School. 

Given that another decade had passed since Iliana Tineo had attended school. I 

anticipated that it would be important to examine this point in time to discern further 

what was nature of the relation between language policy and language choice and use in 

school. 

The focus of my inquiry into the significance of these school aiuials centered on 

explicit and implicit statements of language policy and tolerance toward multiculturalism 

and plurilingualism. Of course, every aspect of curricular plarming was studied without 

exception, and special attention was paid to teachers' noted distinctions between their 
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own as well as the students' use of language. For example, teachers' lesson plans for 

1985-86 included sections regarding Language Arts— 

Reading/Spelling/Language/Handwriting, Math, Science/Social Studies, Fine Arts, 

Physical Education, Health/Nutrition, and Evaluation. Teachers recorded in detail the 

kind of (paper)work they wanted the children to do and the timetables within which they 

wanted the children to finish. In terms of distinguishing between the teachers' and 

children's language use, it was evident that teachers aimed to "correct" and "teach" 

language while the children were expected to "follow the teachers' lead" and practice. 

Also, teachers usually marked either English or Spanish as the language of instruction 

for each week's plans or a specific activity. Due to the surplus of daily plans and other 

records, I opted to study only those for the months of October, January, March and April 

because a more comprehensive study of an entire school year would override the 

purposes of this study. By selectively sampling these four months, I avoided taking the 

risk of examining irrelevant planning because in the first and last months of the year the 

students and teachers are either convening or adjourning the prevailing patterns of 

language use in their classrooms (Kantor et al., 1992). And the other three months (i.e., 

November, December, and February) are typically filled with holiday activities that alter 

the normal patterns of language use and patterns of interaction among the classroom 

members; in other words, these activities do not represent the dailyness of schooling (see 

Appendix F for samples of teacher lesson plans). 

Even though my parsimonious examination of these annals may temper the 

significance of the findings, because the sample is not representative of the entire range 
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of teachers' practices across this three generational era, I contend that it is still legitimate 

and interesting. Research on schooling in the United States has revealed time and time 

again that schools are not changing. It is, therefore, only necessary for me to examine 

these "critical" moments in time in order to discern how the relationship between school 

language policy and students' lived experiences developed. It is highly unlikely that any 

other moments in the school calendar year would have revealed significant differences in 

the nature of curriculum, language use, or student-teacher relationships. 

As an aside, ail outdated administrative files, and lesson plans for the school 

years prior to 1969-70, had been systematically destroyed over the past four or five years 

due to the recent enforcement of more rigorous fire regulations and other safety 

standards. Thus none of these records were available for examination and analysis. 

Accompanying this aspect of the field work was an examination of census 

statistics reported by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. This focus was important for at 

least two reasons. In keeping with the spirit of critical inquiry, I sought to excerpt a wide 

range of relevant historical evidence in order to identify possible contradictory sources of 

information that must be fiirther explored, reinterpreted and re-presented in a forum on 

language related issues in education. And in keeping with the spirit of cultural inquiry, I 

sought to describe some of the salient demographics of the school's ambient community 

in which the participants' educational experiences were situated. Unfortunately, I was 

unable to find a complete set of census volumes for the Census of Population and 

Housing Characteristics, Tucson, Arizona in any of the city's libraries, either university 

or public, that bridged the span of critical moments in time I was studying. I was able. 
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however, to access two volumes that pertained to general census information for the 

United States as well as others that pertained to more specific census records for the 

respective school neighborhood and its municipality. For example: 

•1940 Census. Sixteenth Census of the United States. 
*1950 Census. Seventeenth Census of the United States. 
*1960 Census of Population and Housing, Census Tracts, Tucson, Arizona. 
*1970 Census of Population and Housing, Census Tracts, Tucson, Arizona. 
*1980 Census of Population and Housing, Census Tracts, Tucson, Arizona. 
*1990 Census of Population and Housing. Population and Housing 
Characteristics for Census Tracts and Block Numbering Areas, Tucson, Arizona. 

Through surveying both general and specific censuses it was possible for me to study the 

changing cultural, economic and social trends across three generations, from 1935 to 

1996, of educational experiences at Old Pueblo School bounded by this study. 

The most elaborate collection of population characteristics was found in the 1990 

Census of Population and Housing; Population and Hot/sing Characteristics for Census 

Tracts and Block Numbering Areas, Arizona. According to this census, and all previous 

ones, the statistical information for Tucson is reported as part of that for the its adjacent 

sister city^*. Any distinction between the two can be made by studying separately each 

of the block numbering units that lie within either city's particular boundaries. In light of 

this complication, I decided to study the census statistics for the metropolitan area (MA) 

and mean statisitcal area (MSA) of the city. As reported by the Bureau of Census a 

number of census categories and procedures were revised for each successive census to 

account for changing trends in the population as well as to establish greater internal and 

external validity in the census. Therefore, I opted to select the main categories for 

28 South Tucson is the sister city to which I refer here. 
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examination and analysis from the Census '90 report, with the more general categories 

from earlier censuses serving as auxiliary indicators. I sought to examine the census data 

that related specifically to American Indian, Mexican and Mexican-American 

populations of the city's history, but I was somewhat unsuccessful. These particular 

population classifications were acknowledged in the 1980, and 1990 censuses; they were 

not recognized in the 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970 censuses. The classifications of 

"Negro" and "Spanish heritage," "Spanish origin," or "Spanish surname," were applied if 

any such distinctions were made. In my endeavor to contextualize the historical 

relationship between language policies and students' lived experiences I selected 

classifications from only the population characteristics of each census, because the 

housing characteristics were inconsistent with the focuses of this study. Furthermore, I 

excluded certain subjects because they were redundant with others; that is, the 

information for certain subjects referred to the same responses from the census 

questionnaire as other subjects, such as "family type and "household type ...," or 

"class of worker," and "work status." A list of each chosen characteristic and a summary 

of its definition are presented in Table 3 (see below; and see Appendix G for tables of 

statistics). 
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Table 3 Subjects of Population Characteristics reported by the U S Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
C ensus (1940-1990). 

Subjcct Summary Subject Summon-

Age Children between the ages of 
fix-c and eighteen ulio would 
be considered of "school age"' 

Educational attainment Highest lex-el of school 
completed or highest degree 
reccix'cd 

Familv t\-pe hv presence 
of own children 

Persons luing m the same 
household, uho are related to 
the householder includmg the 
householder 

Fertility Number of children e\ cr bom 
to uomen. married or not 

Income ("Eammgs" > Algebraic sum of wage or 
salary incomc and net 
mcome; amount received 
regularly before deductions 

Language spoken at home 
and abilit>' to speak English 

Frequency with which a 
language other than English 
was spoken al home; not 
language! s) spoken only at 
school, idiotns/cvprcssions or 
"slang" 

Place ol" birth U.S. state, commonwealth 
and temtor>'. or the foreign 
countrv'm which respondent 
reported place of bmh 

Poverty Status Persorw with income at or 
below "poverrv threshold" or 
"mcome cutoir" 

School enrollment 
and t>pc of school 

Enrollment in a "regular" 
public school, pnvate school 
or college; mcluding only 
nursery school, kindergarten, 
elementary, and schooling 
leading to a high school 
degree 

Work status Persons sixteen (16) years or 
older who worked for pay or 
profit and worked without pay 
on a family farm or in family 
busmess 

For the final movement in this part of the methodological dance, I committed 

myself to writing a personal diary in order to record my concerns, insights, questions, and 

reflections throughout this research endeavor. The diary was my remembrance of the 

epiphanies I experienced and questions that I instinctively posed to myself while 

pondering recent events and interactions. Although I had wanted to record in abundant 

detail the ideas that occurred to me, 1 did not manage to write in the diaiy on a consistent 

basis. Rather, the pattern in my writing seemed to reflect that of my field work: the 

more involved I was in gathering and analyzing data the more likely I was to have 

developed my diary. And, as I turned my attention toward writing more formal 

manuscripts for this dissertation, I found myself less involved in developing my diary. 
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Thus the pattern of diary entries reflected both my irregular schedule and the nature of 

the work involved in choreographing the movements and rhythms in this methodological 

dance. However, the diary was useful because it provided me a record of my intermittent 

questions and understandings as well as guided me in refining and maintaining my focus. 

Analysis and Tnterpretation: But What Does it All Mean? 

Remaining faithful to the spirit of this inquiry meant that my analysis must reveal, 

the converging and diverging currents of meanings with respect to language choice and 

use at school, as well as the tensions among them, so that I might reinterpret and reiterate 

these issues. Through such recursion I wanted to emphasize the human interests of 

linguistically marginalized students and celebrate the value of their languages. In terms 

of the historical nature of this study, I sought to accent and account for the changes, if 

any, in the relationship between language policy and language choice and use for 

students at Old Pueblo School across three generations of educational experiences. 

My sense of how to examine and interpret the data developed gradually; it was a 

slow, circuitous process. Indeed it was the most complicated rhythm in this 

methodological dance for me because I kept stumbling over my own two feet as I tried 

out several different steps and strides. I suspect that the most awkward part of this 

process had to do with dividing my attention between developing a schematic for 

analysis while maintaining my fqcus on the different data I was gathering. I found it 

cumbersome to try to synchronize these two methodological movements. I believe, 

however, that in seeking to keep such synchronicity I developed confidence and a more 
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critical understanding of the language phenomena I was studying. Additionally, because 

of the reciprocal nature of this endeavor I gleaned certain insights that I would not have 

gleaned otherwise. These emerging insights were instructive to me in making important 

decisions about the relevance of particular data and the relationships among the various 

kinds of data I had collected. 

More specifically, analysis was rooted in my field experiences. I kept records, 

though rough and rudimentary, of my more abstract senses of what I observed and 

experienced as I was reading and gathering data. Many of these analyses were recorded 

in my diary, although just as many remain inscribed in the recesses of my mind. I must 

admit that I hesitated to write down every analytic scheme because I was afraid that I 

would have selected one too soon and, therefore, limited my possibilities. Instead I 

wanted to remain as tentative as possible until all the data had been gathered so that I 

could peruse several strategies for analysis and any variations of them. Through this 

analysis-in-the-field mode, I sought to adjust and advance my conceptions in line with 

the empirical evidence before me and the theoretical explanations I espoused (Bogdan & 

Biklen, 1992). And, I remember spending day after day reading through reams of 

transcripts, records and notes that simply overwhelmed me. Insights into how I might 

make sense of this inquiry and what sense 1 could make were often invoked 

unexpectedly, either kindled by a chance incident or a stray remark (McLeod, 1996). 

With resp)ect to the more formal analysis, further form and meaning regarding the lives 

and school experiences of the participants were revealed in refined patterns as I reviewed 

and reflected on the data. More specifically, I first read over the transcripts, documents. 
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my field notes, and reviewed the video-taped interviews to incite my general 

remembrances and senses of the data. Next, I selected a data source and generated lists 

of capsule ideas that I thought reflected the essence of that data (e.g. a section of 

transcript or a policy statement or a teacher's notes for a particular lesson). Following 

this exercise, I read over another set of similar data and checked for evidence to confirm 

or disconfirm my lists. Once I had accomplished this careful survey of all the data 

sources I noted the similarities in the capsule ideas within a data source and between 

sources. Through this kind of sifting process I identified an overarching list of 

conceptions toward language choice and use in school that either have been retained or 

renounced over the three generations. 

As I reiterated above, tlie intent of the analysis focused on the nature of the 

relationship between school language policy and language choice and use for students 

over time, which I conceptualized as the continuities and discontinuities in each 

phenomenon as well as in the relationship between the two. I noticed, moreover, that 

there were patterns of both process and relational-structural factors across all data 

(Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). By process I refer to those patterns of conceptions that 

change over time and/or vary from one type or kind of status to another; by relational-

structural I refer to those patterns of conceptions that relate to informal coalitions or 

relationships among the participants. Thus I generated the following index of descriptors 

that represent the recurring issues evident in the data and that organized my thinking 

about the data, so that I would be able to respond to my research questions: 
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CoDtinuities 
missing the mark or making the grade 

standard teaching and standard learning 
English prevails 

Discontinuities 
from monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction 

from segregation to integration 

I systematically sorted and then interpreted the data according to this index. Examples of 

the application of these descriptors or codes to the various data are presented in 

Appendix H. In addition, I analyzed the census data with regard to the continuities and 

discontinuities evident across time in each of the variables I selected^'. Any variation in 

the reported statistics is presented in order to contextualize and further explain the 

prevailing patterns I noted in the other data. Even thou^ I couldn't apply the 

aforementioned qualitative analysis to the census data, the underpinnings of the 

descriptive statistical analysis were the same. The findings are then presented and 

discussed as a pair of chapters. 

In order to re-render the history of politics that inspired relationships among 

language, culture and school for three generations, the two families and I crafted oral 

histories of their home and school experiences. The oral histories were transcribed 

initially from audio tap)e-recordings into written texts without revisions; only minor 

editing was required later due to inaudible audio-recording of portions of the interviews. 

In such cases, I reviewed the video tape-recordings and reconstructed what had been said 

29 The categories continuities and discontinuities were introduced first by cultural anthropologists who 
discussed changes in human development irom puberty through adulthood in societies around the world In this study, 
the terms are used differently to designate changes in school language policy and its enactment in classrooms over 
time. 
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so that the oraJ history would be as complete and accurate as possible. The edited 

versions of the transcriptions were then pieced together into a mosaic of written 

narratives and presented in Chapter 4 in reverse chronology for the purpose of portraying 

the legacy of language politics according to these students' experiences. Thus, my hope 

was to compose a written narrative through which these individuals would articulate 

some of the historical rhythms in the relationship among their own language, culture, and 

school experiences, similar in spirit to the oral histories recorded by Patricia Preciado 

Martin (1992). And, it has been enormously important to me to pause every once in a 

while, to seek others out, to listen to their stories, and to pay attention to what they have 

to say so that we can better understand the struggles in which we're all engaged, much 

like what Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., once urged as well as what Joelle Sander (1991) 

reiterated in her study of four generations of teenage mothers. These exemplars inspired 

my work. 

Further editing was necessary in order to excerpt the core of what they 

remembered about language choice and use at school. In this process, all repetitions of 

spoken language (e.g. she, she, etc.), redundant ideas~or meanings-expressed by the 

participants (e.g. School was really hard for me; I had a real hard time in school), 

excessive modifiers (e.g. kind of, like), any questions or comments posed by me or other 

parties, and digressions from the focus of this inquiry were edited out of the final written 

text'". Repeated stories were integrated in order to craft only one account of the 

^lie other parties to whom I refer here were famiK' members. As I stated earlier, the intcrviev^'s took place in the homes 
of the paiticipants. Other Tamily members oflen volunteered themselves to participate in the conversation. 
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experience, thus creating greater coherence for the reader. Also, text from the first and 

second parts of the oral history interview were integrated in order to maintain 

chronological and logical coherence in the stories. I must mention that I edited the 

written history to include referents that were omitted during the conversation but were 

understood according to the context; this was important because the written narratives 

were otherwise less comprehensible for a reader. (A portion of one interview transcript 

is included in Appendix I for comparison.) 

My final decision regarding the compositional structure of the written narrative 

was very difficult to make. I gave serious consideration to two kinds of narrative. First, 

the possibility of crafting two biographies, one of each family's experiences, was quite 

appealing because having been or being a student at Old Pueblo School was also a family 

phenomenon for each participant, not simply a unique experience for each individual. 

Or, one comprehensive biography of the school was a second logical choice. So, it was 

possible to conceptualize the oral history either with the families as twin focal points or 

with the school as the point of reference. I decided on the latter. In so doing, 1 conjoined 

the various stories across generations and composed a biography of the school as 

recounted by former students from two families. Presenting the history of the school 

according to the chronology of students' experiences, in the end, provided a more natural 

grammar for the stories than simply fitting each set of family experiences together into 

two oral histories (see Figure 6). I began with the contemporary context as my point of 

origin for telling the story and retreated in time; that is, I nested the then and there in the 

here and now. To complete this reiteration, I embedded the biography in descriptions of 
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school language policies and the enveloping sociocultural context, or demographics, for 

each generation. 

Figure 6. An outline of the chronology of the generations, relevant data sources, and profile of the students 
and their familial relationships. 

Chronology' 
family profile 

1990s 

laic 1970s/carlv 1980s 

late 1960s/carlv 1970s 

1950s 

late I930s/earlv 1940s 

Data sources 

oral history-; teachcr polic>; 
DHSD policj-; state polic>-; 
census statistics 

oral histon-; teachcr poIic>; 
DHSD poiic%°: state policv': 
ccnsus statistics 

oral histon-; teachcr polic>; 
DHSD polic>': state (x>lic}'; 
census statistics 

oral histor>-; state polic>; 
census statistics 

oral histofv" state polic%-; 
ccnsus spastics 

Porras family profile 

Victor 

Tineo 

lliana 

Margarita Elena 

Margarita Anita 

EKira 

Juanita 

As I turned my attention away from the research field itself and toward the 

imminent research text, I struggled to resolve my personal conflict with the selectivity 

inherent in this kind of experiential research. Indeed my struggle focused specifically on 

those issues that related to three internal conditions of narrative explicated by Clandinin 

and Connelly (1994). First, I addressed the conditions of voice by pointing out that 

which was "spoken" by the participants (i.e., italicized font indicated their actual speech 

acts) and that which wasn't "spoken" by them (i.e., nonspecialized font indicated my 

narration) because both features are necessary for sorting out some of the pieces to this 

hermeneutical puzzle. A measure of credibility for crafting this chronicle of oral 

histories will be established through verisimilitude, or vraisemblence, in the final textual 

rendering (Atkinson, 1990; Denzin, 1994; Sevigny, 1981; VanMaanen, 1988). I 
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expected to imbue a high degree of internal coherence, plausibility, and correspondence 

between what readers would recognize from their own school experiences and those of 

the Porras and Tineo family members. 

Next, 1 contended with the issue of marking the text with my personal signature. 

I resolved that in my endeavor to re-present the voices of the participants in this study I 

could not exclude my own. The work of re-rendering, re-interpreting and reiterating 

involved both the families and me. Indeed I came to understand that it was inevitable 

that I would proselytize the data by writing according to my very own rhythm, cadence, 

and expression. And, I determined that my personal touch to this rendition and my own 

expression of what it means were also important in seeking new understandings of this 

language phenomena. I felt obligated, however, to genuinely disclose the differences in 

voice between the participants and me. Hence, any differences in rendering and 

interpreting the stories were discussed explicitly. 

Third, I wanted to accent temporality in the written text by punctuating changes 

in voice and personal experience over time. Punctuation of this kind involved placing an 

emphasis upon each of these features and was stressed in the subsequent analytical 

commentary. This written narrative served as a preliminary analysis, focusing on my 

overarching research question; What is the historical relationship between language 

policies and language choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? In 

this way, I wanted to discern whether these stories suggested that school experiences 

were either parallel or perpendicular to one another, as well as illustrate how they were, 

if so. And, I expected to reveal the changes in quality and quantity of infomiation about 
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the politics of language today versus that of yesterday. 

For Chapter 5,1 discuss the findings of the cultural analysis by setting the policy 

information against a backdrop of social context and vice versa. While focusing on one 

data set, I sought to maintain a peripheral view of the other data sources. My purpose 

was to examine the data in reciprocal ways and designed two interlocking pieces of 

analysis and discussion to complete this hermeneutical puzzle. In so doing, I queried 

how changes in the lived experiences of these present and former students were 

connected over time to policy decisions and social context. Further, I hoped to profile 

the politics of language choice and use at school, and any inheritances from generation to 

generation. 

Lastly, my findings were summarized according to the three principal research 

questions; 

1. What do students' oral histories reveal about changes in the nature and 
consequences of language use in the school across three generations? 

2. How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 
students at Old Pueblo School? 

3. What is the historical relationship between language policies and language 
choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1933 and 1996? 

Again, I was interested in making explicit whether cultural, economic and social trends 

and changes in language policy were related to and had consequences for the experiences 

of students across three generations. 

Identifying various points of reference from which I could judge the legitimacy of 

my work was an important feature in the design of this study. Much like the early sailors 

who triangulated their journey on the seas by locating their position in relation to that of 
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a couple of guiding stars, I wanted to triangulate the path of my inquiry by making 

various checks on the direction of my findings according to the three principal sources of 

data (i.e., language policy statements, oral histories of school experiences, teacher lesson 

plans, and general demographics). The quality of my analyses and interpretations, 

therefore, could be judged by their direct alignment with the data. 

Summary 

In sum, I designed a humanistic, cultural study of the historical ties between 

language policies and language choice and use for students at Old Pueblo School. I 

specifically chronicled across a three generational period several stories told by two 

families of what school was like and how language was used there. In this inquiry, I 

addressed the human interests of linguistically marginalized students and emphasized the 

dignity and worth of their languages. As a cultural study, moreover, I examined the 

converging and diverging ideologies about language that were endorsed by different 

sociocultural groups, as well as revealed, reinterpreted and reiterated any tensions among 

them. 

Since the inherent purpose of this study was to ascertain alternative 

understandings of the nature and consequences of language choice and use, I critiqued 

the conventional wisdom that has become reified over time and contemplated new 

meanings or verstehen. Throughout the course of this study my attention focused upon 

the idiographic conditions and consequences for language choice and use, because my 

intention was to construe understandings of the particular relationships among the lived-
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experiences of several students, the letter of school language policies and relevant 

characteristics of the larger but contiguous social, cultural and economic arena. The 

historical nature of these relationships, relative to three generations of students, was 

equally important. I hoped this kind of design would allow me to make sense of my 

inquiry from micro and macro perspectives. 

I argued that language policy issues and matters of language choice and use in 

school have been obfuscated, rather than clarified, from the points of view of those in 

socially jjrivileged positions. That is, classist, cultural, gendered, political and racial 

rhetoric about particular groups of people and the conditions of their lived-experiences 

has persuaded others to believe in a taken-for-granted reality, prostituted such ideas 

across various sectors of the society, and sustained hegemony from one social class and 

cultural generation to the next. Again, it occurs to me that these prevailing beliefs 

became political lore, and this persuasion must be contested by searching for tenable 

historical evidence. 

I remain hopeful that perhaps this research could contribute to the creation of a 

forum in which students put forward their impressions of school language policy and its 

relationship to the daily enactments of curriculum in school, with an expectation that the 

evaluation of language and educational policy in the future will seriously consider what 

they have to say. 



156 

CHAPTER FOUR 
TELUNG STORIES THA T HA VEN'T BEEN TOLD BEFORE 

Six pjeople, representing two families, all of whom attended Old Pueblo School at 

one time or another, were asked to remember what it was like being a student and to tell 

the stories of their personal experiences at Old Pueblo School. It has been my intention 

from the beginning, and it remains my hope, that the following historical account would 

both present stories that have not been told thus far about language policy issues and 

matters of language choice and use at school as well as justly portray the human interests 

of culturally and linguistically marginalized students. Stories of students' lived 

experiences at Old Pueblo School are especially important because these stories reflect 

certain descriptions, explanations, insights and understandings that have been previously 

omitted. Indeed, there is still much to be learned. 

In composing this historical account, I decided to arrange the oral histories into 

one comprehensive biography that portrayed generation after generation of schooling as 

it was experienced by three members each of the Porras and Tineo families. This 

account begins with the most recent generation of each family telling her or his story and 

then retreats in time; thus, the then and there is nested in the here and now. Further, I 

want to explain that I distinguished between generations by first presenting each family 

member's oral history and then illustrating the respective governing language policies 

and demographics for the broader social context. In other words, I arranged the 

historical account as a series of reflections on the generations of schooling each with a 

view from first a micro and then a macro perspective. Additionally, I must explain that 
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the same policy statements and demographic information were sometimes relevant to 

different generations either within a family or across families. Rather than risk 

redundancy, 1 decided to portray in detail such social context information only once, 

consequently making reference to it for whichever other biographical account it was 

fitting. For example, original district policy regarding bilingual education was discussed 

first in limited terms with respect to Victor Porras' school experiences, because it was 

still germane, and then it was discussed in explicit terms with respect to Iliana Tineo's 

experiences because approval of that policy actually dated back to the time when she 

attended Old Pueblo. The challenge for me was to compose a compelling account of the 

quality of students' experiences at Old Pueblo School, the history of school language 

policies, and the significance of matters of language choice and use at Old Pueblo 

School. And, I accepted that challenge in all seriousness. 

Telling Some Untold Stories: A Biography of Old Pueblo School 

This chronicle begins with the youngest generation of the Porras family, and 

Victor's oral history is told first. 

Victor Porras. 

Ever since I was little, I just started talking. Well, the first one I started speaking 
was English; it was when I was born. [I said, ] "mama. " I also learned Spanish after I 
spoke English. I knew that ball is "pelota, " I knew that sni/f first. I learned some words, 
mostly from my mom and dad. I knew ordy the parts, but I didn't know no sentences. 
Yeah, when I was like a little bit, my mom, she would tell me, "Start talking to me in 
sentences. " So, she would tell me, "el gato, " and then she would say what it is in 
English, "the cat." 
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h4y family.... Well, my mommy, of course, you know her name is Margarita. My 
dad's ruime is Victor. And my two brothers: one is David, he's the oldest, [he s] ten and 
in fifth grade: and Salvador he goes to the same school. West Elementary, except he's in 
fourth grade and [is] nine. I go to Old Pueblo School. [I'm] seven and in second 
[grade]. [When we 're together, we talk] English. Or, sometimes Jamaican. [Salvador] 
tries to make me laugh, like in the house sometimes over here. He .starts making me 
laugh, so then me and him start talking Jamaicaru And [we talk] Spanish sometimes, 
when we 're alone. [But] I never talk to him in Spanish. I just say, "Bye, Salvador! 
Have a good day at school. " My mom does the same. [With David, I talk J English, 
except the other ones (i.e., languages) if I talk to him he 'II get mad at me. My brother 
[for the most part] speaks English. Just like when we were m Mexico, instead of saying, 
"perdon, " he said "pedo. " [laughter] He did! [He speaks] Spanish a little bit. But 
Yaqui and all those, he would disapprove. fWhenever we try to speak to him in those 
languages], he yells at us. Sometimes he yells, "Get out of my room!" Sometimes he 
tells that to me and Sergio when me and him talk Yaqui. Like that, he 7/ get mad at us. 
Yeah, I speak Spanish and Yaqui, as long as [me and Salvador] are alone. 

Sometimes [I speak Spanish] with my mom. And English [too]. She's also like 
David [though]. She'll get mad [ifyou speak Jamaican or Yaqui]. She'll tell me, "Stop 
saying that! You 're acting just like Salvador. " [With my dad, I speak] Yaqui, Spanish, 
and English any time and just anywhere. [Well, he speaks Yaqui with me at] a separate 
time. Yeah, and sometimes he reads to us, in Yaqui. He has this book. It tells you what 
the words mean in English to Spanish then Yaqui. Well, I never read it before, Salvador 
has. I just lay down on my mom's bed and listeru [But he speaks] more Spanish [with 
me than Yaqui]. [And he speaks mostly] English [to me]. I like to help him, and I also 
like to work with him. Sometimes he likes fixing things, or sometimes he lets me hold the 
nails, like, you know, when he hammers stuff. I hold the nails a little bit; that's how I 
just help him. 

[With] my grandma, [I speak] all three also. She's told me stories, about when 1 
was little, just in English. But, she just shows us how to count, say the colors, and like 
other animal names too [in Yaqui]. [I think she speaks more] English [to me]. [And she 
speaks more] Spanish [than Yaqui to me]. She lives somewhere over there. She used to 
live like a half a mile from Circle K, but now she doesn V. From here you have to go like 
that from my house, then you have to go straight right there, and then go right there. 
And there's like a little blue car there. It looks sort of like a castle, except for the roof 
top. 

And, sometimes [I] just [play with] Jimmy, my friend. I think he lives in the 
motel, or a two story house, I think. He's got curly hair. My brothers, they make fun of 
him, "Hey, he's over there with the gringo!" He's like a white boy, but / still like him. 
[When I play with my friends, like] Jimmy, [I] speak English. Yeah, just English. 
Sometimes me and him get mad at each other. We pretend like, "Well you better be quiet 
before I make you have like a shape ofa knuckle on your face!" And then we stop and 
realize that we 're doing something wrong. "Jimmy, do you realize we 're doing 
something wrong? " Then, my grandma almost caught me and him doing [something]. 
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She came out. and I'm like that. Staying like / didn V do nothing. So then when she said 
"What's wrong? Aren't you gorma play?" we went, ".4hh, no. We might be in the 
shade, 'cause it's too .rweaty outside. " 

[At school, first I was in J PACE, and Miss Carter was my teacher at Juniper 
[School]. [I started to learn Yaqui when I was] four because Miss Carter would teach 
us. She would say, "Good morning. " Then, she would tell us, "Come and sit down, " in 
Yaqui, and I forgot what else. Oh, she would teach us a song like [Yoeme name of 
song]; those songs, they 're only like counting. I 'II be like counting like that. Yeah, 
[repeats Yoeme name of song], yeah. And then, in English, it's: "one little, two little, 
three little childrerL " Like that. Well, [we also did] math, like (2 - I) and (0 ~ 0). 
That's the time when I knew... ? Yeah, like I started knowing like (50) and (100) like 
that. I'm like, "Miss Patty this is too easy. " So, then, she's all, "Well, do the tens, " and 
I'm like, "That's way too easy. " So, then, she didn V give me a paper. She just made me 
do the first one. 

She'd tell us the colors too. Like "siki" is red. All those. Well, she would tell us 
how to say snake, coyote, roadrvnner, like that. And ]she read a book to us] Soft Child. 
It's about a snake: he's been chased by a skunk and rabbit, then the rabbit gets bit by 
him, by Soft Child [The book was written in] English. Sometimes she 'd read it in Yaqui. 
/ forgot the other ones. Oh, and The Tortoise and the Hare. In Yaqui. Umhum, it's the 
tortoise. First he's behind, then the rabbit he, ahum, starts to take a nap. Then, ahum, 
the turtle he starts catching up to the little house but then he don'/ stop there. He just 
starts running, then in a little while, ahum, I think it was another rabbit that told the 
rabbit to wake up. He was, "Look, you 're gonna loose the race. " Then he saw the 
turtle, and then the rabbit he was running as fast as he can, but then the turtle won. 
[After] I first went there, my mom said, "Victor, do you wanna go to Old Pueblo 
School?" So, I was like, "Yeah. 'amd. Come on, come on, come on!" 

Well, [at Old Pueblo] I've been in Miss Quintana's class. So. then, the first day 
when I met Josue He was a travieso; he never behaves. Yeah, there's one which is 
Josue, [and[ Carlos [and] Gabriel. ]I remember that I talked withJosue and Carlos and 
Cesar in] English. [I didn't talk any other languages with them], no. So, then, there's a 
lot of friends I remember. But, I can't remember [all] their names right now. 

[In the classroom], we did writing all like that ]in] Spanish and English. Oh, 
sometimes [Miss Quintana would write in] cursive, English, the same like that. 
Sometimes in Spanish. [I would always write in] English. No [other language], just 
regular ]English]. Yeah. With me, one time [she spoke] in Spanish. I was like, 
"Whatever you say, 'cause I can't recognize Spanish!" Then, as soon as I was getting 
older, I would recognize it. But now, not very much. She [Miss Quint arm] spoke a little 
amount [of Spanish with me but] a lot [with other kids], yeah. [But she doesn'(speak 
any other language, like Yaqui], no. Oh, [Miss Quimana would read in] Spanish and 
English. Yeah, The Gingerbread Man., and them kind of big books that.... / don V 
remember. [I would just read in] English, no [other language]. 

[My] teacher in first grade [was] Miss Lopez. Josue [was in my class[. [We used 
to speak] Spanish and English, yeah. But, he knew some cuss words in Spanish ]too]. 
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[Miss Lopez would speak] Spanish and English. [And she would read] English and 
Spanish. [She would write J English and Spanish [too]. 

Raphael, he's the smallest kid in my class right now. Miss Velez 's I class [ second 
grade. And he's just, almost the same like James. And there's this new one, his name is 
David. And Miguel. And Albert, but he was in first grade with me. But Cesar, he moved 
away. He's there in California. So then, ahh, those are the only friends I know already. 

[Miss Velez], she speaks English and Spanish. She's [actually] a second and 
third grade teacher. [She reads to us in] Spanish and English. [She writes inj both 
[too]. I don V know [if I read in both Spanish and English]. [I write in] Spanish and 
English, yeah. [We write] about ourselves and the things that we 're studying. Whales, 
which we 're studying right now. [I'm writing in] just English right now. 

Sometimes my mom comes into the room to see how I'm doing with my work. 
Sometimes my dad comes in too. He volunteers and helps everybody. He helps us with 
their math sometimes, if we have one wrong he tells us to erase it, and we redo it. [He 
talks to us in] English and Spanish. [Sometimes other parents help too, and they talk 
both languages] the same like my dad. Like writing, or if we spell a sentence wrong, and 
then.... that's all I think I remember. I only see them in the library, and in the 
classroom, and when they 're gonna pick up their kids. [And they talk in] English and 
Spanish. 

[I] just [speak] those three [languages, Spanish, English and Yaquij. [My 
teachers] they just speak two languages: Spanish and English. But there's one 
[teacher] that speaks O 'odham. Miss Encinas. [She comes into our classroom], yeah. 
We practice [O 'odham] like if someone comes in the door, "Come in, come in, sit down, 
sit down. " When they knock on the door, .she usually wants us to say, "Iva. " 

[And,] there's more.... I think [the principal], it's Miss Myrtle. [She speaks] 
Spanish and English [too]. [And I know] Mrs. Borg. There's also this other one, that 
was Miss Melendez, I've been with her. And [I know] Mrs. Tinajero and Mrs. Toucan 
and Mr. Carson. [They all speak] Spanish and English. That's all. 

Victor was one of approximately 380 students in 1995-96, the year in which I 

undertook my field work. All of the classrooms, preschool through fifth grade in 1995-

96, were designated Spanish/English bilingual classes. This was also the case for at least 

three years previous. Except for one teacher who spoke Spanish minimally, every other 

faculty or staff member, including the principal, spoke both Spanish and English fluently 

(field notes, 062296). There were also two American Indian Language resource teachers: 

one of whom instructed groups of children in Yoeme and the other who instructed in 
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O'odham. These languages, however, were not part of the school-wide bilingual 

education program. As an aside, of 26 teachers 21 were Hispanic and 5 were 

White/Anglo; of 15 instructional assistants 14 were Hispanic and 1 was American Indian 

(School Profile, 1995-96). 

I spent three mornings observing Victor, his second grade peers, and his teacher 

in the classroom. According to Victor's second grade teacher, Ms. Velez, children need 

to develop certain skills before they come to school (i.e., counting from 1-10; writing 

your name), to speak "standard" English and "standard" Spanish, and to participate in 

group activities by sitting still and answering adults' questions. Probably her principal 

concern, which she stated openly and repeatedly, was that many children at Old Pueblo 

School have a hard time learning to read because they don't speak English or Spanish 

very well (field notes, 062595). 

The room was arranged so that the children could sit on the floor near the front 

chalkboard, on the floor behind the portable one, or in chairs around rectangular tables 

which covered most of the carpeted floor space. The counter tops of the cabinets were 

covered from one end to the other with curios that Ms. Velez had purchased and 

collected from her many travels around the world. There were also several books; some 

were her personal possessions and others were borrowed from the school and public 

libraries. Also, the bulletin boards and other wall spaces were decorated with materials 

that she had purchased from some teaching retail store. Among all these materials, the 

number of ones arraying print in Spanish were equivalent to those arraying print in 

English. 
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The only student work featured in the room were spelling and timed mathematics 

tests that displayed scores of 100 percent. These were posted on a small square bulletin 

board behind the teacher's desk next to the door. It is also noteworthy that Victor's 

teacher posted a variety of the children's personal art work outside of the classroom (e.g., 

vases of flowers, holiday icons, and tempera paintings of wild animals). While the color 

and design of these creations were brilliant, the form of each kind was identical. In other 

words, the entire class apparently worked on only one pattern or design at a time, which 

meant that they all produced nearly exact representations of each others' work. And, 

although the room was full of curios and other materials, I did not see the children use 

these resources during any of my visits to the classroom. 

On my first visit, a Spanish/English bilingual substitute teacher was present 

because Ms. Velez was attending a district inservice. The children spent their time in 

three different places: the classroom, the playground, and the computer lab. In the 

classroom, the children spent nearly forty minutes working on math computation 

exercises of single and double digit addition and subtraction algorithms. I sat as close as 

I could to Victor while he worked at a table in the back of the classroom. From my brief 

observation, I heard children speak Spanish only twice. The substitute made a few of 

attempts to speak in Spanish; on a couple of occasions children replied in Spanish, but 

most of the children's responses were given in English. Next, the children went outside 

for a thirty minute recess. The class played a game of kick ball, and everyone was 

expected to participate. I stood along the south sideline of the ballfield and watched the 

game. During the game, I noticed that the children spoke English almost entirely, except 
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for two instances in which a few children spoke Spanish while teasing each other. 

Following the outdoor play, the class returned to the room. On the way back, again I 

heard children speaking more English to each other and to the teacher than Spanish. The 

students spent the next forty-five minutes completing the morning math assignment 

and/or sitting quietly while listening to the teacher read aloud the story Night Noises, by 

Mem Fox. Again, I sat near Victor. As I talked with him, he responded in Spanish to me 

whenever I spoke Spanish to him. But, he spoke English almost exclusively with his 

peers even when they were bilingual. Lastly, in the computer lab, I observed Victor 

while he revised and self-edited a poem. At that time he spoke only English to me. 

On my second visit, Ms. Velez was at school. I observed the children in two 

different places: the library and the classroom. First, the children listened to a special 

presentation by an illustrator of children's books and a children's newspaper. It was 

interesting that even though the speaker spoke only English, and didn't seem to 

understand Spanish, the children spoke Spanish more often than on my previous visit. 

That is, at least half-a-dozen children asked their questions in Spanish and commented 

back and forth amongst each other in Spanish. The presentation lasted almost an hour, 

after which the children returned to the classroom. Once inside the room, the teacher 

immediately spent a few minutes "managing" the class and instructing them about their 

behavior in the library. Her comments were given entirely in English. Following this 

mini-lecture, she asked the children to welcome me, in Spanish, to their room: in chorus 

the class cheered, "bienvenido;" and, then, each child introduced her or himself, some 

spoke English and others spoke Spanish. Next, she guided a whole-group discussion on 
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one of the author's books. Green Com Tamales. the monthly newspaper that they'd just 

received, and their very own school newsletter. Though the conversations among the 

children were generally bilingual, Spanish and English were spoken more equivalently 

when the children focused on the newsletter that featured their very own work. The 

teacher, however, spoke predominantly English throughout my visit. After this class 

meeting, the children read a couple of poems aloud to me: "Rhyme of Rain" and "El 

Gato Mustafa." It seemed to me that the teacher especially selected one poem written in 

English and another written in Spanish. After this presentation, I thanked them for 

welcoming me into the room and, then, excused myself 

At the time Victor attended Old Pueblo School, the last decade of the twentieth 

century was coming to a close. There were approximately 666,880 residents in the 

greater metropolitan area of Tucson (1990 U. S. Census of Population and Housing; 

Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts and Block Numbering Areas, 

Arizona). Of that population, there were at least 139,432 children who were of "school 

age" (i.e., between 5 and 17 years old); 6,321 were identified as American Indian and 

47,852 were recognized as Hispanic of any origin. About 25% of the population 5 years 

and older spoke a language other than English, and nearly 10% claimed to not speak 

English very well. Additionally, about 20% of the population 5 years and older spoke 

Spanish, and of that group at least 35%-or 7% of the total-claimed to not speak English 

very well. 

In terms of the various kinds of educational attainment, roughly 50% of American 

Indians under the age of 25 reported that they had only attended high school, whereas 
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30% or more reported that they had graduated from high school or accomplished the 

equivalent. Approximately 30% of Hispanics stated that they had only attended high 

school, but 25% or more stated that they had graduated or achieved the equivalent. 

Similarly, more than 30% of Whites reported that they had only attended high school, 

and at least 25% had graduated or achieved similar status. However, only 20% of 

American Indians reported that they had even attended college; roughly 30% of 

Hispanics stated that they had completed some college education; but, 60% or more of 

Whites related that they had attended college. 

With respect to economic status, of persons 16 years and older who had 

participated at one time or another in the civilian labor force, about 9% of American 

Indians, 7% of Hispanics, and 4% or more of Whites reported that they were 

unemployed. Further evidence of this unequivocal disparity is illustrated by the 

following; nearly 40% of American Indian, 25% of Hispanic, and only about 7% of 

White families were living below poverty level. 

Just before Victor began attending Old Pueblo School, DHSD adopted and 

revised three policies that related to matters of language choice and use for children at 

school. Most recently, the DHSD goveming board re-issued on November 15, 1994, 

policy #5090, Ethnic and Racial Plan, which explicated the criteria for granting student 

transfers from one school to another. In essence, the ethnic and racial composition of a 

receiving school must remain in balance and the school's capacity may not be surpassed 

in the event of a transfer. 
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Prior to this policy, the governing board revised for the second time, on 

November 17, 1992, policy #6110, Bilingual Education^', which called for bilingual 

education to "... be implemented as an integral part of the total curriculum,... promote 

individual student achievement,... and provide each student the opportunity to acquire 

and demonstrate mastery of at least two languages, one of which will be English." 

Moreover, the policy stated that the inherent cultural and linguistic diversity of the 

student population was to be incorporated into "... a total learning experience producing 

individuals who will be full participants our pluralistic society while continuing to 

preserve, manifest and enjoy their own cultural umqueness." As final notes, the policy 

specified that the district superintendent would a) issue regulations for identifying, 

assessing, placing, and reclassifying students developing English proficiency and b) 

implement procedures for on-going assessment of the success of all educational 

programs and activities related to this policy. In conjunction with this revised policy, the 

school district endorsed a comprehensive plan for bilingual education that outlined a five 

year process for developing bilingual education across all district schools. This plan 

outlined a general instructional framework that targeted; instruction from pre-

kindergarten through twelfth grade, first and second language development, multicultural 

education, the roles of teacher and bilingual paraprofessional, student grouping, and 

program evaluation. The plan further proposed an accountability system that involved 

district infrastructural support and monitoring by all administrative offices, three levels 

^'The DHSD governing board originaUy sponsored policy ^110 to be officially stated in both English and 
Spanish. Later adoptions were recorded only in English. 



167 

of staff development—basic program, site-specific, and individual teacher— that focused 

on direct observation, peer coaching, reflective journal writing, and data collection for 

evaluation, and the importance of parent involvement. 

Also, the DHSD governing board adopted on November 19, 1991, policy #6112, 

Diversity Appreciation Education^*, which was intended to promote a commitment to 

multicultural, non-sexist education. In this endeavor, diversity appreciation education 

was explained as "... the identification and eradication of the dehumanizing biases of 

sexism, racism, prejudice, and discrimination." Further, the initiative proposed that 

students and DHSD staff were meant to develop "... understanding and appreciation of 

diverse cultural and ethnic heritages,... knowledge, respect, and appreciation of the 

contributions of women as well as men,... a responsibility to protect and advocate a 

respect of human dignity and the rights of each individual,... and an understanding of 

diverse values, history, and achievement of identifiable groups in society." In light of 

this, students were not to be grouped by ability or tracked by achievement. And, the 

policy specified that its intent could be achieved by instilling multicultural, non-sexist 

focuses in curriculum and instruction, expanding the number of options for students, and 

maintaining high academic standards and expectations of all students. This policy was 

addressed by the DHSD governing board again and revised on June I, 1993—although 

there were no specific changes in the policy statement. 

^^The DHSD governing board originaiiy sponsored policy #6112 to be ofiBcially stated in both English and 
Spanish; Later adoptions were recorded only in English. 
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During Victor's last year as a student at Old Pueblo School, two language policies 

had been revised and reauthorized by the state legislature. One of these addressed 

official guidelines for school programs and the other was aimed at special regulations for 

achievement testing. First, Article 3.1, Chapter 7, Title 15 of the State Education Code 

(1996), Bilingiial Programs and English as a Second Language Programs, identified 

"Limited English Proficient" students and "pupil[s] whose primary language is other than 

English" as candidates for district programs of bilingual or ESL instruction, with the 

cardinal goal of developing enough English proficiency in order to succeed in classes 

taught exclusively in English. The article fiirther specified that participation in such 

special programs would be voluntary and open to "... pupils who are not limited English 

proficient... if space [were] available." Other sections of Article 3.1 prescribed census 

procedures and diagnostic assessment/reassessment qualifications (§15-753), 

instructional requirements of bilingual and ESL programs (§ 15-754), reporting and self-

assessment procedures for school districts as well as penalties for non-compliance (§15-

755), and the powers and duties required of the state superintendent of public instruction 

(§15-756). 

Second, §15-745 of Article 3.0, Chapter 7, Title 15 granted permission for school 

districts to exempt "limited English proficient" students fi-om the nationally standardized 

norm-referenced achievement testing requirements prescribed by Article 3.0 of the State 

Education Code. More specifically, exemption for any particular student was limited to 

three years, begiiming with "... the first academic year in which the pupil is enrolled in a 

school district in this state and in which a test as required by this article is administered 
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to the grade level in wiiich the pupil is enrolled." Similar permission for exemptions had 

been sanctioned twice before; once in 1990, Chapter 47, HB 2048, § 15-744; and 

previously in 1988, Chapter 48, SB 1194, § 15-744. Again, these waivers basically 

identified the same children as eligible for exemptions up to three years, referring to 

them as "limited English proficient" in 1990 and "non-English monolingual or 

predominantly speakers of a language other than English" in 1988. Any differences 

between the two pieces of legislation could be noted by minor adjustments in language 

(e.g., re-writing "testing requirement" to read "nationally standardized, norm-referenced 

achievement testing requirement"). 

Just a few short years before Victor attended Old Pueblo School, the legitimacy 

of one other language policy, regarding the status of English as the state's official 

language, was questioned. Proposition 106, an initiative to propose the amendment of 

Article 28, English as the official Language, was originally approved by the electors at 

the November 8, 1988 general election and proclaimed by the state's governor on 

December 5, 1988. It specified that "English [was] the language of the ballot, the public 

schools, and all government functions and actions," and applied to the legislative, 

executive, and judicial branches of state government "... including all government 

officials and employees during the performance of government business." In the case of 

Yniguez V5. Mojford, 1990, U.S. District Judge Paul G. Rosenblatt declared the 

amendment to be constitutionally overbroad and in violation of First Amendment rights. 

He commented that the prohibition of speaking any languages other than English by any 

and all officers/employees of the state, while carrying out their official duties, was 
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facially invalid. According to his judgment, the article could potentially deny free 

speech rights protected by the U. S. Constitution. {Yhiguez vs. Mojford, D. Ariz. 1990, 

730 F. Supp. 309) In 1995, an appeal by Arizonans for Official English was reviewed by 

the 9th Federal Court of Appeals, Arizona. The decision by Rosenblatt was upheld 

because "... the article unduly burdened employee's speech rights as well as speech 

interest of portion of the populace employees served,... burdened First Amendment 

rights of state and local officials and officers in executive, legislative and, judicial 

branches, and Arizona's interest in efficiency and effectiveness of its workforce ran 

directly counter to article's restrictions on public employee's speech." {Yfiiguez vs. 

Arizonans for Official English, C.A.9, Ariz., 1995, 69, F .3d 920) 

So, this is a glimpse of what it was like for Victor as a student at Old Pueblo. 

One decade before him, Iliana Tineo, attended the school. 

Iliana Tineo. 

When I was little there wasn 7 that many kids in the neighborhood. I was an only 
child; no brothers or sisters. The only kid I'dplay with would be Rla, Maria Esther was 
her name. She lived down the street and she went to Old Pueblo School. She was two 
years yoxmger than me, so when I went to Old Pueblo she wasn't there yet. Actually, I 
had another friend. Her name was Grade. She lived in one of these little old shacks in 
the back. She was also two years younger than me. 

And, there were some other kids down the street, but they didn 't go to school. I 
guess they were from Mexico? You know, we'djust see them down the street but 1 never 
talked to them. Then there was another little girl, her name was Monica. She was a year 
younger than me. So I was probably the only one that was going [to Old Pueblo School]. 
Finally, Rla went. I was already in second grade when .she was barely in Kindergarten. 
It was kind of hard, I would see her when she was outside, but that was really it. 

So, I hung out with my nana [most of the time J. My nana was my friend. My 
mom, [too]. My mom workedfrom 8:00 to 5:00; she was always at work since 1 was 
bom. / remember my mom used to wake me up in the morning, and my nana would be 
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up. They'd he talking here in the morning before [my nana] took my mom to work And, 
I'd get in the car and lay in the back seat. We took my mom to downtown. By the time 
we dropped my mom off, we'd say, " 'bye, " and I'd get in the front seat. I was awake 
then. 

There was a little bakery right here called Ronquillos. We used to stop there and 
get a long John everyday, me and my nana. [Then, we 'd[ come home. She liked those 
empanadas, and she would eat one with coffee when we 'd get home. About 9:00 she 
used to go in her room and we would watch Sesame Street. 

Kindergarten didn 't start till, like 11:00? It wasn 7 all day like now, [we used to 
go from] eleven to like two o 'clock. So, I used to watch Sesame Street, Electric 
Company, and then I went to school. My mom would have my clothes ready, and my 
nana would dress me. My nana always took me, and [she would] make sure I went in. 

After two o 'clock she 'd be out there waiting for me. Then, she would go to her 
friends, or her comadre 's homes. Sometimes they had their grand kids there, and I 
would play with them. But, you know, I don't remember [exactly]? 

My mom used to say that I used to speak Spanish. But [when] I went to school, I 
guess I lost it. I don V know what happened? [My mom and nana] said that I even used 
to answer in Spanish. 
I don't know what happened? I don 7 remember speaking Spanish at all. But I 
understood it. I knew what everybody was saying, like I do now. It's just, I remember 
I've always answered back in English. Then and now. 

I would say I have two [first languages], because I understand [Spanish] and I do 
know everything that they 're saying. Obviously I had to learn real young to understand 
them. Like empanadas, [laughter] they 'd just tell me to go get some and I knew what 
they were. [And, I remember that] Sesame Street was in English. And [my nana] would 
tell me, "Well, what's [this]? " She'd point to my nose. And then I'd say, "My nose!" 
Then she'd repeat most of the stiff in Spanish, and I knew what she was saying. Others 
would speak to me in Spanish, you know, but I always answered in English. When they 
would talk to me in Spanish I'djust smile. But, I knew what they were saying. Then my 
nana would say, "Oh, you know, she's a gringa. " 

A lot of my friends are the same as me now, they understand it. I hear them once 
in a while speak [Spanish], but I haven 7 heard them [speak] fluently. 

[Well, I was in kindergarten] about '79? Yeah, I was five and then I turned six in 
January. Miss Bowers was my teacher. She was an old lady then. Rudy, my uncle who 
is ten years older than me, had her. [Well, ] she kind of remembered the name. She was 
really nice. 

I remember she had kind of like a grocery area [in the classroom]. She had little 
carretas, little cars. And, we used to pick a partner. [If] you were a girl, you had to pick 
a partner that was a boy. I always picked Raul, or Raul always picked me. He's still my 
friend now. We always used to pretend we were shopping. I guess [we learned a lot of] 
math. The things [in the grocery area] were numbered, and we had to count how many 
things we got, [tell] what color they were, and [name] what they were, you know fruit or 
whatever. That's what we used to do. [Oh,] and she used to read to us. Another thing 
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that I remember in kindergarten was painting; [we did] finger painting all the time. Like 
I said, we weren 7 there for very long. School was only from eleven to two o 'clocL 

You know, there was one other Iruiian who was my age. We grew up [together 
and knew each other] since Kindergarten. His name was Russell; he was Tohono. He 
was like the only Iruiian guy / ever knew. He knew that I was Iruiian, arul he was Indian, 
but that was it. I guess we just knew. Just by me looking at him, and his family? His 
mom used to pick him up, and my nana used to go pick me up. Well, my mom and his 
mom used to talk She was really into Native American things then. We just knew. 

[Miss Bowers didn V speak] Spanish, no. [She] jtist [spoke[ English. Other kids 
uruierstood Spanish, but they didn't speak it. None of my friends that I hung out with 
spoke Spanish but they understood it. [In class, we were supposed to speak only] 
English. [And, I didn 7 hear Spanish spoken in the classroom] until I got older. 

[In] first grade. Miss Alderman [was my teacher]. She was American; she didn 7 
speak any Spanish. In reading, I was in a separate group. Only like three people were 
in my reading group 'cause I read, I guess, at second and third grade level. So, we were 
in a separate group. My friend, Raul, was in there. I don 7 remember the names on [the 
books]. But, if I saw the cover then I'd remember. One had animals on it, and it had the 
level on the back And everybody else read their own books. That's all I remember. I 
was fast at reading, [laughter] 

The school was falling down when I was in second grade. They were renovating 
[because] the roof was falling apart, [laughter] It was old! [So,] I went to Sunset for a 
whole year. The bus used to pick us up at Old Pueblo and take us to Sunset. I was in 
Miss Marston's. She was fun, but I don 7 remember her too much. [In the classroom, it 
was] just English. It wasn 7 much different than first grade. Except I got sick I had my 
tonsils out, and I didn 7 go to school for a while. When I went back, [Miss Manville] 
wasn 7 there 'cause she got married in Hawaii. So, she was gone for a while. She came 
back with a pineapple. I remember she had it on display by the sink 

And, I remember her at the chalkboard all the time, [especially] at math time. 
She [always] gave us homework, right when the bell rang. We would be writing it from 
the board so we wouldn 7 do it in class. [Also,] our names would go up on the board if 
we were bad. If you had three check marks at the end ofa day, you 'd stay after school 
for fifteen minutes. I remember the check marks 'cause I remember I got a few, but for 
talking. [Oh, and[ that's when the programs started You know, when you start singing 
for your family at Christmas time? We sang "I Wish You a Merry Christmas, " that one 
that's in Spanish and English As far as another one, we sang, "It's a Small World, " or 
something. It was in sign language, [and] we did body movements. But as far as singing 
in Spanish, just that one. And, that's when I remember we started making plays. They 
were more like animal plays 'cause we used to make our own faces, like a lion. They 
used to give us a little script to read, and that was it. It wasn 7 a really big thing. [Also, 
I remember Valentines Day. ] We made our valentines out of construction paper. And, 
we stapled the edges as a heart [for a folder]. Then we put the valentines inside. It was 
storming and everything, and I was walking out. My nana was right there in front of that 
baby playground And this big old wind came. Mine got wet and it tore, and then my 
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valentines flew everywhere. And, my valentines all got wet. [laughter] That was the 
only drastic thing I remember. 

[Next, I] was in a second and third grade class; it was bilingual. I was a third 
grader in that class. Miss Robles [was the teacher]. She had black hair [and it was[ 
short. That's when I really heard Spanish in the class, the very first time. It didn 't really 
phase me none, because I heard Spanish here at home. I knew it was a bilingual class, 
'cause [Miss Robles] said, "In here we 're gonna speak Spanish and English." But I 
didn't understand why? 

Sometimes you had to wait because some [kids] didn 7 understand English very 
well. I didn'/ really care. [Since] I understood what she said ]in Spanish], it didn V 
bother me none. I guess she instructed both in Spanish and English. 1 don't know? I 
didn 7 really pay attention Then, maybe, that's why I don 7 remember. When she was 
speaking Spanish, I'd understand her anyway so probably I would forget. I don 7 know? 
Like when Miss Robles would speak Spanish, I wouldn 7 pay attention, because she 
would speak English first, and she'd give us the assignment already, and then she would 
say it in Spanish. So why listen to her? She was saying the same thing. So I would start 
doing what I'd have to do. And, she would keep speaking Spanish but I wasn 7 paying 
attention either. If she'd say something different, I would catch it. I would know ifshe 
was saying the same thing or if this was something different. Other than that, basically 
she would say the same things. She was really good at that! 

I think sometimes she would speak to me ]in Spanish/ and I 'd always answer in 
English. I could tell in her face that she wanted [me] to speak in Spanish. [She would 
say, "Why don 7 you answer back in Spanish when I talk to you in Spanish? " And I said, 
"I try to, " but I don 7 think I did. If we understood her, fine, then she got her message 
across. As long as you were doing your work 

She put all [the Spanish speakers] in a group. She would have to repeat herself 
over; I guess they would get confused when she would speak more English. She had to 
go spend more time with them to, I guess, do it. Some of the books weren 7 bilingual. 
They were in English. Some books, not all of them. So, I think she had to go over [the 
lesson]. I know we were all in a certain group, and I was always in the same group. We 
all spoke English. When she gave us something to do, we would do it. The books were in 
English, so it was no problem for us. And, I think she was on the other side of the 
classroom most of the time. And when she spoke she was more on that side than on this 
side, you know, more on the Spanish side than on the English side. 
The kids in Spanish didn 7 pay attention anymore to her [when she would speak English]. 
I remember she was mostly on one side of the class than the other. She wasn 7 walking 
back and forth; she'd stay in one place. Except when we were in those groups, and she'd 
check on each group and see what we were doing. But, other than when she was telling 
us what to do, our assignments, she was in one place. 

The people who spoke Spanish had the Spanish book I remember some books 
had Spanish and English on them, and you would read the first side and not even worry 
about the back side. The only time I really spoke Spanish at school was when they used 
to test me in Spanish and English. That was [about] the only time though. That's when I 
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started knowing a lot more kids were coming [from Mexico] and were transferrmgfrom 
other schools. 

We read a lot. We had these worms we had to build. They were little circles out 
of construction paper, and it went around the classroom. I got second place 'cause my 
worm was long. [I read] with my mom. [We used to read] Mickey Mouse books, 'cause I 
guess my mom had me in this Mickey Mouse club. Every week they'd send a book They 
were Walt Disney books. So I had stacks and stacks of books, and that was what I read. 
Sometimes I would get you know two of the same kind and I 'd give them to my friends 
[laughter}. 

Miss Robles was probably the only teacher that 1 knew who spoke Spanish. [Oh.] 
there was another, Mi.ss Castro. She was [a bilingual teacher], I think she [taught] 
second [grade]. Those two were buddies: they worked together. They always used to do 
these programs together. And, / used to hear them speak Spanish. There was another 
one. Miss Durazo. Just like Miss Robles. [she taught] second and third. But those were 
the only [ones]. 

At that time. Spanish just wasn't heard very much. Just on the playgroimd [I 
remember kids speaking Spanish]. But, sometimes [they spoke in Spanish] within 
themselves. [Arul,] the cafeteria lady spoke Spanish, she used to speak Spanish to the 
kids that were Spanish. But when it came to me it was English. It was always English. 

They were starting to have [bilingual classes at all grade levels]. I guess, I don't 
know how [students] were put in there. It was kirui of weird, but we always were in the 
same class. Like I said, my friends that I hung out with, they were always in the same 
classes. We were stuck in a little group all the time. You know, we would always hang 
out together and communicate that way. So I don 7 know how we managed that we were 
always in the same class? 

[Next,] I had Miss Hugh. Do you remember they found her dead in her home 
with her granddaughter'^ She spoke just English and was very strict. She had that stick 
right there [on the chalk tray J and she would raise it to you. She didn't hit you. She was 
just one of those ladies, you know, [that you] don V mess with her. That's just the way 
she was. A lot of kids didn't like her! She didn V bother me none, [laughter] Well, she 
was my fourth grade teacher and I learned a lot. She taught me a lot. / wasn V very good 
in math, but as far as reading I knew how. Math was something that I just don V 
remember really learning very much until I met her. In class, she always made me go up 
to the board. I didn't like her for a while 'came she always made me go up to figure out 
the problem in front of the whole class. I was really shy, and I hated going in front of the 
class. 

I don't remember how we got close? I guess, I would even go to her house and 
she used to come over here to tutor me. She'd even invite me for dinner over there. She 
was a religious type of lady. She took a few kids from that class, and we went to camp 
with her. She paid for it. She was really nice to me. 

[Back] then she was kirui of disabled, I guess, [because] she was really 
overweight. She couldn 7 walk that much, but that didn 7 bother her at all. When she 
taught, she really taught. She 'd even stay there after school arul help you. If you 
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weren 't done with your work you couldn 't go to recess. You had stay in class. She'd 
have another teacher watch us. [Sometimes] the good ones could go out, and she'd stay 
in with the bad ones. 

There was maybe one [student}, his name was Chucho, [that spoke another] 
language. He used to cuss a lot in Spanish, but that was the only Spanish you heard from 
him. I think it was just his way. He was really bad! He's even in prison now. Yeah, he 
was the only one that 1 knew who spoke Spanish in that class. Like I say, we all spoke 
English to each other. 

Fifth grade, I had Miss Soli:. She only spoke English, too. There was another 
fifth grade teacher. I don 7 remember her name though. Probably [the other fifth grade 
teacher J spoke Spanish. See I was never was in those bilingual classes. Just Miss Robles. 
Now, [Miss Soliz] was a music teacher. She had a piano in the class, and we always 
sang after lunch time. [1 remember] we'd always have to sing the song, "1814. " [It was] 
one of those songs that you took a little trip somewhere along the Mississippi, or 
something like that. And then, we sang those songs that one group would start singing 
and then the second group would sing. We always sang in her class, just in English. 

By that time 1 really knew math because of Miss Hugh. And even then, I used to 
go to her after school or on the weekendfor help, instead of my own teacher. But, I 
didn V tell nobody. By the time I came, they thought I was smart. I already knew how to 
do [math]. 

When we went outside, yeah, [you might hear kids speaking Spanish]. It was fine 
[that they were talking Spanish on the playgroimd]. It was whoever you were you spoke 
whatever [language], [and] it was fine. I didn V think nothing. Because, I mean, if they 
spoke Spanish it was fine with me 'cause I do even here. And in the lunchroom, that's 
probably where I mostly heard a lot of Spanish. [But,] I would just go to school with my 
friends and we spoke English. We wouldn V really pay attention to anybody else. You 
know, [though], teachers didn 7 want you to speak Spanish. They didn 7 have these 
programs like now where they want to have all Spanish. It wasn 7 like that. It was really 
calmed down then. You were pretty safe, you know. There were some bad kids, but not 
I ike now. They 're always cussing at you and [are] out of hand and wild They weren 7 
like that then. 

Sixth grade, that was interesting 'came that's when the astronauts [were in] that 
explosion. I remember the NASA astronauts that went up [in the shuttle]. We were 
watching [the launch] in Mr. Navarro's class. [Mr. Navarro] spoke Spanish. He [was] 
a bilingual teacher. He was the other sixth grade teacher across from my sixth grade 
class. Miss Sethi was [my teacher's] name. She spoke English, just English. I think she 
was already taking taking classes in Spanish. [Anyway, that day] we were celebrating 
my birthday 'cause my birthday was falling on a weekend, on the 29th. This happened 
on the 27th or the 28th. And there was another boy in there who had had a birthday the 
same as me. So, we were in this class [because] they had bought a cake and punch. 
They happened to have that TV in there. It was a big TV. I guess [Mr. Navarro] asked 
for it 'cause we were gonna watch a movie after we saw the space thing go off. [While] 
we were watching it. all of a sudden it blew up. But, we didn 7 know. We were like. 
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"What happened? " fVe thought it was just taking off, but it had blown up. I remember 
the teachers in the back. Well, they were really in to it, 'cause that one teacher was in it, 
but all of a sudden it just got real quiet. I guess by the reaction of the teachers, you 
know their faces, we knew something was wrong. That's when news people started 
announcing that it had blown up. They didn V [talk to us about it]. The party kmd of 
died. / just remember being quiet all day. 

Sixth gj-ade [was] more or less bilingual 'cause I used to speak Spanish. But as 
far as me remembering speaking Spanish or the people I hung around with, none of them 
did, 'cause I don't remember. It was totally different from now, all you hear now 
everywhere is Spanish. And the sti^kids make is all in different lang;uages. The stories 
are in Spanish. It was just totally different. We had to go with the times. A lot ofpeople 
speak a lot of Spanish now, so it's good to know. As far as me, I understand it but / can't 
really speak it that well. I get kind of embarrassed when I see a little kid who can speak 
real good Spanish and I can't, you know. I should know how to speak it. I mean, I've 
heard it all my life and I don't speak it. I try to, but I sound stupid or, I don V know. / 
want to speak it the right way. And, if I don't speak it the right way, I don't wanna speak 
it at all. 

Miss Rojas [was the principal] at the time I was there. She spoke both Spanish 
and English. I remember like conferences and programs for the parents, she would 
translate them all. [And] there used to be some time in the classes when we would do 
projects and stiff. And she would go in there and talk to whatever person was doing a 
project. On field day 1 would see her outside too with other teachers, doing the obstacle 
courses and all that. She would be around. [But] she mostly spoke] English. [Like] in 
the mornings, before we went in to class, all the grades [would meet] right there where 
all those trees are in the back before you get to the playground, [on] that big patio where 
those stairs [are]. Well, the sixth grade class would be by the stairs, and it would be one 
grade [next to the other] all the way down to the Kindergarten on that [other] side. 
[And Miss Rojas would be there saying announcements or something.] We would say the 
pledge of allegiance, and sing "America the Beautiful" or something. We sang in 
English, but I don't remember if we sang in Spanish. I don't remember. Then we would 
go inside. [I remember] just English. 

[Parents only participated a little.] Sometimes [parents] wouldjust drop off the 
cake or something, like for their [child]. [Other times] they would stay there for a while 
and then they 'd leave. Some of the parents were there all the time, like the ones who 
were PTAs. Sometimes they would just look around, or they would help a teacher pass 
out paper or books. You would [also] see them in the comer grading papers. [Or] they 
would give rides [on] field trips. [And, you 'd see them] picking up [kids]. My grandma 
used to pick me up. She used to talk to a bunch ofpeople when she was there waiting for 
me. A few times you saw all the parents. When the school was falling down and they 
had to remodel, we used to wait for the bus there at Old Pueblo. So, parents would wait 
out there until we got on the bus. That was when I remember seeing my grandma waiting 
and talking to some ladies. 
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[For] parent conferences, I remember my mom [iLsually] went. But, sometimes 
my mom wouldn 7 go because she would be working. And then she would be too tired. 
Basically, I did fine in school. I was never in trouble, and my report cards were good. 
So she didn V want to go. 
I remember graduating. [That was] like the spring of '86. 

I guess I have a lot of memories there, I mean since my nana went there. 

niana Tineo was enrolled in kindergarten at Old Pueblo School in the fall, 1979; 

and, she finished her sixth grade year in the spring, 1986. By her account, the school 

seemed to be filled to capacity. From my perusal of the remaining lesson plan books, I 

suggest that there were at least eighteen teachers on faculty, with two per grade level, K-

6, one additional grade 1 teacher, two teachers assigned to teach combination grade 

classes (e.g., 2nd/3rd and 4th/5th), one special education self-contained classroom 

teacher, and two resource specialists (e.g., learning disabilities and bilingual Title 1). 

Two of the teacher lesson plan books listed children's birthdays; there were twenty four 

students in a sixth grade class and twenty eight in a first grade class. At a minimum, 

then, there were probably 425 students. No fluther documentation was available, and it 

is, therefore, impossible to describe the population demographics more precisely and 

accurately. 

Between 1969-70 and 1985-86, the school district had changed the format for 

teacher lesson plans and recommended that teachers provide a more detailed description 

of their daily woiic. For example, a model of the DHSD curriculum guide was inserted 

into the more recent set of lesson plan books. This model outlined certain processes, 

content, and goals of education, such as problem solving, perceptual skills, thinking 

skills, language arts, math/science, physical education/health/safety, and social 
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studies/fine arts, with the ultimate expectation that ail students would develop into "self-

actualizing person[s] who contribute positively to society." In addition, certain time 

allotments for teaching the subject areas were suggested; primary grade students should 

attend school 240 minutes per day; with 150 minutes devoted to language arts 

instruction, 30 minutes to math instruction, 20 minutes to science lessons, 35 minutes to 

physical education activities, 20 minutes to social studies instruction, and 30 minutes to 

fine arts experiences. In the intermediate grades, the recommendations included: 

students should attend school 300 minutes per day; with 115 minutes given to language 

arts instruction, 45 minutes to math instruction, 40 minutes to science lessons, 45 

minutes to fine arts experiences, 30 minutes to social studies instruction, and 45 minutes 

to physical education and safety activities. Further, a model by which teachers could 

plan their instruction according to thematic units was provided. The general framework 

for that model was constructed by piecing together features such as a) questions to 

explore, b) teaching objectives, c) major concepts to be learned, d) resources, and e) a 

culminating activity. 

It is also important to note that among some of the special school and classroom 

procedures (e.g., attendance, lunch, fire drill, textbook lists, discipline, and seating chart) 

identified in the fi^ont of the book, a place was designated for teachers to name students 

for whom special consideration and remedial instruction needed to be given. In other 

words, teachers listed students who had been assigned to learning disabilities (LD) 

resource. Title I, and the different reading level groups in their classroom. 
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According to the actual daily lesson plans for 1985-86,1 found several interesting 

trends across teachers. First, every teacher regarded subject areas of the curriculum as 

discrete categories to be taught individually and at approximately the same time. That is, 

the entire teaching faculty focused on language arts in the morning between 9:00 and 

10:30 a.m. Math, Social Studies, Science and Physical Education were always reserved 

for the afternoon. For instance, fifth graders in Mrs. Leyvas class worked through the 

following daily schedule from the 

beginning of the school year to the end: 

8:25- 8:30 Opening school assembly 
8:30- 8:35 Attendance, lunch count, classroom announcements 
8:35- 8:50 SSR 
8:50- 9:05 ESL or SSL exchange 
9:05-10:30 Language Arts (Reading groups. Spelling, and Handwriting) 

10:30-11:00 Library or Physical Education 
11:00-11:55 Language 
11:55-12:40 Lunch 
12:40- 1:35 Math 

1 ;35- 2:25 Social Studies/Science 
2:25- 2:35 Clean Up 
2:35 Dismissal 

Also, consider that during the week of October 14-18 the third grade teacher, Mrs. Jones, 

differentiated on a daily basis the study of vertebrate animals, birds, and anfibians in 

Science and the practice of "rounding off' numbers, determining place value, and 

making comparisons of "less than" or "greater than" in Math (Jones, Daily Lesson Plans, 

101485-101885). With respect to Language Arts, the children were expected to copy, 

syllabify, and alphabetize words for Spelling and copy a Halloween rhyme and sample 

letter for Handwriting. The five reading groups each had their own stories to read and 
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comprehension questions to answer. In January, sixth graders were expected to make a 

booklet about Martin Luther King, Jr. for Social Studies and to conduct "short division" 

procedures to find a quotient, calculate averages, and divide numbers by a two-digit 

divisor (Navarro, Daily Lesson plans, 012086-0124086). For Language Arts, the same 

sixth graders were divided into two reading groups by language (i.e., Spanish and 

English); the English readers read about "understanding connotations in oral language" 

while the Spanish reading group read about "the use of metaphors" in writing. 

Kindergarteners were expected to participate in Language Arts activities roughly all day 

(Leal, Daily Lesson Plans, 041486-041886). For example, during the week of April 14-

18, the teacher assigned groups of children to complete one learning center activity per 

day (e.g., matematicas, escuchar, arte, o escritura) from 9:00-10:40 a.m., to practice a 

language foundations exercise (e.g., "Apresto de espafioI/Apresto de ingles") based on 

one phoneme and one grapheme, and to listen to a story read aloud by her until the lunch 

break. Except for a twenty minute Physical Education period and a thirty-five minute 

Math lesson, the afternoon featured more teacher read aloud sessions, journal writing, 

and a thirty minute silent reading/rest period. 

Next, I noticed that every teacher distinguished instruction by language, Spanish 

or English, for every lesson and subject area. In some cases, this meant that a teacher 

would instruct lessons entirely in Spanish for one group of students and in English for 

another, like a reading group or Spelling (Leyvas, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). In two 

cases, even Science and Social Studies lessons were distinguished in such a fashion 

(Jones; Herrera, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). In other cases, this meant that the teacher 
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designated a series of lessons for the whole class to be conducted in one language or the 

other (Saenz, Daily Lesson plans, 1985-86). But still in other cases, this meant that the 

language of instruction for the lesson changed from Spanish to English and vice versa on 

a daily basis (Rios, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). I must point out, moreover, that the 

first three trends were evident across all sets of lesson plans. The fourth trend appeared 

to be unique to one teacher. Such distinctions were seemingly due either to the 

availability of materials in English or Spanish or to some arbitrary decision by the 

teacher to alternate his or her language of instruction. So, bilingual instruction of one 

kind or another—whether it be daily, bi-weekly, or bi-monthly—was present at every grade 

level. 

Teaching discrete skills was the last salient characteristic I observed from my 

survey of this set of lesson plans. In First Grade, for example, children practiced 

matching phonemes and graphemes, syllabifying words, counting from 1-10, tracing 

shapes, cutting, interpreting what Pilgrim children did, and retelling teeth cleaning 

instructions (Rios, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). In Third Grade, children were 

instructed to use spelling words correctly, write spelling lists in alphabetical order and 

words in a complete sentence, identify prefixes and sufiixes while reading in the basal 

reader, count by 2s/5s/10s, round numbers to the nearest lOs/lOOs/dollar, "leam the 

metric system," classify objects into groups, and practice "o'clock, 30,45 and 5s" (Jones, 

Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). 

Clearly, the daily schedule at Old Pueblo School was still planned as discrete 

blocks of time in order to address, one-by-one, the various subject areas of the 
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curriculum. Also, a significant portion of the classroom instruction was still designed by 

differentiating the ability levels of groups of children. 

At the time Iliana attended Old Pueblo School, there were approximately 531,443 

residents in the greater metropolitan area of Tucson (1980 U. S. Census of Population 

and Housing; Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts, Tucson, 

Arizona). Of that population, there were at least 125,990 children who were of "school 

age" (i.e., between 5 and 17 years old); 5,333 were identified as American Indian and 

24,916 were recognized as of Spanish Origin. About 22% of the population 5 years and 

older spoke a language other than English, and nearly 12% claimed that they did not 

speak English very well. 

In terms of the various kinds of educational attainment, roughly 52% of American 

Indians under the age of 25 reported that they had only attended high school. 

Approximately 55% of Hispanics stated that they had only attended high school, and 

similarly, more than 50% of Whites reported that they had only attended high school. Of 

the total population over the age of25, 25% stated that they had graduated from high 

school or achieved the equivalent; statistics were not disaggregated or reported by 

ethnic/racial group. 

With respect to economic status, of persons 16 years and older who had 

participated at one time or another in the labor force, about 8% of American Indians, 6% 

of Hispanics, and 3% or more of Whites reported that they were unemployed. Further 

evidence of this unequivocal disparity is illustrated by the following: nearly 38% of 

American Indian, 17% of Spanish Origin, and only about 7% of White families were 
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living below poverty level. 

Just after Iliana started attending Old Pueblo School, during her first grade year, 

DHSD adopted a policy that related specifically to matters of language choice and use for 

children at school for the very first time. On March 17,1981, the governing board 

sanctioned policy #6110; "Bilingual/bicultural education will be implemented as an 

integral part of the total curriculum, Pre-K-12, in order to meet the individual needs of 

students." According to the statement of philosophy, the district acknowledged the 

mherent linguistic and cultural diversity of its student population and sought to promote 

bilingual/bicultural education as a means to ensure eqtial educational opportunity. 

Further, the district stated that students would be able to learn through the use of their 

first language, "... an initial and continuing medium of instruction ...," and acquire 

English as a second language, wiiich was a necessary part of the students' total learning 

experience. 

Three times during the course of Uiana's elementary education, the state 

legislature had revised and reauthorized school language policies. First, on January 23, 

1981, the legislature approved revisions to Title 15, § 15-705, 15-706, and 15-707. In the 

amendment of § 15-705, school was still required to be conducted in English, except for 

the special case in which "... pupils who have difficulty in writing, speaking, or 

understanding the English language because they are fi-om an environment wherein 

another language is spoken primarily or exclusively." Teachers who did not comply with 

this statute were declared at risk of being found guilty of unprofessional conduct and 

having their certificate revoked. AJso, the legislature required that testing standards and 
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qualification requirements for students be established by the state board of education for 

the purpose of testing whether or not students qualify on a yearly basis in § 15-706. The 

amendment further required the state board of education to design minimum 

qualifications for teacher to teach under this statute and to enforce the criterion of 

"suitable facilities" in order for school districts and common schools to seek funding. In 

§ 15-707, the legislature determined that a governing board would be able to "provide a 

special course of bilingual instruction ..., not to exceed an accumulated period of four 

years per pupil, to expand the minimum curriculum and satisfy district goals and 

objectives." Moreover, the legislation provided governing boards with the power to 

employ special bilingual teachers, to cooperate with other school districts to organize 

special bilingual and English classes, to contract with other public agencies for the use of 

public facilities for such classes. Not surprisingly, the legislation characterized bilingual 

instruction as special instruction in the English language and a supplement to "... the 

regular course of instruction prescribed in all school districts." Lastly, according to §15-

707, school districts were required to submit an annual report that outlined the special 

bilingual program, recorded the expenditure of flmds for the program, explained the 

purposes for which such funds were used, and suggested plans for the ensuing fiscal year. 

In 1982, during the thirty-fiflh legislature, second regular session, HB 2295 was 

approved. One of the amendment s to this legislation, § 15-744, revised the regulations 

by which school districts could exempt pupils from the state school testing requirement. 

In this section, students who were considered to be "... nonenglish [5/c] monolingual or 

predominantly speakers of a language other than English.. .," were eligible for 
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exemptions for only three years. The initial exemption was granted for the first 

academic year in which students were enrolled in a school district. The two subsequent 

exemptions were allowed only if students were assigned to basic instructional programs 

in the students' native language. 

The third language policy was approved on April 18, 1984. For this legislative 

action, the state repealed § 15-705, 15-706, and 15-707, and amended chapter 7 by 

sanctioning SB 1160, Bilingual Education and English as a Second Language, as Article 

8, an official act of state law. Of course, the policy qualified that all classes and school 

instruction were to be conducted in English except in the case of bilingual or foreign 

language education. Notwithstanding, the article specifically applied to a "Limited 

English Proficient" (LEP) student or a "pupil whose primary home language is other than 

English." Section 15-799.01 required all school districts to provide bilingual education 

or ESL services to pupils who were identified as LEP, declared participation in such 

programs voluntary, and mandated parental notification. In the event parents did not 

want their children to participate, the state recommended that they indicate their refiisal 

of such services in writing to the school principal. The amendment also opened 

participation in bilingual and ESL programs to students who were not LEP or whose 

primary home language was English. Further, § 15-799.02 outlined census, assessment, 

and reassessment procedures. For example, all school districts were charged with 

identifying the total number of program eligible students, completing home language 

surveys by October 1 of each school year, assessing students' English and native 

language proficiency by administering state approved language testing instruments, and 
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reassessing all students enrolled in bilingual or ESL programs at least once ever two 

years to determine whether or not the students have achieved the necessary English 

language skills to participate in all-English instruction. The amendment also required 

school districts to adopt the following multifaceted criteria and procedures for language 

reassessment prescribed by the state: I) a teacher evaluation of the students" language 

development and readiness for studying in an all-English program; 2) an objective 

assessment of oral language proficiency, written language proficiency, and English 

literacy skill; and 3) evidence of parent consultation and opinion. 

In § 15-799.03, school districts with ten or more LEP students were required to 

provide a bilingual or ESL program for those students. In order to meet the requirements 

of this amendment, school districts could implement a K-8 transitional bilingual 

education program, a 7-12 structured bilingual program, a K-8 or K-12 

bilingual/bicultural program, or a formal ESL program. Also, the legislation required 

any school district with nine or fewer LEP students to provide either the same 

aforementioned instructional programs or to create individualized educational plans 

(lEP) that would deliver systematic, individualized instruction in English and subject 

area instruction in the child's primary home language to the extent possible. It is 

important to note that EBP instruction in the student's primary home language could be 

given by a paraprofessional or community member under the supervision of a certificated 

teacher, if that teacher did not have a bilingual or ESL endorsement or speak the 

student's home language. 
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According to the final section of the legislation, § 15-799.04, the submission of a 

year-end report that addressed each of the requirements previously mentioned was 

compulsory. The source and sum of funds expended as well as the number and 

qualification of teachers or paraprofessionals were also expected to be a part of the 

report. 

This is another glimpse back in time, to what it was like for Iliana Tineo as a 

student. Not even a decade earlier, Victor's mother, Margarita Elena Porras, had 

attended the school. 

Marparita Elena Porras. 

I'll start with the family. My siblings are a lot older than I am. I have four 
brothers and one sister. I'm the youngest of six. I think my relationship is closest with 
my sister. She '5 ten years older than I am, and she was more like a mother figure to me 
in a lot of ways. My brothers, I love them all, and 1 care about them, hut I'm not as one-
to-one [with themJ as I am with my sister. The youngest [of my brothersJ is six years 
older than I am. You know, they were [so much] older; they were already teenagers by 
the time I was seven or eight years old. So, / basically grew up with my nieces and 
nephews 'cause when I was two years old my first nephew was bom. When we were 
children, they, my nieces and nephews instead of my brothers, were my playmates. 

My mother and my father were never actually married. So, he was not an 
influence, a daily influence, in my life because they didn V live together. He was from 
Mexico. He spoke mainly Spanish, although I always remember talking to him in 
English. He would always answer me in Spanish but I understood that. 

We used to live way back on 43rd [Street]. Our house was set into the back of the 
lot. So, the house to right of us and the house to the left of us were set towards the front. 
The neighbors [on the right] to the front were the Gastellum's, and they were from 
Mexico; they spoke mainly only Spanish. I was real good friends with the youngest 
daughter, named Teresita. On the left side of us, the Boon's used to live. And, they were 
a coloredfamily. Well, we all used to play together. In their family, Shiela Boon was the 
one daughter and the rest were all boys. Behind us was another family, and they were 
from Texas. I think. And they spoke mainly Spanish, too. As a group, when we'dplay 
with Shiela, well, we all had to talk in English. But then she started picking up Spanish 
words, because Teresita couldn't speak English at all, or very well. Muy mocha. So, 
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Shiela started talking in Spanish, too. In her backyard Shiela had a real nice cement 
porch that we used to play school. We would put chairs and pails there, and that would 
be our desks. We'd take turns being the teacher arui sti^ like that. Shiela always 
wanted to spank us. She was like, "No, if you 're not behaving or you 're not listening, 
I'm just gonna have to spank you with the ruler. " She would always threaten to, but she 
never would. That was just one of the things that we used to do, besides roller skate. 
'Cause, Sheila, she had roller skates and we'd all use her skates. 

I think the majority of the neighborhood where we lived was Mexican-Americaru 
But we lived [just] five blocks [JromJ the little Yaqui community there on 39th Street. 
My grandparents lived on 39th, so we weren V far [and we 'd go] there fairly ofteru It 
was, you know, within walking distance from one place to the other. 'Cause I knew most 
of the kids [in the neighborhood], we all basically walked to school together. Most of 
the families had one kid at Old Pueblo: either they'd be in sixth grade, or first grade, or 
whatever. So those little ones 
would go with the older ones. One side of the block would walk together, and we just 
kind of all took care of each other. 

From my point of view, I've always been bilingual. I don't remember ever 
learning one language before the other. I don't remember ever not knowing both 
languages, but I think I was dominant in Spanish because of my mom I assume I must 
have learned Spanish first, because that was my mother's dominant language. I would 
make that assumption, but I couldn 't say for sure. As far back [as] I remember, I was 
talking in Spanish, I mean, you know, talking both. 
All of my siblings were, you know, in the work force or in schools [when I was young], 
I'm sure I talked to them in English, and they must have talked to me in English. I think 
[my cousins and I] we went back, forth, back and forth between English and Spanish. 
Yeah, I think most of the kids were pretty much. I think we all kind of had like a real 
strong Spanish background, but we had enough influence of English when we went to 
school. I assume my one-to-one [conversations] with my mother were in Spanish. I 
can V say [for sure]. I just remember as far back as I can that I spoke English and 
Spanish. Or, I understood both anyway. 

[My grandfather] would talk to me in Spanish, 'cause he knew I didn 't know how 
to talk in Yaqui. So 1 remember him always talking in Spanish. He was a maestro, like a 
Yaqui priest. He said all the prayers like during lent, during the processions. He was 
the one that prayed at all the stations of the cross, at deaths, and at the end of the year 
[festival] called the acabo de aho. It's like a celebration after a year of mourning, 
because, traditionally, in Yaqui culture you cannot watch television, hear the radio, go to 
movies, go to parties, or wear bright colors [when you 're in mourning]. En dia de los 
muertos, people come and the [maestro] prays at your house, you put food outside for 
the souls, and they come and pray at your house. You know it's a lot of hard work! You 
know, [the maestro] just given ese oficio at birth. Or maybe not even at birth, maybe at 
three years old. He might have been sick and his mom or dad said, "This is what he's 
gonna do if he gets better. " Son mandas; I mean they 're vows that they make. Like my 
gjrandfather, for instance, he fell into that, he was not [originally] a maestro. He was a 
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venado, a deer dancer. Or a maso; that's what they call it in Yaqui. He was a deer 
dancer. 

You know what? I always thought they were praying in Yaqui but they're not. I 
found that out now because.... How should I explain this? I always thought they were 
praying in Yaqui because you couldn 7 understand what they were saying. There [were] 
ladies that sing with the maestro; they 're called cantoras. They always have this reboso, 
or a tapala. I don't know what you call that. When they go out in a procession they take 
out the statue of the Virgin Mary, kind of like the one 1 have right there. Ok they take 
those. I don't know how they do it. They tie it down, or something, and four women 
carry the santos out. And they would always, hmm, hmmm, hmmm, hmmmm, hmmm, 
hmm, like that. Well, I couldn't understand what they were saying, so I thought they 
were talking in Yaqui all this time. But as I've grown up, I've been more a part of the 
processions. I've carried the santos. /'m right close to the cantoras now, so 1 can hear. 
And they 're praying in Spanish; they 're answering. The maestro says something, and 
then they just answer back What do they call that? 1 can V think of what you call it in 
music? When you say something and there's an answer.... una contestacion Algo asi, 
es algo asi. 

At some point I do know that one part of it does come out in Yaqui. I can tell the 
difference now when they 're going [along in the procession]. 1 can't tell what they 're 
saying, but there is something [said in Yaqui]. And, you can tell that they 're praying 
because "Jesus Cristo " comes out every now and thert You know, or Maria y Josi. 
Instead of saying Ave Maria y Jose, they say something else. Then Maria y Jose comes 
out. I mean [that] you can pray the stations of the cross in Spanish just as well; it 
means the same thing. But if you know Yaqui, / guess you should [pray the stations in 
Yaqui]. 

So, I was influenced by Yaqui a lot. I was always real firm in my Yaqui roots 
even though I'm half Mexican. My father was from Magdaletia; he was Mexican. But I 
never claimed to be Mexican I always claimed [to be] Yaqui, you know, because my 
mom was raising me. 1 don V know if that's why I chose that? Or that 1 just assumed 
that. I don't know [laughter]. 

/ [first] went [to Old Pueblo School] in Head Start. I think I was too small to 
remember anything; all 1 remember about that is that I went in but 1 didn't wanna stay. 
[The classroom] was in the primary wing, right next to the bathrooms where Mrs. 
Bigelow's room is now. 1 was in that room. My mother and my sister took me to school 
that [first] day. I [do] remember that I was walking up the steps, and I didn 7 wanna go 
in. I was [thinking], "/ don 7 wanna stay here. " Well, they took me into this room, and 
they thought, "Okay. " The teacher said, "She's playing now. She 'II be fine. " I 
remember her saying that, so I went over and I was playing in the casita. Then, I turned 
around and my sister was gone. So, I ran out of the room. I was saying, "Don 7 leave 
me here. " She had to come back inside, and my mom came back inside. They stayed 
there for a little while longer, but that's all I remember. 

Mrs. Clay was my first grade teacher. 1 remember that we used to always read 
those little books like, "See Jane nm. See Dick run." [I also remember that we spoke[ 



190 

only in English: I don't think I ever talked to her in Spanish. [Well], I remember I would 
speak Spanish with [my classmates andfriends}, you know, when we 'd be at our table or 
whatever, working. Yeah, we would talk in Spanish but then we would flow freely 
[between] English and Spanish. I think, [though], I was more selective [because] I 
would choose [as} my friends [kids] that spoke more English. I don V know why that 
was? / Just noticed that I had more friends who spoke in English. And, 1 always tended 
to sit with boys. I didn 7 sit that much with girls. 

At that time, there was not bilingml education. I don't remember ever talking m 
Spanish, [not] until we went to second grade in 1969. 1 remember that 'cause I had 
Melissa Garcia [as my teacher] in second grade. And she's the one that had the 2nd 3rd 
[gj-ade] combination classroom. Okay. From that classroom, I think the most important 
thing was that I learned all the third grade wort [You see], I was real metichi 
[laughter] and 1 wanted to know. So, I would hurry and do my second grade work 'cause 
[then] I could sit and listerL Or else, I'd he doing my work and I'd be watching their 
blackboard. She had half of the class sitting this way and half of the class sitting that 
way (i.e., the two groups sat perpendicular to each other and faced adjacent walls with 
blackboards). The third graders were facing that way and / was like midway between 
the front and the back of the side facing that way. So, I would either be doing my work 
andprestando atencion or I'd be done arui I'd be watching. [Mrs. Garcia] would say, 
"Are you done with your work? " And, I would say, "Yeah, " when I wasn't done. 

Then, I would get back to task, you know. It was like I was paying attention, but 1 
wasn 'i doing my own work. Sometimes she would just let me participate with [the other] 
part of the [class]. / learned how to multiply in the second grade. That's why now it 
seems really odd to me that kids don't leam multiplication until they 're in third grade. 
The concept [that] they 're not ready for it 'cause they 're not in third grade doesn 7 click 
with me. 1 learned it, and / was in second grade. So you 're full of it! I'm sorry... 
[laughter]. I guess maybe by the middle of the year [Mrs. Garcia] kind ofstopped 
telling me anything. She saw that I was getting my work done and [that] I needed more. 
I was [also] learning to read Spanish [since] I already knew how to read in English. 
Well, if you could call, "See Jane run. See Dick run," [reading] you know? 

That was the year that bilingual education became [part of] Old Pueblo. So, it 
was everything by the book [Bilingual education] started at Old Pueblo. That's the year 
that 1 told you / didn 7 like it. I didn 7 like bilingual education. 1 felt offended by it, 
because I thought: "This is the United States. You 're supposed to speak English. Why 
are you teaching these kids in Spanish? If they warned to speak Spanish, why don't they 
go back to Mexico? " You know, that was my feeling. [As] a seven year old, [I was J 
thinking: "If I went to Mexico, I'd have to learn how to talk in Spanish. Why are they 
coming here? And, they 're teaching us that wanna talk in English, they 're making us 
talk in Spanish!" I resented it. I actually did. 

I noticed that 1 used to tend to gravitate to those students [who were having a 
hard time]. [I would] sit at the table to work with them, to be with them in their group. I 
liked being the leader. So, I liked having that leadership, responsibility type thing. 
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Everything that was the cognitive type sti^they were teaching in English atid 
then in Spanish. I remember that they would explain what we 're gonna do [in English] 
and then they would stop and explain it in Spanish. I hated that. This really was a waste 
of my time to be sitting and having to listen to everything in English and everything in 
Spanish. During that time, / could have been sitting there doing my paper, or doing 
whatever they just explained to me. [Instead] I had to wait and not get my paper until 
they were done explaining in the second language. / really didn 't like that. It just drove 
me crazy. 

As far as art type activities, [they were] explained [by] mixing [the languages]. 
[The teacher would] switch to Spanish in between [English]. So, they would either 
speak in English and half way through the explanation they would switch to Spanish. Do 
you understand what I mean? I noticed that [when] you 're actually demonstrating while 
you 're talking, it was easier—even if you don't imderstand in Spanish—to know what the 
teacher was telling you to do by what she was doing. 

When we did poems that were in Spanish, we used to read the poem only in 
Spanish. We wouldn V say, "Well, this says this and this says this. " There would [also] 
be like little drawings. Si era la mariposa, [or] whatever, it would have a mariposa 
where it said mariposa. Like you do now when you do picture reading and whatever. 

We would sing, like "Las mananitas. " We sang it and sang it. I don 7 think 
people really knew what they were singing, but they were singing. As we progressed, it 
came, "Well this is this, [or] this is ruisehor. Who knows what a ruisehor is? " That's 
how we started getting what we were singing. 'Cause no one knew that was a bird. Not 
even me, and I was bilingual, [laughter] 1 remember speaking in Spanish, singing in 
Spanish, and reading in Spanish. Reading to me was easier in Spanish, because it's 
phonetic, you know. You read what you see. It's not like in English! Yeah, I found it a 
lot easier to read and write in Spanish. But all the cognitive type stujf, (e.g. reading and 
math), was all in English and then all in Spanish. You had to sit there and listen to two 
sets of instructions. That was a waste of time! 

You know, I remember that there was one little girl, and I cannot remember her 
name, but she was Black [pause] Karen, Karen was her name. And, I remember Velma 
Diaz came to our classroom, she was totally Spanish. [She spoke J no English 
whatsoever. This [happened] maybe like a third ]of the] way through the year. Maybe 
before Thanksgiving? [Well] this girl, Karen, I guess had been picking up Spanish. 
We'd been learning Spanish, you know. So, [when] Veronica Diaz came, she didn V 
know how to talk [in] English. Of course, I was ra-ta-ta-ta-ta in Spanish, 'cause I knew 
how to talk in Spanish. Well, Velma was very shy. [But] Karen [was the one who] made 
jriends with her. And, I remember the teacher, [Mrs. Garcia], was talking one day to the 
teacher aide, I guess, and she said, "Fijate que la Karen estaba hablando en espanol con 
la Velma. " You know, she was making an observatioru I don V know how it happened 
that I was there and heard it. But I thought, "You know. Wow! That's really good, if 
Karen is learning how to talk in Spanish!" I guess I saw it from that point of view 
because she was Black and she was talking Spanish. 
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[Whereas], I felt Vm a Mexican; 1 know how to talk in Spanish. My dad is a 
Mexican. Why do I wanna leam how to talk in Spanish? And write in Spanish? I had 
too much of a Mexican influence to want it in school. I wanted to get more proficient in 
English. I guess I must have felt that I wasn 't proficient in English. Or maybe it was my 
mom's [influence overflow]? She would always say she didn'/ know how to talk in 
English. —Then [later] when I found out she did know how to talk in English, I was mad 
[laughter]. I [thought], "you lied to me all those years." I don't know? Maybe it was 
that idea that my mom always told me she didn'/ know how to talk in English and that / 
was pushing so much, "I wanna leam in English: I don't wanna leam in Spanish!" 

I remember that Matthew Valenzuela's family was O 'odham. His family said, 
"Well, you don't have to learn how to talk in Spanish. We 're sending you to school to 
talk in English. If you leam Spanish that's fine, but you don't let anybody force you. " 
So, it wasn 7 Just me that was feeling negative about it. 

[And,] do you remember Carmen Esquivel? She said that her parents told her 
and her siblings that they were not required to talk in Spanish. They were O 'odham, and 
they didn't have to leam how to talk in Spanish. Of course, the ones that spoke in 
Spanish were in seventh heaven. Now they could understand, and they could be taught 
everything. 

Ifind that that still has a tremendous ir^uence on me. I don't know? IJust feel 
it's not right; I still feel that way now. I feel like we cater a lot to the ones that don 'i 
speak English. I think that that's still going on at Old Pueblo right now. 

Now I should be fateful for it. 1 have the Job I have because I'm 
[Spanish English] bilingual. You know, I probably would have always known how to 
talk in Spanish, but I wouldn't have gone on to leam how to read and write in Spanish 
had bilingual education not come along. 

Second grade was [also] the year we had folklorico with Angel Hernandez. [Do 
you] remember 1 said something about that? That was a major thing in the second 
grade; I was the star of the show that year. I [even] did an interview with "Zoom!" For 
that [TV] show I did an interview in costume. We came out dancing right there in front 
of San Xavier. They put [up] a platform for us so we could dance. [After] we danced, 
they took me into the courtyard and had an interview with me because I was very 
articulate. Supposedly, my teacher said so, and for that they interviewed me. It was 
really weird because she would ask me a question and I had to answer her back in 
sentence form. Ifshe said, "Do you like dancing? " I couldn V say, "Yeah, "you know. 
"Yeah, I like dancing." [Instead] I had to say, "I like dancing because..., "you know. "I 
like this.... " /Just remember that I had to always stop, take a breath and think about 
what I was gonna say before I said it. If I wouldn V say it right, she 'd stop the camera 
and say, "Now, think about the question. " [laughter] After the first couple of times, I 
got it to where I couldJust zip the answer right out and not have to stop and think and all 
that. I never got a copy of that [interview]. Various people, later on, maybe when I was 
thirteen, would call me on the phone and say, "Did you see yourself on TV? That show 
that you did way [back] in second ̂ ade? It came out on TV!" I never saw it, [but] that 
was a major happening in my life. 
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/ remember Mrs. Garcia went to 39th [the processional] too. She wanted to go 
see what it was all about. And she got into the procession. My mom said, "If you don't 
get out now, you 're gonna be there till midnight. Once you go back into the church, they 
hold you in the church. There's no way to get out. " So, as we turned the comer she got 
out with us. 

It's always been a curious thing. [There are] so many Native Yaquis there [at 
Old Pueblo School]. The kids would come in the school talking about fariseos, and 
chapayecas, and all that stiiff everyday, and drawmg that on their journals. 

Arui there were Mexican kids that were not involved in the culture. They lived 
right in the area, and they used to see stiiff happening. Their parents used to take them. 
So they [would comment], "Oh, yeah, my mom took us to see that. Did you see the 
policeman mask? Did you see the 'so-and-so' mask? Did you see that one when they 
were doing 'this' and 'that' and 'the other?'" It was like topics of conversation between 
the kids. I would say that's why the teachers would go, because they were curious. 

About third grade they put me in a different classroom I wasn V with the same 
fi-iends from first grade and second grade. I felt like that low group that I was trying to 
help all the time wasn 7 there. I just kind of took off on my own theru I had Mr. Pete 
Gallardo. He's still a teacher, I think. I believe [he was a bilingual teacher; I remember 
him talking to us in English and Spanish. [With him] the emphasis wasn't as strong [to] 
explain everything in English and [everything in] Spanish. Maybe he wasn't certified 
bilingual? I don V know. 

I don V remember ever reading stuff in Spanish in his classroom I remember 
singing Spanish songs and poems, but I don't remember actually reading stuff in 
Spanish. Oh, I remember the focus with him was math. We did a lot of math activities. 

I was real proficient in reading, because I would zip through anything. I think by 
the time I got to his class we were doing reports and stuffl I remember I wrote a report 
about Mesopotapia, or something that doesn 't even exist anymore. I think it was part of 
Egypt [at one time]. That [report] was in English. And, I remember we used to [read] 
poems and [sing] songs in Spanish. But, I don 7 remember if we read books in Spanish? 
I don 7 remember. [Anyway] the math came easy to me 'cause I already knew the 
multiplications, you know. So, that [grade j wasn 7 a struggle for me. 

1 was the teacher's pet in fourth grade. The teacher's name was Mrs. Long. She 
was oriental, and she was riot bilingual. Mrs. Long was very, very strict. I remember 
that everyday before she would dismiss us, we had to sit really straight in our desks, and 
[keep[ quiet. Not a peep, or she wouldn 7 let us go. 

I kind of got to do what I wanted. I was bright. I knew that I was, and I wasn 7 
timid about it. [For example], they'd tell me: "Do something on Yaqui history. Well, I 
went and did this whole report. And, they asked me questions. Of course, I knew a lot 
about it because not only did I have it on my paper, but culturally that was part of what I 
knew. I think that kind of intimidated them, too. The fact that they could tell me to write 
anything about anything and I would research it and do it. 

[Mrs. Long] would encourage me in a lot of ways, for instance, she would send 
me to the library. "Well, go ahead and check out books, and see what you can do. [See] 
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what research you can find so that when they ask you questions you 'II be able to answer 
them. " She knew that my research was based on what I knew, the knowledge I had. She 
said, "What if they ask you somethingyou don V know? " So that prompted me to read 
books and find out more history, actual dates and things like that. 

No, there wasn't very much. There was maybe one [book]. It was a little bit of 
history but it wasn't in Yaqui either. I think it was Southwestern Indians, or something 
like that. I don V really remember. But not that much was written about Yaquis, because 
they were not even considered an American tribe till like '76 or so. 

I had to go to the public library. And I spoke to older people, like my mom's 
brothers. [I asked,] "When did this happen? And when did that happen? " My one uncle 
that passed away was very knowledgeable. He used to speak and write and read in 
Yoeme. He asked me why we were doing it and what were the other kids doing. "Are the 
other kids doing the same thing you 're doing? " I said, "No, I'm doing this because I 
want to. That seemed to make him wanna volunteer more information. It wasn'/ like I 
was doing a report about Native American Indians and everybody else was doing it 
[too]. This was something that I took on my own. I think that since he knew that it was 
something that I warUed to do, he wanted to help me as much as he cotdd. And my 
brothers were all older, and they knew a lot about the culture. On the cultural aspect, I 
really didn 't need any help. [My friends and classmates] had a lot of questions about it. 
It was real detailed: where [the culture] came from and how it originated. A lot of that 
wasn't research: it was my own personal knowledge, you know, at that point. Culturally 
[speaking,] I don V think there was a question they could have asked me that I wouldn 't 
have known. 

For fifth grade, I had Mr. Benson, Harvey Bensoru My mother used to always 
make fun of me with him. [She would] say, "Ay, yeah, estds sentada en las piemas del 
Mr. Benson. For eso no puedes salir a tiempo. " That used to make me so mad. 
[laughter] Anyway.... let's see, with Mr. Benson we learned a lot of singing in Spanish. 
He used to always sing. And, he would give us extra credit if we could sing a song or 
recite a poem in Spanish. I noticed that he talked a lot more Spanish. 

That year we had a performance for Christmas. I insisted that we sing a song in 
Yaqui [that] at that time that was real popular. My brother is a musician, and I had him 
give me the record and a copy of the words. Then I took the record to school, and we 
learned it. You know, [though], that song was not even [sung] in Yaqui. But, it was a 
Yaqui song that was real popular. There was a musical group called Los Capomos, and 
they were from Rio Yaqui. They released a record here in the United States, and it 
picked up. The norteno groups here in Tucson were singing it. Whenever there was a 
dance, if there were Yaquis there, those people would request it. It was a real popular 
song at the time. So, I took the song aruJ had my brother write the lyrics for me in 
Spanish. Not everything, because it has the estribillo. What do you call that? The 
chorus? [That] was in Yaqui, so he translated between English and Spanish. Then you 
could understand what you 're singing when you 're singing in Yaqui. 

But, I remember that in that Yaqui song there was one part of it that my brother 
had written, arui he [Mr. Benson] said, it doesn't sound like that's what it says. So, he 
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went back and he listened to it over and over again. He [then] changed that one word. I 
don V know if we actually sang it right? He said, "This is what it sounds like," and then 
he sang it. It sounded like the record. So, I said, "Hey, fine! Go with it. " [Mr. Benson] 
was like a perfectionist. I remember he wanted it right. It was none of this half-hearted 
job. If we 're gonna do it, we 're either gonna do it right or let's not do it! He had me 
practice it in English and in Spanish so that I [wouldn't] get up there and freak out [or] 
not be able to do it. It turned out really nice. The kids were excited to sing it 'cause we 
had maybe like four Native American kids in that classroom. 

I did a presentation for that [performance]. I was looking out at the audience, 
[and] as I was talking they [the audience] were 'ho-hum' about it. I remember vaguely 
the speech. I said that part of the culture at Old Pueblo was Yaqui, and that we wanted 
to represent that in the program. Then I translated my little speech into Spanish. Now, 
I'm thinking, "God, 1 should have done it in Yaqui!" There were a lot of Yaquis m the 
audience. But that didn 't occur to me. 

As we started singing, they were already clapping. After we were done singing, 
they kept on clapping! I saw some of the Native American parents, [whose] kids were 
singing, standing up and clapping. I was like, "This got a really good response. " I 
don V know [if it was] a sense ofpride to them? Finally, something had been done in 
Yaqui. So I think that's what it was. I don V remember ever doing anything like that 
[before]. When I did my reports on the Yaqui culture, it was to the classroom. It wasn V 
to the parents. 

I think, in retrospect, I would have liked to have [made the presentation in Yaqui 
too] since I was so big on this Yaqui thing. I wish we had some of the influence that the 
kids have now. I mean everything that I've learned about Yaqui culture was because I 
lived it. But [even] with my mother, I only learned like, "What time is it? I gotta go to 
the bathroom. Or, like your mother's name, a child's name, you know, things like that. " 
Those real basic things. 

Anyway in fifth grade, like I said, we had that program where I did the 
translation in English and Spanish. And then we sang the song in Yaqui, [which] got a 
lot of applause. It just felt right on. Everybody was like, "Good! Finally!" That's kind 
of the way I felt. 

[You see], I had Yaqui cousins that went right to Old Pueblo School. They were 
Chicanas, not Yaquis. And that offended me because someone told me, "Well, how can 
you be a Yaqui if Becky and Tina are Chicanas? " [You see], they had never gone to my 
school. Old Pueblo was like my school; they used to go [to] Liberty or C.E. Rose. They 
movedfrom their house on President to my grandmother's house on 39th. One of the 
cousins IS older than I am; the two oldest ones were in fifth and sixth grade. The third 
one was a year below me. So, we were pretty close in age. They knew we were cousins, 
but they were Chicanas. 

It just really ticked me off. I was offended by it. At that young age I don't think I 
should have been offended. I should have let it just roll off my back, but I couldn V. This 
Yaqui influence had been with me so long that I considered myself a Yaqui. I never 
thought.... You know, I knew there was Mexican in me because of my father, but I never 



196 

went around saying I'm a Mexican. Even though I hung aroimd with Mexicans, it Just 
never dawned on me. And, then my mother would not let us be culturally involved. My 
two oldest brothers, they were became my grandfather was still alive at that time. So 
they were both in the [Yaqui] culture. They were both matachines aruifariseos, once 
they got married. My third brother chose not to [become involved]. I don't know if my 
sister ever wanted to he involved or not? My other brother, I don 7 know? But, I know 
that when I was small I wanted to be a bandadera, arui my mother would not let me. She 
would tell me, "It's not fun. It's not! When you 're out there, it's cold arui you 're tired 
arui you 're sleepy and you 're htmgry. No one is gonna care. And you 're gonna have to 
stay there. " It is a tremendous amount of work 

I think that's why I pulled more to the Yaqui side, became it was something I 
wanted to do. But nobody would let me. And, I couldn 7 just do it on my own. My 
graruifather wasn 7 alive by then for me to say, "Tata, 1 wanna do this. " He would have 
said, "She wants to do it. A ella le nace, dejala que lo haga. " My mom would have 
listened to him, I jmt know it. Anyway, I think that event is what sparked that whole 
Yaqui thing that year, with m having a part of the Christmas program. 

And, I remember that we did a little map of Mexico, arui we learned all the states. 
I do remember that Rio Yaqui was in Sonora. Ask me now how many states there are? I 
wouldn 7 remember. I think thirty? Jmt like the United States, we had to [know] all the 
places, where everything was, arui color it in. But, I don 7 ever remember him [Mr. 
Benton] making reference to the other Native Americans, [like] the O 'odham [student] 
that was there either. He did participate, [however, in our community]. During Lent 
that year, he walked in a procession with.... 

What else did we do in his class? I remember that's the year we got the trouble
maker kid from California. She was very knowledgeable about everything. When we 
went to sex education, she told the boys what happens to the girls. Well, we were kind of 
dumb I guess. She was more knowledgeable or worldly 'came she was from California, 
or something. And she wasn 7 embarrassed. She would say, "Oh, yeah, this is what 
happens. And here's the little thing. " Arui blah, blah, blah, blah, blah. You know? And 
we were floored by it. That was kind of oddfor m. I remember that was a traumatic 
thing for me that year, became she was like a wild girl. 

I [also] remember that we did a lot more reading that year. And our reports, like 
[one] about Mexico, were in Spanish, too. And, I remember that our maps arui our 
reports went on the board. That [classroom] was where the computer lab is now. 

[Many] times the instruction was given all in Spanish. So, the ones that didn 7 
understand in Spanish had to go up and get the instruction in English. Or, he would 
explain everything in English, and then do no explanation in Spanish. Arui, if he talked 
to you in Spanish you were supposed to answer in Spanish. If he talked to you m 
English, you were to answer in English. I don 7 know if that was a rule that he hadjmt 
implemented? We saw that that was the way he was. I don 7 know? He had a real 
strong character in the classroom 

We had a little group of four desks. If somebody didn 7 understand, [then] you 
were supposed to ask your group first. Then if your group didn 7 know, you [could] ask 
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the teacher. 
If we would read a book, the ones that were proficient Spanish readers would 

read and the other ones wouldfollow along. Then when they felt able to, they could 
read. I mean if they read one sentence it was wonderful. It wasn't, "You messed up on a 
word, " or something like that. I remember that in Mr. Benson's class we would do that 
study on Mexico. We read books, and a lot were in Spanish. A lot of the books were his 
because Old Pueblo did not a have a real good library as far as Spanish books. I don't 
[even] remember there being any Spanish books! 

Eran de el. We were always real careful with them because they were his. So, 
when we did read a lot of times it was doubled up. One would read and one would 
follow along, or 
whatever. I think that has more of an effect than somebody beating on your head saying, 
"That says 'el.' That says 'la. Then you rebel against it, and you don't wanna learn 
that. 

But, I Ve read, and heard people say, that you 're stronger in your first language. 
Let's say, for instance, that something is spoken to you in English. When it's translated 
into Spanish, you absorb it better because if that's your first language. You know, that 
might really have some foundation? I remember in the second^ade that I was 

multiplicatioru I wanted to know how to do, like (2 x 3), without having 
to write two little dots and three little circles and then count them. I didn't wanna do it 
that way. I wanted to do it just (2 x 3 ~ 6), with just the numbers. I think I grasped it 
when it was explained to me in Spanish. You know after hearing it being explained to the 
kids in Spanish, and hearing it and hearing it, I think that's what made it click finally. 
So, I don 7 know if it was because just hearing it so much or being said in Spanish? 
Because in English I had already tuned it out. 

I don't really think my mom was impacted by me being in a [bilingual class[ At 
one point I remember her saying, < <Pues, yo no se pa 'que te quieren ensefiar en 
espanol? Es mas importante que hablen ingles. > > She [also] said, < <Luego vas a salir 
a agarrar trabajo. > -

/ think if you 're fostered in your first language, it 'II be easier to learn everything 
in Spanish; you 'II pick it up easier. / have a dilemma about forcing kids to leam Spanish 
because I don V agree with that form of teaching. If your kids can V read and write in 
English, and they're English dominant, what business do you have teaching them in 
Spanish? Me entiende? 

I think that you leam things like that better than when you 're told, "Well, you 're 
gonna write this poem. You 're gonna know where it says, 'el,' 'la,' 'con,' whatever. " 
Does that make any sense? Just like when you leam to sing. You 're singing and you 
know that when it says, "son las mahanitas, " you 're gonna leam how to read mahanitas. 
It's not 'cause somebody's saying, "This word says mahanitas. " It's 'cause you 're 
singing it, and you know when that pointer goes to that word, that's what that word says. 
Me entiende? There's just certain techniques that I'm not in agreement with as far as 
what I think bilingual education is and should be. That's just me as a parent. 
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The other thing that happened with Mr. Benson's class that I remember was that 
that was the year of desegregating the schools. He came in one day and said, "How 
would you feel if I told you that as ofMonday these three rows of kids are gonna stay 
here and these three rows of kids are gonna go to a school on the east side? They 're 
gonna be bussed. " I was in the three rows that were gonna be bussed, and I was scared 
to death. It was shocking the way he went about it, you know. I know it had an impact 
on me and the rest of the kids, because during recess we were talking about it. "Can you 
believe that if they move us? We 're gonna be separated and.... " He said that they 
wanted to intermix the races. After he said that, everyone said, "Well, why? " We were 
all scared! He went on to say, "This is what's happening. They 're thinking of moving 
kids from the east side to here, [and] from here to there, so that we can have all the 
different races mixed. We were like, "Oh, my God! I hope it doesn't happeru " And it 
didn't happen at Old Pueblo. We discussed it various times, as news kept coming out 
about it. We'd discuss it further, what was happening with it. I think he just warned us 
to know that these things 
that were happening in the outside world have an impact on us. And, if we don 7 stop 
and take notice, that things are gonna happen without us knowing or showing that we 
care. 

I don V know how we stayed out of it, maybe because we were totally bilingual? 
We were under that bilingual thing then, where the teachers were supposed to all be 
bilingual. I don V know? Maybe that had something to do with it? 

For sixth grade, I had Mrs. Cody, and [her classroom] was where Marta Leon's 
is now. That was like the intermediate wing, on this side. The primary was where the 
patio is now, on that side there. I had Mrs. Cody; she only spoke in English. St, era 
Americana, y no me acuerdo que, / don't ever remember her speaking in Spanish. She 
was there when Mrs. Napier was there. They were both sixth grade teachers, and they 
were right across the hall from each other. I don't think [Mrs. Napier spoke Spanish J. If 
[she and Mrs. Cody] did, they never spoke it to me. And we used to do a lot of changing 
back and forth. We would switch: our class would go with Mrs. Napier, and her class 
would go over here. One time, one would teach an art activity [and the other] would 
teach a math activity. [In other words], something that our teacher had already taught 
us, she would teach the other class. Arul, we learned how to square dance and jitterbug. 
Oh, it was so much fun! They showed us how to do it first, of course, since they were 
from that age group. And, well, they could jam, you know. They 're turning each other 
and everything. It was a lot of fun! And, it looked like a lot offtm. Then when we did it; 
we were tripping and whatever else. It was fun, I remember that. 

That year, I think we just kind of all excelled, or at least I know I did. She gave 
us a lot of work to keep us going. I always had something to do. If I was done with my 
spelling, I had geography. There was always something to be learning about. That was 
a busy year for me. 

I kind ofstayed with the same little group of kids from the first grade on. I think 
there were some that eran O 'odham in my class. So, the majority was English speaking. 
Reymundo Ruiz came like the fifth grade, and he was all Spanish but by the sixth grade 
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he was English. He would mostly talk in English. Every now and then he'd get stuck on 
a word and he 'd slip to Spanish. He was a brain. He was really smart, I remember that. 
Everything that we'd have trouble with, he could either explain it or show us how to do 
it, especially, math-type stuff. He came from Mexico, and 1 guess they teach really 
advanced math or something over there. "Oh no, I learned this last year, " [he would 
say]. But, he was really nice ami caring. I remember that he would always help us and 
explain the easiest way how to do stiiff] That was the sixth grade. 

This is the other thing I had forgotten to tell you. Bilingual education had such 
an effect on me! They [the teachers at Old Pueblo] gave me this paper, at the end of the 
sixth grade, to see if I wanted placement [in bilingual classes for jimior high school J. It 
was supposed to go home to my mother. They were extending the bilingual program to 
middle school at Wakefield [Well,] I took it, and I signed it on the way home. [But,] I 
signed that I did not wanna be in the bilingual program. I had just had it! I wanted to 
take one class of Spanish, and that was it. We had gone to the orientation at Warfield, 
and they explained both types of programs to us. It was a bilingual program, so 
everything was then gonna be taught in English and Spanish, like it had been up until 
this point. If you didn V take the bilingual program, then you could take one class of 
Spanish. That sounded wonderful to me. 

I didn V wanna go back to having to leam English and Spanish, and English and 
Spanish. Then I thought, "What if it's gonna be like we have to sit there and listen to 
everybody repeat every little thing? " That was what went into my mind. I thought. "I 
can't do this. Not again." So, 1 remember signing it right there under that bridge on 
Tenth. I signed it and I took it back to school the next day. My mom never had a clue. 
When I went to Warfield it was really weird because all ofmy friends stayed in the 
bilingual program, I was off in left field, like by myself. 

But see, I can V judge what everyone thinks by what I think. Because, like / say, 
although I grasped it in English and in Spanish, there were some kids that didn't 
understand either one. You could tell the ones that were struggling with every topic from 
reading and writing to math. You could spot the low ones, even as a student. I knew that 
I could. I can V say that bilingual education doesn V serve a purpose as far as that goes, 
but I can say that for me it was a waste of time. I [first] thought it was gonna be 
something wonderful. Then when it came about, it was really boring! 

And those were all my years at Old Pueblo School. 

It is impossible to specify the number of students that attended Old Pueblo School 

when Margarita Elena was a student because no record of that kind was available. It is 

possible, however, to estimate the number based on some fragments of evidence that 

were left behind in teacher lesson plans in the school's archives. In one of the sets of 

plans for the year 1969-70,1 found a weekly library schedule that listed the names of 
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every classroom teacher, at least I assume this was the case (Warshly, Daily Lesson 

Plans, 1969-70). Based upon that source, I estimated that there were eighteen classroom 

teachers for grades one through six. Drawing upon the only lesson plan that provided a 

class roster, which listed the names of 22 children, it is probable that there were at least 

400 children attending the school at that time. More precise estimation is difficult 

because there isn't any evidence, for example, of the number of kindergarten sessions 

taught or teachers assigned to that grade level. 

It is important to note that Old Pueblo School was one of two elementary schools 

in DHSD to be named in the district's first application for Title VII funding in 1969. The 

district was awarded the grant, which supported the initiation of a bilingual education 

program at Old Pueblo School. The grant emphasized the necessity of bilingual teacher 

training and development of bilingual instructional materials, but it is difficult to verify 

the extent of the professional development from the teachers' records. It isn't clear 

which teachers at Old Pueblo school actually participated in the training process, 

although five of the six sets of lesson plans recorded the teacher's participation in a 

school-site inservice on Tuesday, November 11. With respect to on-site support, it 

appears that a resource teacher or curriculum specialist, Ms. Gloria Duran, spent twelve 

weeks, from February 23 through May 22, working with Mrs. Guerra's class during the 

first hour-and-a-half of the morning period. No remarks were made in the lesson plans 

regarding her work in the classroom, and no further mention of her collaboration is 

recorded in any other set of plans. 
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I found six sets of teacher lesson plans in the archives of Old Pueblo School; two 

reflected teacher participation—in one way or another—in the school's bilingual education 

program. For example, one lesson plan log, left by Mrs. Guerra, referred to Spanish [as a 

Second Language], Spanish Reading, English Reading, English [as a Second 

LanguageJ/Peabody lessons, Spanish and English songs and games, and teacher 

directions given in English and Spanish as focuses of daily activity from the begirming to 

the end of the year. A second set of teacher lesson plans also referred to Spanish reading 

and English as a Second Language; however, references to these activities were not 

evident until after the Veterans' Day holiday that year and, ostensibly, the classroom 

teacher, Mrs. Kim, did not become involved in both activities. Although the records 

seemed to indicate that she prepared for and taught English as a Second Language, she 

acknowledged another teacher, Mrs. S. C., as responsible for preparing reading lessons in 

Spanish (Kim, Daily Lesson Plans, 1969-70). 

In every set of lesson plans, the teachers clearly allotted specific amounts of time 

for teaching particular subjects (e.g., English Reading, Spanish Reading, Phonics, 

Spelling, Social Studies, Science, Health, Physical Education, Math, Spanish, English 

Language/Peabody, Music, Art). Fifth graders in Mrs. Brother's class spent every day of 

the year following this schedule: 
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8:45- 9:45 Reading 
9:45-10:15 Spelling 

10:15-10:25 Passing/Recess 
10:25-10:55 English 
10:55-11 ;20 Health/Science 
11:20-12:00 Social Studies 
12:00-12:15 Story time 
12:15- 1:10 Lunch 
1:10- 2:10 Arithmetic 

*The remainder of the daily schedule was not listed; class was in session until 
3:00. 

Even though other class schedules varied slightly more than this, such as switching the 

order of instructional times for Reading and Mathematics, the subject distinctions were 

almost identical across teachers. 

Lessons for all subjects were segregated from one another, except for a few cases 

in which the teacher explained that she had integrated reading and math lessons so that 

children would be writing the numerals 1-10 and the words "one, two three,... and ten" 

because of the "correlation between word recognition and arithmetic." (Warshly, Daily 

Lesson Plans, 091469 and 092969-100369) The cardinal focus of teaching a lesson in 

any given subject area was clearly the acquisition of particular skills or items of 

knowledge. For example, Mrs. Gonzalez explained, "Go over sounds once. Give them 

seat work and check each person individually. If they know the first five sounds, 

introduce's'." (Gonzalez, Daily Lesson Plans, 101369-101769) Or, she further 

prescribed that children learn "new words—me, como; el, zape; soy, cantar—[and] make 

up story." (Gonzalez, Daily Lesson Plans, 011470-011670) And, in sixth grade, Mr. 

Phillips required children to complete textbook exercises on "factor trees, prime 

numbers, and prime factorization." (012670-013070) The only obvious diversions from 
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this kind of focus were evident when the teacher described the process for getting started 

and getting to know each other at the beginning of the school year, a field trip, a library 

visit, a movie or film strip to be viewed, a game to played, a dance to be danced, a party 

or some other celebration, or a special presentation by a guest speaker. In these cases, 

the teacher simply stated the name of the dance, film, game, or speaker, but recorded no 

other remarks about the lesson's design. I conjectured, therefore, that the point was to 

focus on the experience as a whole rather than the sum of its parts. 

In several instances, activities such as dramatization, singing, talking, dancing 

were identified as ways for children to participate in lessons, especially the younger 

children. However, listening, reading, repeating a drill, and writing were the most 

frequent forms of expected participation for children, irrespective of grade level. And, I 

must mention that the same lesson and the same form for representing their work (e.g., 

answer exercises p. 102; paint a picture; model with clay) was prescribed for the entire 

class. There wasn't any evidence that children chose how to represent their own work. 

The only exception to that was evident for Physical Education or outdoor play activities. 

Frequently, boys were separated from girls and the groups of children engaged in distinct 

games and exercises: boys played baseball and girls jumped rope; or boys played kick 

ball and girls played four square (Kim, Daily Lesson Plans, 031670-032070). 

It isn't surprising that all the teachers differentiated between children's "level" of 

reading ability, or that some distinguished children by mathematical ability, and that they 

grouped students accordingly in order to provide the appropriate or "needed" instruction. 

For example, Mrs. Squire had grouped her class into three groups; high, middle, and low 
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(Squire, Daily Lesson Plans, 1969-70). Mrs. Guerra assigned children to reading groups 

by language, and Mrs. Kim placed her students into math groups by comparing their pace 

for completing assignments (i.e., "slower children" and "faster children"). 

The two bilingual teachers also differentiated their instructional plans. First, they 

set apart those times when their teaching would be delivered in Spanish from other times 

when English would be the language of instruction. Mrs. Kim wrote all of her plans 

entirely in English, and it was impossible to discern whether or not she ever spoke 

Spanish with the children. As I noted before, she did specify, however, that one group of 

children read in Spanish while Mrs. S. C. helped out In Mrs. Guerra's plans, she 

recorded teaching one group of children to read in Spanish and another group to read in 

English. Whether children's work would be represented in either English or Spanish was 

largely determined by the subject of the lesson (i.e., Spanish reading, English reading, 

English language, and Spanish language). Neither set of lesson plans stated explicitly, 

nor did they even allude to the fact, that children's understandings of other curricular 

areas such as science or social studies were promoted in their first language. And, Mrs. 

Guerra's lesson plans were written almost entirely in English, except when she noted a 

song or poem or a vocabulary list. 

At the time Margarita Elena attended Old Pueblo School, the Civil Rights 

Movement was resonating across America. There were approximately 262,933 residents 

in the greater metropolitan area of Tucson (1970 U. S. Census of Population and 

Housing; Census Tracts; Tucson, Arizona). Of that population, there were at least 

78,238 children who were of "school age" (i.e., between 5 and 17 years old); 11,942 
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were recognized as of Spanish heritage, surname, language, birth or parentage, and 

mother tongue. About 23% of the population 5 years 

and older were identified as persons of Spanish language, and nearly 19% claimed to be 

persons of Spanish mother tongue. 

In terms of the various kinds of educational attainment, roughly 60% of Hispanics 

25 years and older stated that they had only attended high school, and 38% or more stated 

that they had graduated or achieved the equivalent. Similarly, 60 % of Whites reported 

that they had only attended high school, but at least 63% had graduated or achieved 

similar status. 

With respect to economic status, of persons 16 years and older who had 

participated at one time or another in the civilian labor force, about 5% of Hispanics and 

2% or more of Whites reported that they were unemployed. And of the total number of 

families living below poverty level, nearly 2300 were Hispanic and about 4600 were 

White. However, the White, non-Hispanic population numbered approximately 5.5 times 

as many as that of Hispanics. 

Margarita Elena mentioned in her oral history that she attended Old Pueblo 

School at a time when school language policy was just beginning to shift, and these 

teachers' lesson plans corroborated her testimonial, albeit minimally. Three policies 

approved and revised by the DHSD governing board at that time were relevant to issues 

of language choice and use in teaching and learning, however, only one reflected any 

attention to the importance of language and culture. For example, on November 18, 

1969, the DHSD governing board approved policy # 5090, Ethnic and Racial Plan, for 



206 

the first time. According to this policy, the school district would support the transfer of 

students between schools "... when the enrollment of a school from within the 

established attendance area does not reach the maximum in either total enrollment or 

class size," and if the transfer would balance the ethnic and racial composition of the 

student population at the receiving school. The district would also provide transportation 

at no expense if the student were transferring to the school that was located most 

proximal to her or his attendance area. Approval of this policy was ostensibly an attempt 

to address the problem of ethnic and racial segregation across the district. Revisions of 

the policy were made in 1971, 1974, and 1994, which essentially abbreviated the policy, 

deleted the procedural explanation, and stated an expectation for length of term of the 

transfer. 

During Margarita Elena's last year at Old Pueblo School, the DHSD governing 

board re-issued, for the second time, on January 15, 1974, board policy #6100, 

Objectives of the Instructional Program. According to the policy, a well-rounded 

educational program was to be provided for students of every level of ability and talent. 

If any student's achievement varied dramatically above or below the norm then that 

student would be entitled to special placement. Despite the recent initiation of bilingual 

education programs in two district schools, this policy did not make any explicit 

reference to considerations of children's diverse language and cultural backgrounds. 

And, on that same date, the governing board re-issued policy #6200, Curriculum Design. 

With respect to elementary education, the policy stated that the district would provide an 

accessory curriculum guide, to the one provided by the state, that outlined "... 



207 

philosophy, objectives, subjects to be taught, scheduling, and lists of basic and 

supplementary books and materials." 

By the time Margarita Elena had completed sixth grade at Old Pueblo School, the 

state had endorsed its first language policy regarding bilingual instruction in the common 

schools of the state and had revised that policy twice. This language policy characterized 

bilingual instruction as "Special English Training" or a "Special Education Program," 

that would provide no less than 120 minutes and no more than 240 minutes of daily 

instruction. 

First, the state legislature approved on April 16, 1969, revisions to Title 15, § 15-

202, amendments to chapter 10 by adding Article 10, § 15-1097, 15-1098, and 15-1099, 

and an appropriation of state flmds for implementing these special programs. 

Specifically, the intent of the legislation was to create a "special" program for teaching 

children to speak and understand English. If pupils in the first three grades of any 

"common" school were having "... difficulty writing, speaking, or understanding the 

English language because they are from an environment wherein another language is 

spoken primarily or exclusively then allowances were given to the respective district 

to provide bilingual instruction "... to the extent deemed necessary to improve or 

accelerate the comprehension and speech of the English language by such pupils." 

Moreover, the legislation stated that any child who met the criteria for this special 

instruction would be limited to "... one course of instruction." The governing board of a 

school district was also granted powers to offer such special courses of instruction as 

supplementary to the regularly prescribed curriculum, to employ teachers with special 
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training for implementing special English classes, to establish English classes in 

cooperation with other districts, and to contract with other agencies for the use of public 

fecilities to conduct these kinds of classes if space were not otherwise available. The 

legislation further outlined language testing standards, qualification requirements for 

students, minimum qualifications for teacher certification, the expectation that adequate 

facilities be provided, and the enforcement of compliance with these requirements by the 

state superintendent of public instruction. 

Lastly, with respect to funding, the legislation gtiaranteed that qualified school 

districts could receive an apportionment of state fiinds of $25 "... per unit of average 

daily attendance per annum for each special education student taught by the district... 

made on an actual per capita per annum basis ...." The legislature also granted the sum 

of $100,000 to the superintendent of public instruction to cany out the intended purpx>ses 

of Article 10. 

On May 19, 1972, the state legislature approved amendments to §15-202 and 

Article 10, sections 15-1097 through 15-1099. First, the clause specifying provisions for 

the special course of bilingual instruction in the first three years of schooling was 

deleted. Although the limitation to one course of special instruction was also deleted, 

bilingual instruction was still limited to no less than two hours and no more than four 

hours per school day. Further, the governing body of a school district in which bilingual 

programs were implemented was required to submit a report annually that would explain 

the features of the special program, the purposes for expending state fimds, and plans for 

the ensuing fiscal year. The basis for appropriating funds was also changed. Under the 
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1972 amendments, the appropriation by the state legislature to a school district would be 

specified by the superintendent of public instruction "... but not exceeding fifty dollars 

per unit of average daily attendance ...." 

The second legislative revision was approved on May 14,1973, just before 

Margarita Elena finished her elementary schooling at Old Pueblo. The legislature 

extended the provision for special bilingual instructional programs from the first three to 

the first eight grades of any common school district, and the clause, "to the extent 

deemed necessary to improve or accelerate the comprehension and speech of the English 

language," was expunged fi-om the overarching statement of purpose of the act. In § 15-

1098, the amendmern added a clause restricted the provisions of special "bilingual" 

instruction by a governing body of a school district to no more than an accumulated four 

year period per student. And, the legislation identified special teachers for the first time 

as special bilingual teachers as well as explicitly stated "bilingual education" as an 

I 
instructional option. Revisions of § 15-1098 also provided the first state legislative 

definition of bilingual education; "For the purposes of this article, 'bilingual instruction 

means instruction through the media of English and another language for understanding, 

speaking, reading, and writing'." 

The legislature qualified the appropriation of fiinds to be eligible "per unit of 

average daily attendance per annum per program for each special education student 

taught" in §15-1099. And, the maximum of240 minutes of daily special instruction was 

extended to 360 minutes. Two additional amendments were ratified. First, all eligible 

students in grades one through four would have first priority in receiving state funds, and 
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eligible students in grades five through eight would receive any remaining funds. 

Second, a clause that defined a student's eligibility was added, requiring each district to 

give satisfactory to the superintendent of public instruction proof that each student is a 

legal resident of the state. The legislature also increased the funds available to the 

superintendent of public instruction from $100,000 to $200,000. 

This is a glimpse back into the time when Margarita Elena was a student. Just a 

decade before her, Iliana's mother, Elvira, attended Old Pueblo School. 

Elvira Tineo. 

Well, I was bom and raised here in Tucson, That was in 1951. [My first 
language was] Spanish. There was my sister, myself, my brother, [my mom and dad]. 
We used to live on West 39th, [but] in 1961 we moved over here. [I made] my 
communion that year; [1 was in] third grade. That was at Santa Cruz. The prayers were 
in English. The communion service itself was in English. I still went to Old Pueblo all 
the way through. That's how I was brought up. 

[Other people in the neighborhood, ] they would speak Spanish. When I would go 
with my mom, we'd go and we would speak in Spanish. The only time that we really got 
into English was when we had to go like do business or whatever. The merchants 
themselves, some of them would [speak English] not all of them. So, we mostly all spoke 
Spanish here. School, well, was a different thing. 

I started school in 1957. I have a picture of myself: they used to put the dates on 
[the pictures]. It has Old Pueblo School 1957-'58. My sister was there. [And,] Eddie, 
well, Edward. So that's all of us [who] went there. And as far as 1 know, we never had 
problems at school. The only one that 1 had problems with was the language barrier 
'cause 1 didn V speak English. When I started school, that's where my problems began. 
In school you weren 't allowed to speak in Spanish. And now look at the difference. 
Then you didn 7. If you spoke Spanish, they spanked you. That's where my hard times 
came, from school. And I got sent back a year, two years because of that. 'Cause I 
didn't understand 

The first day ofschool, I came back home. I ran away [after] about an hour or 
so. That's how frightened I got. I had never been away. I had heard the language, but 
when my mom left, I looked around and took off after her. Maybe [I] Just [was] all the 
time with my mom. I think then my mom was kind of new at it, so I guess she thought I 'II 
be okay. With not knowing the language, and then all the kids, some of them knew it 
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more, I just panicked. I knew my way back home, so I ran home. Kiy mom took me 
back; that time I remember. That was pretty scary to me. [It wasn 'tj like now how the 
mothers go and stay with them, I don V think [I ever felt that way anywhere else]. 

At home that's all we spoke, Spanish. That was our language here. I had my 
grandfather, and that's all he spoke. [And, J my dad, that's all he spoke. I guess [I 
learned] just, 
like [by] word of mouth. And, / never heard the English language here. Maybe like 
once in a while? 

[School] was really hard for me. Once we were in the classroom, all we spoke 
was English. And, / mean you couldn 7 get away with much with teachers in there, not in 
those days. 

They called the kindergarten IC. Now, it's considered kindergarteru I had Miss 
Hill for that grade. [None of the teachers spoke Spanish to me,] not that I recall. They 
didn 't allow Spanish in the schools. [I know that] they spanked [the kids] because it 
happened to me. Well not hard. 1 mean, if they heard [us speaking Spanish] we just got 
punished. Or, we got sent in the comer, like "time-out" that they call now. fVe had to 
sit by ourselves. Or, they 'd send us out in the hallway with the desL [The teacher] had 
a desk outside and she'd send us out there. 

[Actually, ] I think I was just sent out of the classroom. It was Miss Hill, 'cause 
that was when / first started school. She didn V spank me or anything: she just didn 7 like 
the idea of Spanish 'cause she didn 7 understand it. She thought maybe we were talking 
about her [or other] people, I guess. I don 7 know? I guess it's offensive to them at that 
time. I don 7 know if it's that way or whatever? [I remember I spoke Spanish to] 
another student. I think one was Bobbie. Well, we had different nicknames and sti^. 
Roberto was his name, but we didn 7 deal with real names, you know. Sally was another. 
[Anyway, ] / think we all got sent out for speaking Spanish. We just played around and 
talked and whatever. In school, I mean it didn 7 dawn on me or anything like that. I 
didn 7 think nothing of it. I was brought up with Spanish. I thought they knew the 
language. So, it didn 7 phase me. I just used to speak it. But in school, well, we weren 7 
allowed [to speak] Spanish. [So,JI guess I would get angry. 'Cause why would they not 
mderstand? I wasn 7 speaking about them. Then 1 'd have to tell 'em that I wasn 7 
talking about them But they took it like we were. So, when we spoke, we'd watch to see 
if the teacher was watching. Sometimes it wouldjust slip out. It's just like now, we 'II be 
talking English and all of a sudden we 're talking Spanish. It's just a natural side, you 
just do it. Even now to the day I do it. At the job that I had, there were other people and 
they also knew Spanish. Here we are speaking English, and all of a sudden we ended up 
with Spanish. So, it's just a natural thing to do. 

I remember that one incident only. I just had to be careful with what I said. And 
then, like me trying to understand what she was telling the class, that kind of set me 
behind because I didn 7 understand her. So I had to get a special tutoring type to catch 
up. I guess they would call them teachers' aides now. She would help the teacher there. 
I had to learn on my own mostly, you know 'cause they weren 7 [always there]. As far as 
I knew, I think most of 'em [the other kids] understood English. They still had a little 
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hard time with it, but not like I did 
Our classes were pretty big at that time. I think we had about thirty-eight, forty 

kids. In IC, I guess we had twenty, twenty-five kids. But, I knew there were bigger 
classes than there are now. And I knew the teachers didn V have that much time to spend 
with one student, you know. So, you kind of had to learn. But, the teacher [aide}, she 
really taught me a little bit. I don 7 even know her name? I guess [we had] like a study 
period. We were still in school though, 'cause they never let us stay after school. It was 
durmg school, [andJI had to take time out to go and try and leam to read the English 
language, like the wording, how to write it, how to speak it, you know. That was really 
hard for me. [But,] I just took it. I had to leam it, you know, 'cause everybody else 
knew it. I was a slow learner to top it off, which I always have been. I couldn't catch on 
real fast to like the wordings or phrases. It didn V look right to me. [The teacher] would 
help us read it, and then say.... How do I put it ? We had to read it, and then write it, 
and then like memorize it. That's where I had my problems. Memorizing. I had to see it 
to read it, to understand what / was saying. And she made me do that; that's what made 
it hard for me. 

As far as I knew, I thought she was doing her job. It wasn 't like being a traitor 
against me. That's just how she was teaching me to get the language. I didn 7 think that 
she was keeping me behind from anything. English is a hard language to leam, not like 
Spanish. Spanish is real easy 'cause the way you say [a word] is how it's written. In 
English, it isn 7. Like there's two "theres. " And, what's the other one? Well, words that 
soimd alike. To know how to write them, you have to know what they mean, what their 
expressions are. In Spanish, it's not that way. So, there are just little words that were 
very confusing. To me they sounded the same. If I would have known more English, / 
probably wouldn 7 have had [such a hard time]. But I 'm still a slow learner anyway. I 
knew that already. [And, ] I probably was afraid to understand what she was trying to 
tell me. That's probably what it was. [I was] intimidated by it, the language itself. It 
was just like us going to another, foreign country. That's what it felt like at school. 

We had more respect for the teacher; we knew that they were authority, like our 
parents. If our parents told us, "You sit here, " well, we sat there. The kids nowadays, 
[if] you tell 'em, "You sit there," they're gone. Well, when she would tell u.s, "Now we 
have to finish a certain..., "you know, or "Okay, put your pencils down, we 're gonna do 
something else. " All the kids did that. I'm sure there was a few, like two or three that 
gave the teacher a problem. But most of the class, that's what we did And to stand up 
to go outside, we had to get in a line. The boys in one, and the girls in the other. We all 
did that, and then we followed the teacher outside. And then when the teacher said, "It's 
time to do math," or just, "Be silent, " we just put our heads down. Then when the 
teacher said it was time to get up, well, we did it. We never got out of hand, just a few 
kids. But, then she knew how to handle them. She would take 'em out of the class, sit 
'em outside. And she'd sit right there with them and watch. Then they wouldn 7 go to 
recess or something like that. She'd keep them in the classroom. 

I had to start from everything, the periods, questions marks, exclamation points, 
and the reading. That's what really made it hard for me in school. [It J took me at least 



213 

a good five years to really speak it and understand it. [So, J probably about fourth grade, 
'cause that's really when you get into it. By that time, I already knew some of the 
phrases that they used, the differences of the words, the sentencing and the periods, and 
what they meant. When you read you had to give a report in front of the class for.... 
What was it? Social Studies? I think that's what it was called. Or history? Well, the 
same thing anyway. By that time, you had to write your paper and then go in front of the 
class and speak what you wrote, so you had to know what you were doing, so that's how 
I got into that. 

On the playground, even there you couldn V speak it. The teachers would go out 
with us, and we'd have our own little section to play. Like our class [here] and then 
some other classes [there]. The teacher would always be there, just watching. [We 
spoke Spanish], but like silently so she couldn't hear us 'cause we knew she 'd get mad 
We weren V allowed at all to speak Spanish in school. I know that off the playground we 
could, you know, when we left school. On the way home we did But. I knew like on the 
school grounds they had these rules there. 

We came home for lunch 'cause they didn V have a [cafeteria]. No, [the 
cafeteria] was the auditorium. Oh, we had plays there. We played games when we had 
our fiestas and things. Stvff like that. 1 even went and had a dance there. The program 
was a Mexican Cinco de Mayo. I danced there. I had a partner, and his name was 
Vicente. We called it the champanecas, well, that was the dance number. Yeah, that was 
in second grade with Mrs. AldermarL 1 wore the traditional Mexican [dress]. My mom 
made it. And I had real long hair so my mom put it all in braids. Everybody was there 
taking pictures. That was way back then, but it was fun doing that. 

We had other little fiestas and stiff[too]. They were pretty nice, you know. They 
had like balloons and games and pie throwing and stuff like that. Spring festivals for the 
PTA. That's when all the parents would get involved. Pot luck suppers, too. That's the 
way it was. That's when all the families, their [different] generations, would get 
together. So, they had a fun time with it. That was real nice, I remember that time. 

[So.] the writing [and] reading we did a lot. Miss Hendricks, [my first grade 
teacher], really helped me with that. She used to constantly be on our tails to keep 
writing, keep looking at the words, speaking, and writing them on the board. We had our 
own little library in the classroom. And, every day we had to pick a book, or maybe two 
books in a week. You know, they were small books: they weren V that big. And, we had 
to read out loud to her in the small groups. Then she'd make us stand up in that small 
little group aruJ we'd read what we saw in the book. She'd tell us, "Well, did you 
understand what you read? " So, that kind of helped me to know that what I read you 
had to keep it in your mind to understand it. I'd try and read it again on my own, then if 
1 couldn V understand it I'd ask her. 

/'d say I probably would have done a lot better in school, you know, being more 
open or trying to be more aggressive with myself to push myself more in school. The 
barrier was there: "1 can't do that. " 'Cause I was always a little behind in class. Even 
though I was there, I was still like three steps back. [They] would be three steps 
forward, but I'd be three steps back in reading and the mathematics. 'Cause they would 
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read, you know, like the little books and stuff. They could read faster than I could. 
They 'd understand what they read. They told the teacher right off: "This is what it's all 
about. " I couldn V do that. Even though I read it, it took me a while to read it and to 
understand it. Then to try to explain it to them, or to the teacher anyway 'cause she was 
the one who wanted to know. The kids that already knew—one, two, three. And for 
myself like I say, some words in Spanish mean differently in English. See, there's the 
breakage: some words sound the same but they 're different. Words that we knew as this 
were not that in English. So, / thmk that's where communication with the reading and 
then trying to explain it and whatever made it really difficult. 

[So,] that was one hard thing for me: getting out of the shell. 1 don't know if it 
was the way [I was], [or if] it had to do with the language barrier, or...? I knew that 
they were gonna start laughing probably 'cause of the way I spoke. 1 even spoke the 
little lingo. [But,] like some words / didn V know in English, I would try and say it in 
Spanish. I knew I couldn t say that, so I had to look around How are they gonna react 
if1 say this word and it doesn V come out right? Are they gonna just look at me, or laugh 
at me, or... ? I guess after the years, well, it's still there. But, I still kind of hold myself 
back / guess I just stayed that way. 

In second grade, I remember Miss Alderman. She [would have] her little 
sessions, making us write more, like the spelling words. She'd give us a list every week, 
and then we 'd have to study them 'cause we'd have to go to the board and write the 
words down. Then we 'd have a spelling test on those words every Friday. She [also] sat 
in our groups, like for reading. She had us split up into different groups: one group 
would do reading, one woidd be doing math, the other spelling or whatever. [Mrs. 
Alderman] sat down with each of the sessions, and she would be telling us well how to do 
it. Sometimes the teacher would ask us: "Would this be ok for you to do? " But, I guess 
other more specific things, well, [she] went on [her] own you know. She [wanted to] 
know how we felt about it. [Mrs. Alderman] was real good about it. [Reading] was kind 
of hard, but then she slowed down, or maybe tried [to] explain it in an easier way. Or, 
how can I put that word? Not easier. I guess a common way or in a child's way. [One] 
that we could understand her so we 'd know what she was talking about. [But, J it was 
still kind of in between. Like I would understand it but, yet, I still had words that I didn't 
understand So, we'd go back to what she was saying before, start from there again. [It 
was just hard] hearing and knowing what she was talking about at that time. She would 
show us pictures or try and draw it, like objects to make us understand what she was 
talking about. And, then she 'd make us write it. I guess [she wanted[ to make us see 
what she was really talking about. 

Sometimes we 'd bring homework home to write the spelling words, like these kids 
do now. My mom would help me with that, and if 1 didn't understand it she'd tell me 
what they were. If we had homework she didn 7 allow us to have TV on, you know, not 
like now. We couldn't do that. My dad was always at work Mostly my mom [helped me 
with homework]. [She[ was really my teacher here for English. 
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[Third grade I don V remember, ] no. 
Fourth grade, I really enjoyed that one. That was with Mrs. Booker. She owns a 

restaurant now right here on Broadway. It's Jerry's Restaurant, or something like that. 
I really enjoyed that class. Mrs. Booker was maybe in her early forties. She just had her 
way of, her technique of teaching. She knew how to speak to students. She knew how to 
get to you, like understandyotL 

Well, Mrs. Booker always used to have penmanship classes. In the classroom, 
she 'd always g^ade the paper: what we wrote on them and how we wrote it. She 'd 
always pick like two or three students that had special writing, and then she'd get those 
students and she 'd let them write for her, like letters to the principal, to the postman, or 
something like that. She'd have to do [that] 'cause she did other work. I remember at 
one time she did that for me. She let me write the whole letter. She had the paper that 
she wanted written, so I just wrote it out 'cause she liked my handwriting. And that one 
she let me do, it was to a senator I think. She was sending a letter to these legislators 
right here. 

She'd always pick students like that; that's what 1 really enjoyed with her. She 
just made me feel like I could do something else other than just being a student, like 
express myself in my writing or whatever. She was really understanding, and she 
realized there was more to that than just being a fourth grader. She was a lot younger, 
and she understood. Her teaching techniques were different, 'cause like Miss Hill had a 
little rougher way than Mrs. Booker. Mrs. Booker would talk to you first; Miss Hill 
wouldn 't. [And,] you knew when Miss Hill was coming; you knew when you were gonna 
get it. Like that little stick, she'd always carry a little paddle, or like a little ruler. She'd 
always have that in her hand. Usually [she hit you] on the leg, or on the hand if you 're 
not supposed to be writing and you 're scribbling and you 're not listening to her. Not 
that hard, but you knew she meant to listen to her. Mrs. Booker would stop speaking 
totally. That was her way of saying you 're not listening. 

When we first started in her classroom, she had her rules written on the board. 
Well, you know, there's always kids that don V listeru And, she 'd have them write the 
rules all over again or she 'd keep you after school. If you didn V follow by her rules, 
she 'd make you do that. She 'd [also] have a special meeting group, then she 'd talk to us 
about how we were acting. We were all like in little groups in the classroom. Then if 
you were doing this or doing that, she'd let us know there. [Miss Hill] she'd do it all in 
front of the classroom. And, you knew that kid was the one that did it 'cause she would 
just go to the desk and make you stand up and go outside. You knew she was coming to 
you if you were talking or whatever. She was like you 're gonna do it my way and that's 
it. I guess it was just her teaching techniques. She was a lot older person. [But,j I guess 
Miss Hill was a pretty good teacher, 'cause we learned with her anyway. And you 
imderstood what she meant. Mrs. Booker, she was not that hard of a teacher. She kind 
of understood more of the children, their aspects as to how they thought. She talked to 
us, [arui asked]: "Why are you doing this? " Not scolding, but [she'd] just try to 
understand why we spoke that language instead of the English language. We had to sit 
down and explain to her, "Well, this is how we were brought up, [and] our parents spoke 
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this We couldn V really let go of it, which we didn V. / coiddn V anyway: 1 tried [to] 
explain that to her, you know. 

Math was the one subject I did not like! And, to this day I don't like it! How can 
/ say? [My] brain was not there, 1 just did not get the math 'cause I didn 7 understand it. 
Like 1 could do some of the problems, but yet I'd still have homework Or, what [the 
other students] would finish, I'd still have to come home and do it. [I'd [ have my mom 
help me with it, [but[ I knew I was still back there. I just was not good at all. 
Multiplications, adding, and subtracting, all that was pretty easy for me. But. when it 
started getting to fractions, like higher stiiff, forget it. You lost me! To this day I'm lost. 
So, 1 knew that math was not me. 

S(rfety patrol! That's another thing I was gonna bring up. That really helped me 
in school to achieve, I guess, responsibility. I viewed myself as being responsible for 
keeping up with my work. 'Cause I knew if1 kind of kept it up, then I'd stay on being a 
patrol. And, / always wanted to do that. One thing Mrs. Booker said, "If you slack on 
your work, your ojf!" I think eighty was the lowest ^ade you could get on a score. That 
was a C. If you kept it up to that, then you were doing real good in the class. 

Mina Monies, she was our chief [when] we were in the [safety patrol[. We used 
to wear those white belts [that] buckle around. We had the badge, and then I used to 
bring it home [because] I 'd have to wash it and everything, nice and white. I went up to 
a captain in rank, if you wanna call it that. I got my own little squad. [It was] fourth 
grade up to sixth. And, we got recognition, certificates. They'd give us little parties, or 
recognition deals. That's when we used the auditorium. They used to tell us what our 
goals were, what we had done, and what we were doing [next]. That really helped me. 

I knew that some didn 7 like [safety patrol] 'cause I 'd tell 'em not to do that. 
And, then they'd just look at me. Well, I had to do my thing. This is what the principal 
and the teachers want, so you have to follow the rules. If they didn 7, well, we 'djust 
send them to the office. They knew. [They'd say,] "Oh, here they come!" Like Mina, 
she's the one that did everything overall, and she would tell us how we were doing. 
We'd have our little meetings, just amongst ourselves. That made us feel real big. 

We [would] hold those long sticks [with] the "STOP " on there. And, we'd have 
to go to the streets and do that. Not like now that they have those people, those men out 
there. But, that's one part I really enjoyed in school. That really helped me. 

Sixth grade, well, that's as far as I went there to Old Pueblo. Mr. Rojas, I never 
did like him, uff! He was my sixth grade teacher. Did he pass awc^ already? He just 
was not really interested in the class. I don 7 know why he was our sixth girade teacher? 

He would go more towards the girls. [He] fondled them We weren't like kids 
nowadays, you know. We woiddn 7 have stood up to them. We knew that what the 
teacher said, well, that's what we had to do. And Mr. Rojas was one of those guys. I 
knew he did it to others. Well, I would think that maybe they would go and say 
something you know to the principal or to another friend or something. [But,] I knew 
that he would get away with it. He'd always have the girls to one side, and then the guys 
in the back. That's kind of weird, you know. And he married a student that I had in that 
classroom. When I found out about it, it's just like, why? After you knew what he did? I 
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guess, she just went for hint Or, maybe he treated her better? Or. I don't know, maybe 
he sweet talked her into it. She was only eighteen, seventeen. I think, to his thirty-some 
odd years already. I knew that girl, and her brother, they were involved in that school. I 
even asked her brother why she married him. and he never answered. That teacher. I 
never did like him. 

[And,] 1 remember [the principal], but 1 never really had contact with her. Miss 
Chaucer. I don't remember her [speaking Spanish]. [Only] English. She knew who all 
the teachers were and who her students were. She knew what was going on m the 
school. Miss Chaucer was probably in her late fifties I guess. I 'm not too sure really, 
but I think she was [the principal from the time I started in IC through 6th grade]? She 
was kirui of medium height, very slender, gray hair. I mean just a typical, little old lady, 
like a grandmother figure. I hope she's not hearing all this. And let's see what else? 
Very professional, like a hat and heels, [and] her purse. Just like that. [She spent her 
time] mostly in the office, but once in a while she would go into the classrooms to check 
on the teachers. You know just to follow directions, and she was real good about it. She 
let the teacher know what else to do besides what she was doing. She had like a planner, 
and she would write her notes, I guess, or just give to the teacher more ideas of how to 
teach her classes. [She wanted to] see how they were doing, [and] how the students in 
the classrooms were acting. Sometimes she would call specific students, maybe Just for 
talking to them or something. 

[So,] it was really hard for me in school. I 'II tell you that. I still don't know how 
I made it? Well, I would study and stuff like that, and try to figure it out for myself. 
]And, ] 1 enjoyed my school years there. It was Just the language barrier. If I were now 
going through this, I probably would have never made it through school. I would have 
dropped out. The language barrier, and just the teasing and all that. Especially the way 
kids are now! I don V think I could have taken it. Then, you handled it 'cause they didn't 
tell you those big words thai they tell you now. I mean they didn't! They don't respect 
you anymore. Then they just laughed at you. They're cruel nowadays. I don't know, it 
was just totally different for me in school. But, our generation didn 7 think like that. We 
didn V talk back to teachers. How can I put it? We saw them as [a] parent figure. 
[Well, ] we didn'/ talk back to our parents, you know. Our teachers would tell us what 
was right from wrong. I guess they just cared more about children thert Nowadays they 
don't. I mean, just like they say, "... for their check" 

[I know this] 'cause then they 'd sit down with us. They'd read to us. We 'd have 
fun Just talking to [the teacher]. She'd make time to talk to us. Like. Mrs. Alderman [or 
Mrs. Booker]. We'd all just sit around and talk and laugh and look at films or whatever, 
you know, cartoons. I think most of the teachers there were like that. But, them two I 
remember mostly. ]And,] if it weren 't for that language barrier, I probably would have 
had more fun, 

I think [learning in my first language] would have made it easier for me in 
school. 'Cause I would have like written the sentence in Spanish and then I would 
[have] figured out this is what this means in English. I would write the sentence and 
have it in Spanish and then write it how I saw it in English. 1 think it would have made it 
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a lot easier for me to understand and maybe get a little faster in the classroom. 'C.ause I 
wav getting a little behind in my worL / had to stay after school so she could help me 
with it. [Not learning in my first language] kind of held me back a little bit more. [And, ] 
1 probably would have felt more at home. I don 7 know. Maybe I would have done 
better? Since it was all English, that just really threw me back in school. 1 was just 
lucky to get through. Even my mom says, "How did you ever make it through school? " 
'Cause everybody would tell me I wasn't gonna be the one graduating or nothing like 
that. 

[But,] I [still] don't think kids should have classes in Spanish 'cause that takes up 
time for them to be leamin' something else in English. That's sidetracking. They can 7 
[decide] should I stay with English or should I go with the Spanish? Which way should / 
go? It's always been a point of contention, as long as I can remember. To my view it's 
real important here [that people speak English in school] 'cause we 're in the United 
States. That's our number one language, English. 

I don 7 know? / guess when 1 was growing up Spanish was spoken here by my 
grandfather. He's from Navajoa, Mexico. My grandfather came from over there, and he 
didn 7 know anything, like how to speak. That's how we came to speak Spanish with my 
grandfather here. Then when school started, well, I kind of started to understand 
English is our language here in the United States. We didn 7 live in Mexico. Maybe 
that's kind of a mixture feeling, became I know that I speak Spanish but English is still 
the number one language here. I had to leam it. So, why not speak, stay with it? 
Eventually, I just kept on speaking the English language. 

As she recounted in her oral history, Elvira Tineo remembered attending Old 

Pueblo School first in 1957-58. At that time there were roughly 212,892 residents in 

Tucson (1960 Census of Population and Housing, Census Tracts, Tucson, Arizona). Of 

that total population, 203,614 were classified as White; 7,030 were identified as Negro; 

2,248 were counted as American Indian/ Eskimo/Aleut; and, 30, 147 were classified as 

White persons of Spanish surname. Between the time Elvira was bom and the time she 

entered school, the city's population had begun to swell^^. 

In terms of school enrollment, at least 37,644 persons between the ages of 5 and 

17 were attending school. Additionally, of the persons 25 years and older 38,597 

According to the Seventeenth Census of the United States, 1950 Census, Volume 2, Characteristics of the 
populadoo, there were 45,454 inhabitants in Tucsoa 
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completed 1 to 8 years of education; 21,047 completed 1 to 3 years of high school; and 

32,393 completed 4 years of high school or graduated. Other statistics regarding school 

attendance and years of school completed were not disaggregated consistently by 

race/ethnicity. Differences between proportions of each population for their respective 

school completion rates could not be clearly or accurately noted. 

Regarding socioeconomic status, of the total number of persons 14 years and 

older in 1959 who had been active in the labor force, the census reported that 

approximately 6% were unemployed and nearly 94% were employed. With respect to 

yearly income in 1959, 730 persons claimed $250,000 or more, 1,523 persons reported 

earnings between $15,000 and $24,999,5,519 persons reported between $10,000 and 

$14,999, and 23,762 persons claimed earnings between $5,000 and $9,999. No further 

descriptive statistics were given. 

It is impossible to report the number of students that attended Old Pueblo School 

when Elvira was a student because no such documentation was available. It is also 

impossible to describe the teachers' instructional plans and informal language policies 

because teacher documents had been destroyed. Thus, I relied entirely on Elvira's oral 

history to portray what the classroom and school were like and to explain any policies 

that governed language choice and use in the classroom. 

However, one district policy relevant to language choice and use was sanctioned 

at the time she attended school. In 1960, the DHSD governing board approved for the 

first time policy # 6100, which promoted "... a well-balanced educational program for 

students of all levels of ability and talents." The policy further provided special 
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placement for students whose achievement ranked vastly above or below the norm, so 

that their needs would be also met. Even though the policy did not specify the kind of 

special placement available for these students, it is clear that these educational programs 

would have been administered in English. Unfortunately, no other documentation was 

available. 

According to state law at that time, school instruction was to be conducted in 

English only (Arizona Code, 1939, General Laws, Ch 54, Art 11, § 1101). This statute 

delimited language choice and use in schools and classrooms for nearly thirty years. 

This is a brief look back into the time when Elvira attended Old Pueblo School. 

Margarita Elena's mother attended the school nearly twenty years before her. 

Margarita Anita Valencia. 

Mi primer nombre es Margarita. Margarita Anita Valencia, era Valencia de 
soltera. 

Eran mi papay mi mama. (^Pues como puedo decir^ Ellos eran trabajadores, 
ino? Mi papa era mayor del ferrocarril, y mi mama era una de casa. Pero en ese 
tiempo, yo creo que no pagaban mucho. No sabia lo que el ganaba, ni enlendia. No mas 
era tma persona que no mas vivia. Y mi mama, pues, coma eramos tantos en la familia, 
chiquitos, ella hacia tortillas. 

Nosotros no mas sabiamos que mi mama tenia que vender tortillas para, pa' traer 
el bocadito pa' la casa. Micy de repente yo aprendi a hacer tortillas. Unas bolotas, 
^no? Pero en mi mano, they were small. Estaban muy chiquitas, y delgaditas. No mas 
que usaba la ropa de size nueve, siete. Chiquita, delgadita. Pues mi mano no alcanzaba 
la maza. Les hacia asi en la orilla, y cuando se comenzaban hacer graruJe, pues, quitaba 
la tortilla para que mi mama la echara en el comal. Ya tenia las tortillotas grande. 

Despues, comenze la cocina tambien. Pero cuando comenze a hacer la cocina, y 
sabia hacer tortillas, me dejaron como maid, como en la casa. Pues era lo que yo sabia 
hacer. Eso no era trabajo, pa'mi ya era alga viejo. Sabia hacer todo como una 
muchacha ya grande de veinte anos muy bien. Tenia que tener la mesa limpia y la 
cocina limpia, y estirfa de lefia. No habia gaz, y yo no sabia de gaz. Cuando 
aparecieron [estvfas de gaz], les tenia miedo porque prendian solos, ^no? Y eso no era 
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en mi casa porque yo nunca supe de eso. 
Vivtamos alii en la veintinueve y la ocho. Era una casa, como un caseron, pero 

no tenia'divides'la casa. ^Comodigo? No tenia asicomo la cocina. Yluego no tenia 
el bedroom. Era una casa no mas. Yo no conocia camas. No habia camas. Habia puras 
cobijas que poniamos. En la otra esquina dormian los muchachitos, y acd al otro rincon 
dormian otras mujercitas. Y los mayores, ellos dormian en otro lugarcito lejano de 
nosotros. 

Bueno, mi papa y mi mama nos hablaban [primero] en yaqui. Cual idioma no se 
me pego mucho. Pero si estdn hablando, yo entiendo. Se me hace miry trabajoso, asi 
como se aprende hablar en ingles. Se me hace mt^ pesado. Si, se me pegaron una que 
otra palabra. Y despues de los anos se me comenzo a olvidar. Todavia entiendo cuando 
me dicen algo en yaqui, ino? Se lo que estdn hablando. Entiendo pero no puedo 
contestar. Apreruii espanol con la chanmcada. Entiendo mejor si estdn hablando en 
espahol, en mi lenguaje. 

El yaqui no lo usaban mucho cuando fsus hijosJ comenzaron a crecer. 
Solamente como [con] las comadres y los compadres a tomar cafe. [Ademds] hablaron 
puro espanol. ^Queyo no se por que? 

[Luego, cambiamos de casa] para estar en la ramadita de la treintay nueve que 
ahora le dicen San Martin de Forres. Esta muy bonito alii ahora. i Y no me acuerdo ni 
que ano fue? Peroya despues no vtviamos en la veintinueve. ^No puedo acordar que 
aho fue esto? Alia compro un tereno mi papa. Esta cerca de la doce. Viviamos nosotros 
en una casa que mi papa hizo. La hizo de adobe. 

Mis hermanos graruies comenzaron air a la escuela Catalina. Eran los hombres. 
Yo no sabia nada de que habia escuela, ^no? Estaba muy feliz hasta que no me 
mandaron pa' la escuela. 

Muy de repente me encomenzaron a mandar a mi porque ya tenia por lo menos 
diez anos cuando comenze a ir a la escuela. En el 1936, ya vieja, comenze la escuela. 
Ya andaba perdida. Un dia mi mama me dijo, < Peirtate, ahora. Tienes que ir a la 
escuela pa' que aprendas a escribir tu nombre. - - Yo habia ido a la escuela, pero me 
habia venido en el recess time. Me vine creyendo que ya era tiempo que me viniera pa' 
la casa. Dijo mi hermana, < < ̂  Yquien se vino con(igo?> > < <Nadien. Yo venia 
andando por la calle sola, > > [le decia.] [risa[ Me dijo mi hermana mayor, - <Ay, 
hermana, ipa' que te veniste? Era tiempo que fueras a jugar en los columpios o algo 
alia. > > Pues, yo no sabia. No me dijeroru Todos se salieron, pero yo me vine pa' la 
casa. Dije, <Con razon. iQuieren que vayapa 'trds?> > < <Pues no. Ya te venistes. 
Y esta malo que te vas sola andando pa 'lid. > : • Entonces, me quede. 

[Tambien asisti] a la Old Pueblo School. Muy rara la vez que iba una semana. 
[Por ejemplo,] un dia me enferme porque me dijeron que habia agarrado el sarampioru 
Y no me quisieron en la escuela. Veni llorando pa 'trds porque era la third time. 
Tambien agarre la mumps. [Tampoco] no me querian en la escuela, y me mandaron 
pa 'trds. 

Ese aho, no mas estaba on and off. De todos los dias, iba uno, dos, o tres dias. 
Tenia que cuidar a mi hermanito mas chiquito o la hermanita mas chiquita [cuando] 
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estaba enfermo porque mi mama se iba a vender tortillas. 
Mrs. Licea era una sehora que trabajaba de maestra. Era mexicana. Se me 

afigura que eran mas de veinte chamacosy chamacas. Alii en la Old Pueblo, pues, se 
llenaba el cuartito ese. Y ella estaba sola. [Mrs. Licea] podia hablar espahol, pero n la 
clase no me hablaba espahol. [Hablaba} puro ingles. Yo creo por eso [fue] porque 
poquito aprendi. Donde aprendi un poquito mas, fue donde comenze a trabajar con las 
gentes esas, como ahora le dicen en las casas. 

Pues, escribia las cosas en el board. Luego decia, <<Mira, escriban todo esto. 
Mira, ese va a ser ima tarea pa' ustedes. > > < < Quiero que me la traigan mahana. Y si 
no pueden, o no saben, mahana me la traenyyo les ayudo. -• > Era muy buena, muy 
calmada la maestra. 

Entonces, ella nos explicaba, «estapalabra que estd aqui dice .... Y mira 
esto. > ^ Luego escribia la cosa, si era un animalito a algo que era fdcil, ino? Pero uno 
que no sabe, se le hacia muy dura como a mi, ino? 

Siempre me agarraba a mi, pa' explicarme. Cuando me tenia a mi sola, me 
hablaba en espahol. [Pero con la clase] hablaba puro ingles. Alia mas a la esquina 
estaba el otro [niho que hablaba espahol], sentado. No nos sentaba juntos. Allay aqui 
estaba explicdndole a imo lo que no sabia. Y lo que aquel sabia, yo no sabia. No sabia 
si estaria haciendo bien o no. Despues de la escuela, se quedaba ella, como le dicen 
ahora, after school. Asi se quedaba ella con nosotros, agarraba dos o tres [de nosotrosj, 
y asi nos ayudaba. Yo creo por eso aprendi un poquito a sacar cuentas. Porque yade 
arriba de $40 no sabia sacar cuentas. Pero a mi se me hizo buena la sehora. 

[Cuando]saliamospa'fuera, alrecess o at recreo, yyo era la unica que todo el 
tiempo [estaba] parada alii debajo de una matita. Y no jugaba. Pues no me sentia a 
gusto porque nunca me estaba toda la semana con aquella chamacada. Era muy 
cimarona, como dicen. ^Como le dicen en ingles? [risa] Muy bashful or something like 
that. I 'm shy, you know. Pues no me decia nada [la chamacada], Venia ella, la sehora 
esa, y me agarraba de la mano y empezaba a hacer skip. Decia, < <Mira, vente a jugar. 
Haz exercise. Asina, mi ja. > > Comenzaba ella a brincar. Tenia [carina] pa' todo la 
sehora. 

Muy locada [era ella], A la misma vez muy seria cuando necesitaba de saber 
algo. Yo creo que por eso me gustaba, porque cuaruio debia de hacer una cosa en seria 
se ponia, media seria, ^no? 

[Tambien, me acuerdo que] iba a mi casa, le decia a mi 'amd, < <yo aprendi una 
cosa ahora. >> Y como ni nadie estuviera, me dejaba hablaruio, mi mama, sola aqui Se 
iba. Ella tenia muchos hijos, yyo creo que por eso no ponia much atencion. Mi mama 
no me hizo caso. Despues, venia mi papa. < <Le voy a decir a mi papa,» me decia yo. 
En veces venia entre semana, y en veces venia un sdbado o domingo porque estaba fuera 
del pueblo, ino? Cuando estaba mi papa alii le iba y le decia < <mire 'apd. > > Me 
sentaba junto de el. Le ensehaba mi papelito muy proud, [risa] < <Esto me ensehd la 
Mrs. Laos. >> (Y quien sabe que? «Quien hizo este pedazo? iQuien hizo este otro 
pedazo?> > me decia mi papa, ino? El si me hacia caso. ino? Cuando tenia algo que 
hacer, me decia, < <Mira mi 'ja, traeme este papelito cuaruio acabe de hacer aquello. 
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^eh? Ahorita voy a acabar de terminar de ese trabajito, y luego voy avenir. Con eso 
me crie. Que uno me hacia caso, y otro no me hacia caso. 

No me puedo acordar del senor [otro meastro], este que est aba alii tambien. Un 
hombre. Era maestro tambien. No me puedo acordar como se llamaba el senor este. 
Con el no dure mas. Hablaba espanol e ingles. Era mexicano tambien, y hablaba 
ingle.s. Dure mas con la Mrs. Licea que con el, este teacher, ese hombre. 

Si, habia [director de la escuela]. Me est aba acordaruioyo de eso. Creo que era 
un hombre. No me puedo acordar como se llamaba. [Ese] no [hablaba espanol]. 
Siempre lo que oia, hablaba puro ingles el sehor. Pero yo se que era mexicano, y era un 
sehor ya un poco mayor. 

En ese tiempo [no me acuerdo que venian o asistian los padres], como mis 
padres nunca fueroru Ni mis hermanas tampoco fueron pa 'lid conmigo. Ni una vez. 
Nunca mire a nadie. No mas ella sola, la maestra no mas. 

Yo creo que [asisti a la escuela] parte del aha no mas. Yo no se porque. Nadien 
me obligo que fuera. [Pero] vino de la escuela a ver porque no iba. Hubo un tiempecito 
antes de que yo dejara de ir a la escuela. Fue cuando venia el Mr. Myers, que le diceru 
Ese, Mr. Myers, era uno como policla que iba y levanlaba los que no iban a la escuela. 
So. tenian los nombres alll, cuantos dlas tenian que no venian y iban. 

Algunas veces me Uevaron a mi descalza a la escuela. El Mr. Myers [dijo] 
< Come on, come on, honey. Let's go. > > Y hablaba bien espanol, el sehor ese. 

Tambien, decia, < < [Andale, mi 'jita. Tienes que estar en clases. > > Me llevaba 
entonces sin zapatos. Y con mi ropa no me cambiaba, asl como andaba me llevaba. No 
me daba tiempo que me pusiera mis guaraches viejos que tenia alii 

Me trato bieru No mas lo unico que hizo, me llevo asl ̂ no? No me did tiempo 
que me cambiara de ropa, ni nada. 

Siempre me hubiera puesto algo limpio. Pero asl como andaba porque en veces 
.... iComo digo? No teniamos esttrfa, ni nada. Mi papa hizo una cosita como una 
estufa, ino? La forma de una estiva, pero arriba tenia una placa de fiero. Alii 
calentabamos. Alii teniamos tortillas. Haciamos tortillas, y despues, agarrdbamos una 
bandejay las poniamos arriba. No queria empuercar mis zapatitos que tenia, pues, alia 
iba descalza. Arriba de la ceniza lavando los trastes qfitera. Los lavaba afuera, y 
cuaruioya se me did que secaban, los comenzaba a secar con un mantel de limpiaplato. 
Pues, alld estaba en el friazo lavando sdrtenesy todo. 

Pues, me recibia [la Sehora Laos] asi como me llevaba. Me entregaba alll en la 
puerta y cuando se iban todos, me decia < <mi 'Jita tengo que hablar contigo. Es muy 
importante mi 'ja que vengas a la escuela pa' aprender algo. > > Pues me decia 
•- <bien ' > ^no? Pero, pues, mis padres mandaban mas que ella, que era maestro. Yo 
digo porque yo les hacia mucho caso a mis padres. 

Ella me decia, < <Mira mi 'ja. iQue tienes problemas en tu casa?> > No sabia lo 
que era problema. [risa] It was a big wordfor me. «iCdmo te tratan en tu casa? 
iBien? > > < <St bien,» le dijo. No queria decir lo que me hacian en mi casa. Que no 
me dejaban de venir porque habia gente, ino? Me daba verguenza decirle. Yluego me 
decia, < <Dime, mi 'ja, con confianza. Dime. Yo te voy a ayudar pa' que vengas a la 
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escuelcL ^'tabueno? "Tdbueno - le decia. Dime, decia -si necesitas 
zapatitos. Yo te puedo comprar un par de zapatitos. O te puedo regalar unos. iQue 
rnmero calzas? > iQue le digo? [risaj ^Calzas? No sab'ia que era calzas. /risaj 
Pues, yo nunca supe que me habrian comprado zapatos. Todavia eran zapatos hand-me-
downs, [los mlosj. Par tal de no ir descalza a la escuela, los agarrabay los metia en la 
agua. Luego metia los pies adentro pa' que se hicieran blamiitos, pa' que mi pie 
entrara, ino? 

Mis hermanos tenian suerte porque agarraban zapatitos que les quedaban a la 
medida. Les quedaban rm poco grandecitos, pero siempre suave. Yo no tenia tanta 
suerte como mis hermanos. Que venian muy chiquitos los zapatos y tenia que mojarlos 
pa' meter mis pies adentro. Alii cuando estaba en la escuela me los quitaba. Luego 
cuando venia pa' la casa, ya no me quedaban porque se secaban. Venia con los zapatos 
en la mano, brincaruio pa' la casa. Pero, como eramos tantos, no podian [darme otros]. 

Mrs. Licea era una maestra que me queria ayudar. A veces me traia ropita de 
otra gente. Tambien habia gente doruie mi mama iba y vendia las tortillas. Esas gentes 
le juntaban, tu sabes. «-Dona Maria tiene una muchachita guilita. Mira esta ropita le 
va a quedar. > > Si, era de ima muchacha mas g^ande que yo, pues, me quedaban largo 
los vestidos. Yo andaba muy bien, muy rica con el vestido. ;Que largo! Pero estaba 
bueno. Iba a la escuela y me hacian burla. Decian < <mira> > y me jalaban el vestido 
de la muchacha mas graruie. Me jalaban el vestido. Yo no les decia nada, no mas me 
quedaba mirando. 

Muy despacito [aprendi a leer] porque no tenia tiempo para eso. Escribia las 
palabras que ponian. Escribia en un papelito, y ella decia ya cuando esta palabra es 
esta. Las decia [la maestra], pero no sabia de que se trataba. Le agarraba que decia 
esto es esto. Yo creo que eran palabras chiquitas, ino? Ella decia, mira todas estas 
palabras comienzan con esta. [Como] esta palabra, i no?> -> Ponia una s, una f. 

Es unaa ^ > decia • esta palabra comienza con esta. > • Decia a toda la clase, you 
know. 

'Pos, cuando [yo] llegaba a la fourth one, ya no sabia de que se trataba. Yo 
decia - < no puedo poner esto porque no se escribirlo. - La manzana comenzaba 
con una a, ima a >^ decia ella. Pero no ponia a la apple alii Yo decia, < • iPor que 
decia que comenzaba con la a? 

Si, la manzana. Pero decia en ingles, ino? Pero she didn't put the word up 
there. No mas dijo que manzana, apple. En veces hacia draw la esa, la manzana alii, 
con Unas hojitas alii Ellos [los otros alumnos] sabian que la manzana comenzaba con 
una a. Ay, no sabia yo porque no se usaba mucho la fruta en mi casa. So, no podia 
saber que indicaba aquello, ^no? 

Por cierto que pase por ese grado de la escuela. Yo creo que fue second grade, o 
el third ̂ ade. Tenia como doce anos. No mas [asisti] on and off, on and off, hasta que 
asi ya no fui a la escuela. 

Me forzaba mucho pa' saber todo siempre. Le agarre uno que otra cosa, le 
agarre. Pero mas cuando comenze a trabajar en las casas. 
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Despues, porque servia de criada, habia gerue en la casay no me dejaban ir a la 
escuela. Yo, 'pos, micy atenta, hacia caso. No iba a la escuela. Era mify joven, yya era 
veterana en la cocina. Era buena cocinera. Ya de catorce [anas] trabajaba yo. Al 
tiempecito, yo no se si se enfadaron de la escuela, [peroya] no iba. 

Ya de vieja no sabia. Pero despues, ya cuando comenze con mis hijos, ino"^ 
< <Esto va mtxy aca. y alia, >> me fijaba que ellos decian. Luego, dice < <mire 'amd. 
iNo sabe esto 'amd? > 

So, es todo lo que tengo que decir. Es poco triste mi historia. Ojala tuviera mas 
alegre, ino? Pero, esa es mi historia. 

Following one of the oral history sessions, Margarita Anita said that she couldn't 

remember exactly when she attended Old Pueblo School, but she believed that it was 

either in 1941 or 1942. According to the Sixteenth Census of the United States, 

Characteristics of the Population, in 1940, there were roughly 36,818 residents in 

Tucson. Of that total populatioa, 30,141 were classified as White, native; 4,212 were 

listed as White, foreign-bom; 1,678 were identified as Negro; and 777 were classified as 

persons of other races. The city was very different then. 

In terms of school enrollment, at least 6,049 persons between the ages of 5 and 17 

were attending school. Additionally, of the persons 25 years and older: 4,065 completed 

7 or 8 years of education; 1,345 completed 1 to 3 years of high school; and 1,627 

completed 4 years of high school or graduated". Other statistics regarding school 

attendance and years of school completed were not disaggregated by race/ethnicity; 

therefore, differences between proportions of each population attending school and their 

respective completion rates for particular levels of schooling could not be noted. 

"These statistics of educational attainment appeared for the first time in the 1940 U. S. Census. It is also 
worth mentioDing that the question which referred to the highest grade of school completed was substituted for the 
question about "illiteracy  ̂thai had been included in previous censuses. 
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It is impossible to report the number of students that attended Old Pueblo School 

when Margarita Anita was a student because no record of that kind was available. 

Neither is it possible to describe the teachers' instructional plans and informal language 

policies. Documents that would have illustrated this kind of information had been 

moved or destroyed either just after, Ms. Mertz, the most recent principal of Old Pueblo 

School was hired or perhaps previous to that. Records of language policy sanctioned by 

the DHSD at that time were also unavailable. I was told by secretaries in the office of 

the DHSD governing board that null and obsolete policy statements dating that far back 

had been destroyed. Thus, I relied on Margarita Anita's oral history to portray what the 

classroom and school were like and to explain any policies that governed language 

choice and use at school. 

In 1939, just before she attended Old Pueblo School, the state legislature 

amended the policy that "all schools must be taught in the English language" (State 

Code, 1939, General Laws, Chapter 54, Article 11, § 54-1101). No exceptions were 

mentioned. This was the only language policy sanctioned by the state during the period 

in which she attended school. 

The next account chronicles the experiences of Elvira's mother, Juanita, the 

eldest generation of the Tineo family. Thus the history of Old Pueblo is traced back to 

the earliest point in time in which any member of the Porras or Tineo families attended 

school. 
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Juanita Tineo. 

Yo fui de una familia pobre. Tenia dos hermanos y una hermana. Nos criamos 
aqui en el barrio. Teniamos atra casita, alia en la otra calle para la thirty-ninth. AlU 
nos criamos tambien, pero despues nos saco el trabajo de mi padre. Salimos todos de 
Tucson por el trabajo de mi padre, y nunca mas volvimos hasta que ya eramos adultos. 
A el le mandaban pa 'fuera a trabajary no fuimos con el [todo el tiempoj. Haciamos 
fcasa] en diferentes lugarcitos, pero este era el lugar de nosotros. 

[En el barrio hablabamosj espanoi e ingles. [Tambien] hablaban el idioma de 
losyaquis entre las familias yaquis. Bueno, en esos tiempos, habian unos que hablaban 
puroyaqui con los nines. En la familia mia, hablaban yaqui, pero entre los adultos nada 
mas, como mi padre, mi madre, y uno de mis hermanos, el mayor. A nosotros, nos 
hablaban puro espanoi de modo que nunca hablamos el dialect del yaqui. Si le 
entendiamos, yoy mi hermana mas chico. pero no lo hablabamos. Fijese que nunca les 
pregunte, ni nada, [porque no nos hablaban en yaqui]. 

[Aprendiporj air las pldticas de los padres. Asi entre grupos de gente [de] la 
raza de nosotros, puro yaqui hablaban [For ejemplo,] yo tengo un yerno que es 
yaquecito. El habla con sus otros companeros, y me gusta escuchar la pldtica porque 
son muy expresivos. Se expresan muy bonito en su idioma. Solamente una persona que 
lo entiende bien [sabe que] es muy diferente al modo en que se expresan en espanoi. 
Que es bueno [tambien] porque siquiera saben de que es el origen de ellos. Ahora la 
juventud no usa [el idioma de la tribu Yaqui]. [Tal vez] entenderd, pero no conversan 
con el dialecto Yaqui. 

La familia de el, si, en casa [se] usa puro espanoi o ingles. Mas el ingles es lo 
que usa ahora. [Pero,] el usa su idioma con los que lo usan, ino? Que hay muchos que 
no lo usan [ahora], Y, pues, como dicen, < <el idioma de uno se va a olvidar. > Pero, 
nunca lo usamos nosotros ese idioma. Que es una Idstima porque yo oigo otros que 
habian tambien, yyo no. Ellos te lo habian como hablar espanoi o ingles. Hay muchas 
familias pa 'lid que lo usan todavia. O en las reuniones, esas que hay de las fiestas, ^no? 
[Pero,] como dicen que ya ellos mismos se rien, el uno del otro, porque ya no quieren 
usar su dialecto. < < Yo no quiero olvidar lo mio. > > dice el Joey. < < Nos ponemos a 
platicar para que no se nos olvide. > > dice el. Y es muy bonito. 

Let's see. Ya iba a la escuela como de nueve, diez anos o doce anos. ^Mds o 
menos fue en los anas '35- '36? Si, porque mi hermana murio el ana '37, [cuando] 
estabamos qfuera de Tucson. Todavia, despues de tantos anos no recuerdo bien. Pero, 
si, la escuela ya tiene su historia. En esos tiempos nada mas era el main building, el 
corredor grande. El que queda a aquel lado. Este [edificio] era la escuela; tenia 
cuartos para los lados. Estd alii exactamente como estaba entonces. El tamahoy los 
cuartos eran los mismos. Que todavia hay antiguedadalii en los cuartos, iverdad? So, 
yo digo que estd igual. Nada mas lo reparan; los hacen remodel otra vez. 

Yo no fiti mucho a la escuela [Old Pueblo], [comoJ tres, cuatro meses, porque 
nos sacaron del pueblo. Me atrase mucho en la escuela por eso de las cambiadas de 
escuelas, ^no? Unos 'taban mas adelantados y siempre me echaban pa 'trds un grado 
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pa' mis levels. Yo batalle mucho pa' mi escuela. Si, queria ir, pero no me podia. A mi 
no me dejahan ir a la escuela afuera del pueblo. Temamns que ir cerca, adonde habia 
unpueblito a la escuela. Acabamos las escuelas aquiyall'i, urt grado aquiy otro allay 
asi. Yo no tuve educacion de high school porque donde viviamos no habia escuela. 
Nada mas fue de entrada y salida, como decia luego. No termini todo el ano [cuando 
asisti a la escuela Old Pueblo], Fijese que no recuerdo [de la maestra], Ya se que era 
una senora, pero nada mas te puedo decir [de su car deter], ni nada de eso. Yo no mas 
[asisti a la escuela] ese rato, y mi hermana pero nadie mas. 

Estaba muy chica [yj no recuerdo yo quienes eran [los maestros]. En esos 
ttempos, se me hace que era directora [y hablaba] ingles. Enfermera tenian [y hablaba 
ingles] tambieru Era una de esas de las escuelas. Se me hace que venia, iba y venia en 
ciertos dias, ino? Puro ingles. Como decian, no nos dejahan hablar espahol. Estaba 
prohibido que hablaran los estudiantes espanol. Por los mismos maestros teniamos que 
hablar ingles. Ellos no sabian espanol. Sdenos el de la tribu, ino? So, teniamos que 
hablar ingles por fuerza. Nunca [podiamos hablar espanolJ. 

En esta escuela, la mayoria era de habia hispana. En esos tiempos, habia mas 
gente delyaqui tribe de indios, ino? Habian americanitos, pero no como ahora. Eran 
muy contados. Este era barrio de pura villages de nosotros, f^no'^ De la tribuyaquiy el 
papaguito. Como de aqui de esta calle a la [escuela secondaria], Picacho, acomodaban 
todos, pues no todos, pero la mayoria [de] tohonos y yaquis. Entonces, [poco a poco] 
habia mas gente blanca, americanosy de habia hispana [hasta que habia] igual que la 
de nosotros. Porque se empezd a extender a diferentes familias aquiy alii. Compraron 
los mexicanos propiedades aquiy papagitos tambien. De modo de que se mezclo todo 
aqui Se mezclo mucho el yaqui con el mexicano y el papagito. Ya unos se fueron pa' 
las reservas. Los papagitos they had the reservation, cno"^ Y nosotros no. De modo que 
ellos agarraban su educacion, los mandaban a Phoenix. Tenian una escuela especial 
doruie iban los papagitos. Ya erUraban a la secundaria. Los mandaban para educarlos 
alia en Phoenix. La tribu Yaqui, no. [Bueno,[ se fueron educando mas, de modo que los 
nihos de ahora de la tribu yaqui tienen buena educaciort El que quiere no la agarra, 
pero en esos tiempos no. No te exigian. Fue lo triste, se me hace a mi, que no habia 
exigencia. Ahora es mas como hay puro ingles [con los jovenes] y agarran mas escuela, 
por lo menos la secundaria, ^ no? ^Quiensabe? 

Aqui no [habia una reserva cuaruio era joven]. Alia esta la mayoria, por toda la 
Valencia. They were recognized in '841 think, algo asi. Luego, les dieron propiedady 
casaTienen todo' alii, menos escuela, Pero van pa 'fiiera. They have medical 
priviledges y todo. Hospital, no. No mas clinica. Puede ir uno a cualquier hospital. 

Entonces. en esos tiempos, habiamos mas indiada, pero no [habia] tanto 
mexicano como la raza. [Tampoco fue] como ahora que hay tanto mexicano, [gente] de 
habia hispana, de los profesores, ino? Ahora en todas las escuelas hay, pero en esos 
tiempos no. Viera que no se miraban profesores mexicanos. Era muy rara. 

[Los maestros] no castigaban [si nos oian hablando espanol en la clase]. Si, 
hablabamos espanol, pero por cosas que no entendiamos o ]si] no comprendiamos lo 
que la profesora dccia, ^no? Se los preguntabamos el uno al otro a vcr que si Ic 
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entendio la otra student. Casi nunca se daban cuenta porque nosotros lo haciamos a las 
escondidas. Hablabamos, - <mira este, dijo esto, > o ique quiere decir?>^ o 
< <icdmo se hace?> > asi entre nosotros, ino? Pero, los maestros, no se enteraban. 
Eran reglas que no se usara el espahol. [Pero,] que yo recuerde, no [habia maestros que 
tenian palitos ni que le pegaba al nino si estuviera hablando espahol o otro idiomaj. Mo 
mas declan que trataramos de hablar ingles por los libros. En los grounds, no te 
admit Ian tampoco el espahol o lo que fuera. Siempre que fuera mas el ingles. ^Si olan? 
No mas los reperdian [o] les declan que no hablaran espahol on the grounds. Yo creo se 
exigia que hablaramos ingles. Mas prdctico, mas practice para tmo. 

Aprendi ingles por las clases. Todo fixe ingles, y mo sabia que tenia que leery 
todo en ingles. Nunca usamos el espahol [en la close]. Pa 'fiiera, si. A veces, en la 
playground. Cuando estaba jugando en el campo con mis amigas o mis amigos, que si 
hablabamos espahol. Pero en secreto porque no queriamos que las maestras nos vieran. 
Se podia hablar uno espahol afiiera, pero, adentro de las salas, no. Siempre se requeria 
que hablaramos mas ingles. ^Pero como uno de habla hispana? No sabiamos mucho 
ingles. Nada mas usabamos el espahol. Nos entendiamos entre los alumnos el espahol 
mas que el ingles. 

En la escuela estaba dificultoso, como decia [mi hija], ino'^ No se sabia el 
ingles en casa como ahora. No. Piaro espahol y el idioma de [mis padres]. Nunca 
aprendieron el ingles, hasta el espahol no hablaban muy bien. Pues, [era] ima gente 
que no tuvo alguna forma de educacion para leer, escribir, no pueden leer. Y si no lees 
no comprendes muchas cosas. Tienes que leer para saber y escribir y todo eso. [Bueno,] 
como eran descendientes de Mexico, ellos no usaban, ni nunca supieron, ingles. 
Nosotros, al entrar en la escuela, puro ingles. Pues, tuvimos que aprender. 

Asisti a la escuela Old Pueblo en el segundo o tercer grado. Yo no me acuerdo 
en que escuela asisti en el primer grado. Me acuerdo no mas como en sueho. ^Como le 
dire? Habia otra escuelita pa' estos rumbos, en un lugarcito que le dicen Vail. Alii, 
tambien, fii a la escuela. ^Pero no se cuanto tiempo^ ^Ni como"^ [Pero, en la escuela 
Old Pueblo, me acuerdo que] teniamos libritos con unas letrotas de este tamaho del, 
< ' Dick see Dick. - - Ya no los usan, pero en el tiempo de nosotros, si Nos enseharon 
el alphabet, el < < A, B, C, > > asi, ^no? Hasta que aprendimos todo el alphabet. Luego, 
a poner a 'letrear miramos en los libros, y la maestra nos decia que letras copiary 
poner en orden, nos decia que escribieramos las letras, y se las hicieramos en words. De 
alii, empeze a leer. Y nos declan que era esa palabra lo otra]. Luego nos ensehaban 
con el libro. Fue como del cuarto o el quinto grado [cuando podia entender bien el 
ingles] porque las palabras entre mas grado alto, mas trabajosas, ino? Se me hacia 
muy dificultoso para comprender. [Pero,] asi fiie como aprendimos nosotros. 

^Comoledigo? En la'escuelas te exigenpalabras mas correctas. Nosotros no 
mas [hablabamos] a modo que uno se entendia en su casa. Como ellos, pues, no tienen 
educacion, nos explicaban al modo de ellos, you know, to their levels. Ahi fixe dortde 
aprendimos nosotros porque no tuvimos clases en espahol. Nunca. No mas 
[habldbcmws] para entender se uno al otro. El espahol es como el ingles. Ud sabe que 
hay palabras muy altas y muy trabajosas, ^no? De mucho entendimiento. Nosotros 
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nunca aprendimos ese modo de iiablar espahol. Pa' el uso diario, pues, no le metemos 
una 'palabras de categoria de mucho entendimiento. Muchas no entendemos. Y no 
aprendimos porque no quismos, ^verdad? Despues de que empezamos a leery a 
escribir uno mismo se podia ensenar, ino? Ahora me pongo a leer libros o magazines o 
historias que hay palabras de categoria [que] no usa en el vocabulario diario, como 
aqui Twsotros [usamos]. No es igual. 

Fuc dificil aprender ingles en una parte porque siempre el libroy la vida real es 
muy distinto. Bueno, yo digo porque en el libra te cuentan historias de Dick and Jane. 
[O] historias de animalitos. Y en la vida real tiene uno que apreruier lo que uno ve y 
saber: como se dice en ingles, o como se llaman, o el modo del uso. Luego, no mas 
atinarle, no mas a ver como le salia uno mejor. Y asi fue como aprende uno. Si usted no 
entendiera espanol, tu ibas a ponerle como tu crees que es, ^no? A darte de entender las 
cosas. Asi nosotros con el ingles, y poco a poco le va uno agarrando y agarrando hasta 
que ya aprende. 

Mi papa, fue el que nos ensenaba a leery a escribir [en espanol]. El no tuvo 
ninguna educacion. Ninguna. Pero, si, aprendio. ^Como dice? El con sus amistades, 
con amigos asi que le ensenaron a leer, y a escribir. No muy bien, pero mas o menos se 
daban a entender. Era el que nos ayudd con el espahol. Fue the basics del espahol para 
nosotros. El tenia imos libritos que habia traido de Mexico, de los basicos en espahol. 
No mas como pa' 'letrear palabras y unas historias. [Pero,] fljese que no, [despues de] 
tanto' ahoya no [recuerdo de esas historias]. [Eran] historias diferentes que Dick and 
Jane, ^verdad? Unas eran mas largitos y otros no mas asi [Se trataban de] como 
vivian los animalitos y buena' cosas. Los libros en ingles de la escuela no preseniaban 
la vida real. No, porque cuando le empiezan a ensenar a uno que no sabe ingles, lo 
primero que te ensehan es el alphabet. De ahi a mo te ensehan a 'letrear. Despues te 
ensehan a pronunciar y ya empiezas tu a leer. Cuando empiezas a entrar a los grados 
mas [adelantados], tc ensehan los modismos de los verbs y todo eso. 

[Tambien,] se me hace que [fue dificil]porque ellos agarraban los libros, ino? 
Y le leian a uno la historiayte decian que era que word, como se pronunciaba, y todo 
eso, ino"^ Alii es donde aprendia uno a leer, <See Dick. See Dick Run. A mi me 
gustaban las historias porque decian, <See, see Dick run. ̂  - Ypintaban los monitos, 
[como] cuando iba corriendo el Dick atrds delperrito, o lo que fuera, ^Spot? /Si, 
dndale! [Pues,] no se los metodos de ahora, pero en esos tiempos se sentaban las 
maestras con uno y le explicaba muy bien la letra, las palabras, y el contenido. 'Taba 
muy chicayo pa' comprender. Nada mas que aprendiamos lo que nos ensehaban: 
< <Mira esto. Quiere decir esto. Que esto y que lo otro. Que asi se pronuncia. > Y 
eran los modos de mi papa. Siempre es mas dificil que es en espahol. El modo de 
pronunciar, la letra, ^no? Si, batalle yo para leer. 

[Ademds de esos libros] me gustaba mucho leer comics. Yo compraba esos 
comics en las tiendas, y me entretenia mirando los monitosy leerlos. iComo se llaman 
estos? ^El Jughead? iArchie! Si, esos me gustaban. estos, los True Detectives. 
Cosas asi Luego, entre mas grandecita, me gustaban estas revistas, estas de love and 
romances, y todo eso. Asi como fui agarrando interes en la lectura. En la escuela, no 
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fhabian ios comics que me gustaban leer], Pues, como chamaca, a mi se me hac'ian mas 
interesantes los comics porque [cuando leia] los libros de la escuela estdba alii el 
maestro, o la maestra, oyendo tu lectura. Y te hacian correct cuando le erras. Y los 
comics, no. En la casa o donde fuera, no. Uno le buscaba para que le entendia. Yo digo 
que los comics me ayudaron mucho. Tenia mas libertad en mirar los monitosy lo que 
estaba escrito. Se me hacia mas fdcil; comprendia mejor. Lo de la escuela, tienes que 
leery leery leer sin foto, o lo que fuera, ino? No lo leia uno como uno queria al tiempo 
de uno. Ellos te ponian assignments: ;Cudles historias tienes, o que es lo que tienes que 
leer! Y cuando tienes que leer, te ponian las pdgirws que tenias que leer. iNo [fiiej 
como en la casa, no! [En la casa tenia] mas libertad para escoger cudl cuento [yj 
cuando. Fue muy distinto. 

Y todavia con los chamacos mios, pues, compraban muchos comics y leian Se 
veniany se sentaban a mirar comics. Y uno no tiene que decir, < <ponte a leer. > > Ellos 
solos agarraban los libros y se ponian a ver comics. Tal vez que si [todavia me 
gustaban]pero estdn requetecaros los comics. ;Uuhh! /Que barbaro! Yoya, ni compro 
comics. 

[Bueno,] usabamos espanol tal ver para que aprendiera uno el ingles mas 
pronto, ino? Y se me hace que [leer en espanol] se facilitard mas [leer en] ingles, 
iverdad? [Para mi] fuera que ya sabiendo leery escribir ingles se me facilitaba [leer] 
el espanol. O vice versa [tambien[. 
iNo se? 

A mi lo unico [del recreo] que me gusto siempre fue la pelota, sofiball, era mi 
[favorito], si A mi siempre me gustaron sports. [En la escuela] hacian dodge ball que 
se le decia. [Tambien] sofiball y ese kickball que le dicen ahora. Pues, nosotros lo 
deciamos dodge ball porque te daba la patada para darle a la otra, y luego que el otro 
[fuera] it. Si te daban, pues. you were it. Ahora le dicen el kick ball. 

[ m a s ?  B u e n o , ]  n o  m a s  p a s e  u n a  t e m p o r a d i t a  a q u i  e n  l a  e s c u e l a .  N o  c r e o  
que nos daban el lonche. Llevabas tu lonche, o venias a comer a tu casa. Como 
viviamos aqui no mas cerquitas, nos veniamos a pie, yoy mi hermanayun hermano 
chiquito. En esos tiempos, entrabamos a las nueve y saliamos a las cuatro de la tarde. 
Nos daban una hora para el lonche. 'Ora no. Tienen mxty cortita las sesiones de la 
escuela. 

[Ademds de esto] fueron muy cerrada' las escuelas, y ahora no. Quieren que 
vayan los padres [ahora] para ver como van los hijos en la escuela, ^no? Y entonces no. 
Como yo ya estaba graruie cuando pare la escuela. me sali de la escuela. Ya no pude ir 
a la escuela, ya. Que si podia haber ido, pero no tuve yo quien me hiciera support. No 
tenia. 

iNo oyo en la cultura de la religion catolica? Esto de la cultura del Yaqui es de 
la religion catolica no mas. Son vows que hacen, Los hacen commit los parents para 
que sirvan en esos proyectos por alguna enfermeda que hayan tenido. Por algo los 
exigen que vayart Las criaturas muchas veces no son porque ellos quieren. Es como 
maruiato de los parents, o ellos mismos se hacen los vows esos. Pues, la raza yaqui, todo 
el tiempo tenia sus fiestas. Se mezclaban un poquito [con] los tohonos, pero no mucho. 
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Ellos tenian sus quehaceres por otro lado. Nosotros eramos aparte. Las tradiciones que 
todavia se hace hoy en dia son las mas grandes: en el Easter, eso de las Quaresmas. 
Son las mas tradicionales. 

No se si Ud. ha dado cuenta de que de alia viene el origen de losyaquis de aqui 
De alia son del Rio Yaqui, en M^ico. [Estd en J Sonora. It's about como quinientos 
miles de aquL [Cerca] de la Hermosillo. Mi mama y mi abuela eran de Hermosillo, pero 
mi padre era de Navajoa. Era de esos, [los yaqui mayosj. Es casi parecido a la tribu 
yaqui, pero ellos les decian los mayos. Tienen otro modo de language. ^Como le dire? 
Hay una diferencia en el modo que hablan. fPuesJ los yaqui mayos eran en Navajoa, 
pero despues se revolvieron todos. Unos aqui, otros alia. Varian mucho en el color del 
cuerpo de uno. Yo conozco unos mayos que parecen blancos. Tienen los ojos aztdes. Y 
hay morenitos. Esos son los que les dicen los yaqui mayos. Pero, aqui hablan ingles [y] 
hablan espanol. 

Por layaqueada no es native de aqui, los atraian de las sierras, los apiaron 
porque vivian como salvajes. Mo tenian educacion ni nada. Los soldados los apiaban de 
las sierras para ensenarles a vivir como se vive aqui, no como [vivian] en Mexico. 
Muchos se vinieron para acd en el inviemo. De alii fue donde empezaron ellos a erurar 
para Estados Unidos. Luego empezaron a traer trabajadores. ^Como les decian, 
aranganchis? Los traian a trabajar aqui, yya muchos no regresaron pa' Mexico. Mi 
papa fue uno de ellos. Se vino a trabajar porque alia [habia] la pobreza. Como decia, 
pobrecito mi papa, no por hablar mal de el, pero decia < - M^ico send bonito, > > pero 
< < vo no quiero nada con Mexico. Yo siifri mucho, mi familia sufrio, mis hermanitos 
quedaron huerfanitos, y los dejaron en el llano sin nada, y con un bebe chiquito, recien 
nacido. > > Se murio su mama despues de childbirth, Y dijo < < Yo, por ser mas viejo, 
razguhaba donde podia. Robaba pa' darle comida a mis hermanitos. Yya cuando creci, 
meti a una hacienda a trabajar. > > Asi credo el. Todavia de viejo dijo, - ''Me 
empezaron a platicar de acd, > y dijo < <yo me voy a ir. • > Le decia a mi mama, < < A 
ver como es la vida alia. Aunque pobre alia, pero aqui no hay quien te de como alia. 
Que si eres pobrecito te dan ropa o te dan comida alia. Alia, el que trahaja come. El 
que no, no. It's just que alia viven como reyes, la gente pohre. Siempre te dan el apoyo. 
Hay agendas, y el gobiemo te da todo. > > Si viera ahora lo que tiene su raza. 

Mi papa no estaba aqui cuando aceptaron losyaquis para reservas. Toda su 
vida fue muy trabajador. A nosotros nimca nos falto. Pobrecito. Es asi, como dicen, 
que fue padre. Ese, si, fue padre. Nunca volvio a buscar sus familiares. Viviamos aqui 
no mas a la frontera. Para volver a su tierra, dijo, < <No. 'Pa traer memorias tristes, 
no. Mexico, si, como dicen que es muy bonito, pero para mi, no. Mil veces Estados 
Unidos. Aunque pobremente vivimos aqui > > Es cierto [que] nosotros nunca 
andtivimos en estos de welfare porque en esos tiempos no habia ayuda como ahora. 
You'd have to hustle to eat, you know. Y como decia mi papa < <yo no estoy 
acostumbrado a eso. Lo que yo gano es para mi casa. >> El fumaba no mas, pero el no 
era hombre tomador. Todo lo que el ganaba era para su casa. [Y] vivimos una vida muy 
feliz. Vivimos en los little shacks, but we were happy porque el fue un hombre muy 
comprensivo. ^Como te digo? Bueno, el nos ensenabay nosotros a el. Un padre como 
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el es muy raro, menos ahora en estos tiempos. El trabajaba en el SP—Southem Pacific-
en el SP. Era labor. Trabajaba a veces dos dias por semana, a veces tres dias por 
semana, segun. Y de aqui a Vail trabajo el. A Vail me fui a la escuela, se iba el en una 
bicicleta. Ese era su transportacion. Venia, iba y venla. Y trabajando sm ocho horas, 
se venia pa' la casa, ^eh? En todos tiempos hay diferentes tipos de hombres; muchos se 
volvieron muy tomadores, pero mi papa no. El fiie muy de su casa. 

Pues, era defecto muy de [mis padres] porque no sabian ingles. Nada mas 
cuando hacian school plays a de navidad o de lo que fi^era, entonces, si, [participaban o 
venian a la escuela]. Pero parents and teachers asi porque, entonces, casi no habia 
maestros mexicanos en esta profesion de teaching. Puros blancos, puros americanos. 
Menos [maestros yaquis]. Menos [papagitos]. Pues, la minority casi no subia a esos 
grados. Porque en esos tiempos, bueno, yo no se en que 'taria, pero no agarraban 
mucha educacion. Ypor eso, digo yo, que la indiada quedo abajo. Porque nunca 
prosperaban en sus tiempos de los bieses. Si fiieron dos, tres anos, pues, fiie mucho. Y la 
razayaqui, tambien, hay mucha genie que se dice illiterate, ^no"^ Que no teniamos 
educacion la raza Yaqui, especialmente la gente mayor. Todavia existe. 

Conozco gentes de mi camarada que agarraron educacion. Ni siquiera tenian 
mas empuje para que fiieran a las escuelas. En esos tiempos, si ya no querias ir, pues, 
ya no ibas. That was it. Mas, no se. Serid porque la raza de nosotros eramos muy 
timidos, nos daba verguenza. Ahora por ley tienes que ir a la escuela hasta cierta edad. 
En esos tiempos no. El que queria iba, y el que no, no. No le hace que edad, ni 
chiquitos. De modo que mi hermano no fiie mas. Ya, fifth grade, pobrecito. Y el otro, si, 
fiie a la high school, pero no la termino. El mas chico, ese, tuvo la oportunidad porque 
tuvo el support de mis padres, pero yo no. Yo era pensado, ^no? Nunca me di que era 
tan exigente la educacion. [Si] hubierayo compreruiido las cosas mejor en esos 
tiempos, yo te aseguro que hubiera ido a la escuela. 

Como los padres de ahora, pues, tu sabes, les dicen a los hijos, < <mira este, este 
y lo otro de aqui [o] pa 'lla. >> En esos tiempos, los padres no sabian de educacion. No 
podian ayudarle a imo. De modo que la mayoria de nosotros no agarramos educaciorL 
La juventud ahora, si, es que no agarran educacion. Es porque no quiere. Pero la 
oportunidad la tienen porque ahora hasta les pagan por colegios, les pagan por tuition. 
Y todos les pagan. El que no, no va porque no quiere. Nosotros no tuvimos esas 
oportunidades. iComo le dire? Ahora los apoya mucho el gobiemoporque los tienen 
en reservations. Pues, ellos tienen las mismas oportunidades que el Papago. We have 
the same privileges. Ve, tienen mucha ayuda ahora. ^Antes? No. No, tuvimos eso. Se 
me da tristeza ahora que, pura droga, la indiada, ^no? O la botella. La tomadera. Se 
envuelven mucho en la tomadera y la droga y andar de vagos. En esos tiempos, pues, no 
habia oportunidad de eso. Ya [cuando] el muchacho nada mas tenia catorce, quince 
anos, tenia su trabajito. Era para ayudar a la familia. Y ahora, muy distinto todo. 

[Hoy] hay tanta droga. I don V know. Se descompuso mucho. Ya pura violencia, 
es todo lo que ve, los padres con los hijos. It's very sad. Que habian de aprovechar la 
oportunidad de lo que el gobiemo les ofrece, pero no. Ypeor ahora que es puro ingles 
lo usan los ninos de hoy, ino? Eso los tumba mucho el poder del espanol porque no 
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practican el espanoL Gambia todo. Bueno, les echo la culpa a los mayores. Ellos son 
los que dirigen a la familia. Y en la tribu Yaqui, chiquitos, gang leaders del chavalito 
que andan en las gangas. Ya tienen sus camisas, su pantalon. Se ven muchas cosas 
pa 'lid que aqui, ino? Bueno, aqui tambien hay, pero alli, entre la raza, mucha. En esos 
tiempos no se miraba nada de esto. Era mas pacifica la genie, igual los grandes que los 
chicos, sL Ahora cuando yo empezaba a ver esta descompostura de la juventud,... mas y 
mas. 

Tuve que platicar lo que yo casi nunca pldtico con otras gentes. Fues, ya, lo 
necesita para su bienestar tambien, ino? Nunca pldtico cosas que me platicaba mi 
papa. Muchas cosas ni mis hijos saben. Yo no mds. Pues, gracias. 

Like her childhood fiiend, Margarita Anita, Juanita affirmed that she couldn't 

remember when she attended Old Pueblo School. But, she did suggest that it was in 

1935-36. Given their proximity in age, I assimie that the school, nei^borhood, and 

surrounding community were very much alike during the times they both were students. 

It is indeed impossible to describe in depth what the school and classroom must 

have been like when she attended Old Pueblo. I did not find any records of the teachers' 

instructional plans or informal language policies. And, records of language policy 

sanctioned by the DHSD at that time were also unavailable. Thus, Juanita's oral history 

offers the best portrayal of what it was like to be student at that time. 

Before she attended Old Pueblo School, the state legislature sanctioned the policy 

that "all schools must be taught in the English language" four different times: Session 

Laws of Arizona, 1912, Chapter 77, § 73; Revised Statutes of Arizona, 1913, Title XL, 

Chapter 12, par 2769; Revised Code of Arizona, 1928, General Laws (part U), Chapter 

21, Article 7, § 1047; State Code, 1939, Chapter 54, Article 11, § 54-1101). These were 

the first records of language policy ever sanctioned by the state, and no exceptions were 

mentioned. 
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A Few Final Thoughts 

It is obvious that much has changed since the time when Juanita Tineo and 

Margarita Anita Valencia first attended Old Pueblo School. The school building, for 

instance, has been recently renovated for the third time. The main offices were relocated 

from the northeast side of the building to the southwest side, and a brand new multi

purpose room was added. But, the majority of classroom space has remained almost 

exactly the same. And, most importantly, if you walk through the building during 

"school" hours you will hear the sounds of Spanish being spoken by children of all ages 

in classrooms, hallways, the cafeteria, and on the playground much more prevalently 

today then when Juanita and Margarita Anita were students. 

It is also important to note that Victor did not live in the neighborhood 

surrounding the school while he was a student at Old Pueblo. Instead he lived with his 

family on the Yaqui reservation, approximately twenty-five miles away. The Porras 

family relocated from the urban neighborhood in 1985 shortly after the U. S. govemment 

officially recognized the Yaqui people as an American Indian nation, creating the new 

reservation. With his assent, Victor's mother enrolled him at Old Pueblo because she 

felt a certain nostalgia for the school: her mother and she had both been students at Old 

Pueblo; she was a ftill-time member of the school staff; and Victor's two brothers also 

had attended for various lengths of time. For the two years Victor was enrolled at the 

school, between fall 1994 and spring 1996, Margarita Elena brought him to school every 

day. Today, Victor is no longer a student at Old Pueblo. At the end of the 1995-96 

school year, he was tested and assessed as gifted and talented and enrolled in a bilingual 
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Gifted And Talented Education (GATE) program at another school closer to his home. 

Lastly, I want to note that the Tineo family has remained in the neighborhood 

surrounding Old Pueblo School. Iliana lives with her mother and grandmother, in the 

house her grandfather built in 1949. On a couple of occasions, her mother and 

grandmother proclaimed their concern for and devotion to the neighborhood community 

and its Yaqui heritage. They seemed to be very proud that there were once many Yaqui 

families living together in the area. Iliana, too, mentioned her deep appreciation of the 

family home and neighborhood commimity. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
AN.ALYSES, INTERPRETATIONS, AND FINDINGS. 

OR "MORALS" OF THE STORIES 

So, what do these stones mean? And, what can be learned from this reiteration of 

the history of language choice and use at Old Pueblo School? Making sense of the Porras 

and Tineo families' oral histories and other historical information is indeed a complex 

and overwhelming task. In my endeavor to understand, it was necessary to create a 

fiameworic by which I could find some kind of order inherent in the chaos of data. In this 

case, I organized my information, impressions, and insights according to a scheme of 

continuities and discontinuities with an aim to craft coherent, meaningful explanations of 

what I found and what 1 now understand. 

These two trends were selected because there were some characteristics and 

conditions that had been sustained over the course of time and others that had not I do 

not mean to suggest, however, that certain aspects of language choice and use at school 

remained unchanged, nor do I mean to imply that other school and language phenomena 

were changed completely. Rather, I interpreted continuities to be those characteristics of 

and conditions for language choice and use that overshadowed others in the past, 

continued over time, and still linger today. For example, the majority of Ph. D. graduates 

in the natural sciences continue to be men. That is not to say that an increasing number 

of women are not becoming scientists or making equivalently important contributions to 

fields like astronomy, biology, chemistry, and physics. Gender equity and access, 

nevertheless, are issues that we still face today in higher education and, seem reluctant 

to subside. Additionally, 1 chose discontinuities to best describe that which was 
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predominant in the past but is clearly subordinate, or perhaps an exception to the rule 

rather than the rule, today. Changes in the last twenty years with regard to removing 

inflamed tonsils in young children and adolescents are an excellent illustration of a 

discontinuity in medical practice. 

In this chapter, I seek to accomplish two things. First, I discuss the findings from 

this historical inquiry into language choice and use at Old Pueblo School as six separate 

accounts of three continuities and three discontinuities. Second, I sununarize my 

findings by responding to the principal research questions that focused and guided my 

inquiry. In so doing, I have re-presented important historical evidence that compels us to 

reconsider issues of language in school that are frequently raised today. It has been 

equally important to me that some of the blurred images about culturally and 

linguistically marginalized students would become clearer so that their languages and 

other human interests might be regarded with dignity instead of prejudice. Lastly, I have 

long hoped to pose some serious questions about the development of school language 

policy that might promote on-going reflection, examination, and discussion. 

Discussion of Continuities 

I discuss three continuous trends regarding language choice and use in the 

following section. They are; 1) standard teaching and standard learning, 2) missing the 

mark or making the grade, and 3) English prevails. 



239 

Standard teaching and standard learning. 

Conceptions of learning as either a process of practicing something until you "get 

it right" and/or of moving from the "bits" to the "whole" are old ones, but they continue 

to be espoused today. In school, whether the endeavor be learning to read, to write, or to 

compute number equations, the accompanying teaching focus has long been on 

practicing its basic or essential elements. This is so because it is often assumed that until 

such fundamentals are acquired, engaging in the whole process is considered to be too 

complicated and confusing for children. Such conceptions were evident over time in the 

teaching practices at Old Pueblo School: each generation of the two families recounted 

them in their oral histories and teachers recorded them in their lessons. Teachers 

adhered generally to a model of learning that required students to identify and name 

discrete elements, practice particular routines, and repeat this process in order to achieve 

varying levels of competence with respect to oral and written language development 

(e.g., ESL, SSL, Reading, Writing, and Spelling) as well as academics (e.g.. Natural and 

Social Sciences or Literature). 

Juanita Tineo explained how she learned to read when she attended Old Pueblo 

School more than sixty years ago; 

... Pues usaban estos .... Teniamos libritos que con unas letrotas de este tamaiio 

del «Dick see Dick,» ... Nos ensefiaron el alphabet, el A, B, C, y asi, ^no? 

Hasta que aprendimos todo el alphabet... Y, luego, a poner a 'letrear. Miramos 

en los libros, y la maestra nos decia que letras copiar y ponerlas en orden, ^no? 

Que hicieramos la word. Que escribieramos las letras y se las hicieramos en 
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words. Y, luego, de alH empezo a leer. Empezamos a leer. Era poco, poco 

dificil tambien. Pues, eso de no saber, ^no? ... Y le leian a uno la historia y te 

decian que era que word, como se pronunciaba, y todo eso, ^no? Y alii as donde 

aprendia uno a leer como el «See Dick. See Dick run....»(JT/OHa, pp. 9, 10) 

Here Juanita recounted a step-by-step process of learning individual letters, specific 

spellings for words, and eventually words. Similarly, Margarita Elena Porras 

remembered an incremental process of skill acquisition, particularly in second grade 

(1969-70). Her teacher often tried to divert her attention away from trying to figure out 

the exercises that her third grade classmates had been assigned; 

... And she's the one that had the 2/3 combination classroom. Okay, so from that 

classroom, I think the most important thing I learned... was ... the third grade 

work. 'Cause I was real metichi. [laughter] ... I wanted to know, and I would 

hurry and do my second grade work so that I could sit and listen. Or else, I'd be 

doing my work and I'd be, you know, watching their blackboard. 'Cause she had 

like half of the class sitting this way and half of the class sitting that way. ... So, 

I guess maybe by the middle of the year she stopped telling me anything 'cause 

she saw that I was getting my work done and I needed more. (MEP/OHa, p. 14) 

And, in fifth grade, one of her distinct remembrances was of a social studies unit about 

Mexico. Her teacher expected the class to color code a map of the country and learn the 

names and location of every state. "... I remember that we did like a little map of 

Mexico, and we learned like all the states. Ask me now how many states there is? I 

wouldn't remember! I think there's thirty?" (MEP/OHa, p. 19) Her son, Victor, was a 
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student at Old Pueblo School from fall 1993 to spring 1996, and the same conceptions 

about teaching and learning still lingered in the minds of teachers and in their classroom 

practices. Consider Victor's description of how he and his peers learned a second 

language; "... but there's one that speaks O'odham.... We practice if like someone 

comes in the door. ... Like talking or except like saying, ah, 'Come in, come in, sit 

down, sit down.' ... There's more, [pause] like counting and colors." (VP/OHa, p. 17) 

In each of these examples, they illustrated how the focus of instruction centered upon 

putting certain pieces together to make tiie whole. Thus instructing children to name 

each of the states of a nation in Social Studies, or to rehearse phrases over and over again 

in second language class, were thought to be the most powerful ways to develop 

children's knowledge and skill. 

The most telling examples of standard teaching and standard learning, however, 

were illustrated by teacher lesson plans (1969-70 & 1985-86) and teacher discussions of 

classroom activity during inquiry sessions (1995-96). According to these data, discrete 

elements continued to be taught by teachers and practiced by students, although the 

activities or lessons were renovated somewhat over the years so that instructional 

delivery might be different. That is, instead of continuing to read directly from teacher's 

manuals and to highlight the '"necessary" vocabulary words, teachers would have created 

a word-learning game with flash cards of particular reading vocabulary. Or, rather than 

only teaching children, regardless of their native language, the correspondences between 

individual sounds in English and letter names of the English alphabet, teachers 

eventually began teaching Spanish-speaking children the correspondences between 
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individual sounds in Spanish and letter names of the Spanish alphabet The intent was 

the same, but the manner in which it was accomplished was slightly different 

First, I found that a typical daily lesson plan for primary grade students in 1969-

70 outlined the following (see Table 4 below); 

Table4. Mis. Kim, Daily Lesson Plan, 0I2I70. 

9:00-9:30 9:30-9:50 9:50-10:15 10:15-11:15 11:15-12:10 12:10-12:25 

Peaboth' lessoo 
#26 

Writing 
"Tijankyou" 
letters; copy from 
board 
clay-make an 'a° 
with long strip 
roDed. Practice 
some letters: z. r. 
w, V, C ihen 
shapes 

Acmioes Reading 
Mrs. Verdugo: 
read withoU 
Puppies, of 
group at a lime. 
Me: read with 
Bunnies and 
Supermen. 
BdwV 
S-dictionanes 

Lunch Story 

12:25-12:55 12:55-1:05 1:05-1:20 1:20-1:45 I 45-2:15 2:15 

Math 
Pass out sticks to 
children. Read 
teacheninanual p. 
85. Make some 
cards. 95 su^. 

Spelling 
Write words 5 
times each. 
Sounds of 
Laughter 

Sciencc 
Teeth; My Loose 
Tooth (poem). 

P. E. 
Dodge ball-boys 
fCick bolI-girls 

Movie 

MUSIC 

Learn new song 
on reconl; p. 8 The 
Alligator. Review 
old ones. 

Sharing 

Intermediate grade students during the same year typically worked on these kinds of 

lessons (see Table 5 below); 
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TaMe 5. Mrs. Brothers, E>ail>' Lesson Plan, 010770. 

8:45-9:45 9:45-10:15 10:15-10:25 

Reading 
1. Sujr>', pp. 35-15 
a) questions, p. 
102ofTM 
b) multiple 
mpstnin^ 
exercise, p. 108 
TM 

Reading 
1. Stor\-. pp. 20-25 
2. find the (acts, p. 
67 TM 
3. interpreting the 
fiicts, p. 68 TM 

Reading 
1. Stor)', pp.74-79 
2. questions, p. 79 

Reading 
I Story &. sIdUs. 
pp. 70-76 

Spelling 
Unit 16 
check part B 
trial test 

Recess 

10:25-10:55 10:55-11:20 11.20-12:00 12:00-12:15 12:15-1:10 1:10-2.10 

f jmgiagr 
1. discuss p. 84 
2. children cboose 
2 descriptions to 
write 

Saeoce/Health 
pp. 74-81 
a) 3 reasons \vfa>' 
teeth are important 
b) temporarv' teeth 
c> 4 loads of teeth 
and job of each 
d) take care 
of teiopotary teeth 

Social studies 
Your Countrv- and 
Mine 
1. read and 
discuss pp. 95-96 
a> John Jacob 
Astor 
b) define Astoria 
c) mountain men 

Story time Lunch Arithmetic 
GP2 
-test on 
multiplication 
facts 
-assign ex. l.p. 54 

In 1985-86, atomistic teaching was still popular. Kindergarten students in Ms. Leal's 

class spent a typical day as follows (see Table 6 below): 
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Table 6 Ms. Leal's daily lesson plan, 011486. 

Opening Centers-Math Centers— Centers— Centers—Art Transitions 
flanduTitinc [•angiiage 

Arts 

8:25-8:35 9:05-10:10 9:05-10:10 905-10:10 9:05-10:10 10:10-10:40 
Atteodance; Pegboaid sidUs: faitroducc cfaiUren Continue Bnamn "What is Wue?^ PE 
Pledge observing and to their last names Bear color pattern Sesame Street 

reproducing by doinga iHngiwge book character. Cookie 10:40-10:55 
8:35-8:50 patterns: StXTofoom, paper- Monster, cut out Story Time 
ESL/SSR developing anall paste activity oiqects that are 

muscles; blue; oral 
8:50-9.05 strengthen eye- language 
ESL-lc\«l B hand coordination; development 
p. 12. colon perceive activit}' 

difTerences in 
color and 
configuration 

Lunch/Rest Centers—Math Centers— Centers—Art CccUers— Open Activity 
HandwTitinB Ennchment 

10:55-12:30 12.30-1:20 12.30-1:20 12.30-1:20 12:30-1:20 1.20-1:50 
Legos: Letters Jj: "Continue What is BIax:k History Free Choice—play 
Create designs; alphabet books Blue?" avfareness 
logical fhmlfmg- (English Complete Brown 1:50-2.-00 
patteroing leaditwjss) Bearpattero Cleanup 

Letters Aa: language stofv 
Spanish readiness 2:00 

Dismissal 

And, according to lesson plans for a bilingual class of third and fourth graders in 1985-

86, students were expected to complete these exercises (see Table 7 below): 
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Table 7. Mrs. Lyon, Daily Lesson Plan, 100885 

8:35-8:50 8:50-9:05 9:05-10:30 

Sustained Siliau ESL/S.L. [jmgiuieB Arts FmagnvK. p. 115 Spelling Diamond poctrv' 
Reading Context clues EI estudiante definitions -Halloween" 

correct wlcbk pp. contestarAel use dictation 
17,18 del diccKnario Handwriting 
Child will be Leer «La vaca D'Nelian ditto 
introduced to root estudiosa» p. Child write m 
words and endings 116 cursrve the solar 
wicbkpp. 19.20 Contestar las s\-stein v'ocabularv 

preguntas wonis 
(comprensioQ) 
p. 80 wlcbk, el 

diociooaiio; 
pp. 81, 82 (tarea) 

I0:'45-II:35 11:35-12:20 12:20-1:10 1:10-1:40 1:40-2:20 2:20-2:30 

Science Lunch Math PE HaUowoen art Clean up 
Discuss and write p. 29 Child crayon resist: 
out diflaeoces identii>' which tempera over 
between fblloM-ing number is < or > dayoD 
words: than the two finish jack-o-
stars, planets. #1-28 lantem 
asteroids, comcts. review x b\- 3s 
and moons 3x short quiz 

3x ditto color 
sheet 

Lastly, in 1995-96, teachers involved in the inquiry or dialogue sessions regularly focused 

their attention on examining literacy issues in the classroom. Although the teachers 

acknowledged generally their appreciation of reading and writing whole texts of various 

genres (e.g., personal letters, notes, poems, essays, and reports) in the critical 

conversations, they also qualified their explanations of literacy in the classroom by 

expressing standard ideas about basic skills and knowledge. With the exception of three 

individuals, the majority of teachers maintained that for children learning to read it was 

critical to set as ''a basis or foundation" from wliich they could build their literacy skills a 

core vocabulary of "fimction words" (e.g., could, to, the, and my). In addition, teachers 

explained that it was necessary to teach particular vocabulary in order that children 

would be able to extend their vocabulary and, thereby, be better prepared to read more 
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difRcult texts (field notes, MV dialogue sessions, 010996 & Oil 196). 

Clearly, these annals of teaching and learning in classrooms at Old Pueblo School 

over the past sixty years indicate a definite set of ideas. That certain essential elements 

are the building blocks for learning skills and acquiring knowledge of literacy, 

mathematics, and natural and social sciences continues to be a creed in which teachers 

still strongly believe, and one which has standardized the essence of instruction 

generation after generation. This is not surprising given that best-practices theories are 

promoted widely via professional development and in the educational literature (Collier, 

1997; Cummins, 1986; Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1993; and 

Miramontes, 1993). Cummins (1986), for example, proposed that the process for 

empowering language minority youth depends upon high quality instructional practices 

in a child's native language that address first the development of lingiustic proficiency 

and the achievement of basic academic skills in order to ensure grade level attaiimient 

throughout children's schooling. He advocated that school districts develop standardized 

tests in children's native languages so that teachers could identify the skill areas that 

required further instruction. In a similar fashion, Miramontes (1993) argued that 

educational success for language minority children depends upon classroom instruction 

that targets specific academic skills and grammatical features of language in a logical, 

sequential fashion. In her opinioa, the educational success of culturally and linguistically 

marginalized children depends on this kind of instruction because teachers are not 

knowledgeable enough about language development. She warned, moreover, that 

abandoning deliberate, prescriptive skill teaching would place children, especially those 
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learning English as a second language, at risk for educational failure. 

This legacy of ideas and practices reflects another widely held notion. That is, 

culturally and linguistically diverse children do not achieve equivalent to English-

speaking middle and upper class children because they do not bring to school the 

appropriate prior knowledge, background experiences, skill, and linguistic competencies. 

Missing the mark or making the grade. 

The second continuous trend I called missing the mark or making the grade. 

While reading and re-reading the policy statements and written narratives of students' 

remembrances, I found that various descriptions of language and kinds of daily 

assignments were qualified by levels of difficulty and corrected for accuracy. Spelling 

tests, arithmetic timed tests, textbook chapter tests, reading comprehension exercises, 

workbook practice pages, and language assessments, most of which are quite familiar to 

anyone who has attended school in the United States in the last sixty years, were assigned 

and corrected over and over again. It occurred to me that gross differences among 

students were denoted for the purpose of determining who has achieved academic 

skillfiilness, or linguistic proficiency, and who has not. 

I argue, therefore, that classroom practices and language policies have promoted 

conditions for restricting language choice and discriminating against non-standard 

langu^e use. Under these conditions, children's products and productions, including 

their language of expression, have been judged against prescribed marks of achievement 

Repeated discrimination between students' productions and pre-set standards, marks of 
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accuracy, or levels of language fluency seemed to establish awesome conditions of 

comparison in which some missed the mark, others made the grade, and all of them knew 

the "obvious differences" between the two. The following examples illustrate how this 

has been and indeed continues to be a predominant part of the schooling experience at 

Old Pueblo School. 

Speaking the "right" language or a language in the "right" way (i.e., proficiendy 

or without difficulty) has long been a prominent standard by which teachers have 

differentiated among their students in public schools. The first legislature of the state of 

Arizona marked English the target language for school instruction (Session Laws of 

Arizona, 1912, Chapter 77, § 73). In 1969, following fifty years of English-only school 

policy, special consent was given by the Arizona legislature to teachers to use other 

languages in school in the service of promoting English proficiency for "... pupils who 

have difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding the English language because they 

are firom an enviromnent wherein another language is spoken primarily or exclusively, 

...." (Session Laws, Arizona, 1969, Chapter95, § 15-202.A) In this initiative, school 

districts were granted permission by the state to create "... programs of bilingual 

instruction to the extent deemed necessary to improve or accelerate the comprehension 

and speech of the English language by such pupils." (Session Laws, Arizona, 1969, 

Chapter 95, HB 1, § 15-202.B) Further, the state required that testing standards and 

qualification criteria be set to determine at each grade level whether or not students 

qualify and/or have successfully completed the special program. (Session Laws, Arizona, 

1969, Chapter 95, HB 1, § 15-1097.B.1) 
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Subsequent legislation regarding school language policy \v:as passed by the 

Arizona legislature in 1972, 1973, 1981, 1984, and 1996. With each additional 

amendment, special instructional programs of Bilingual Education and English as a 

Second Language were approved chiefly for students who were "limited English 

proficient" or those "... having a low level of skill in comprehending, speaking, reading, 

or writing the English language because of being from an environment in which another 

language is spoken." (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1996, Article 3.1, § 15-751.2) In 1984, 

the legislature decided to assess the level of proficiency of the pupil's primary home 

language in addition to assessing English proficiency (Session Laws, Arizona, 1984, 

Chapter 169, SB 1160, § 15-799.01.B) and to allow "pupils who are not limited English 

proficient..." to participate if space were available (Session Laws, Arizona, 1984, 

Chapter 169, SB 1160, § 15-799.01.C). Thus, special programs of Bilingual Education 

and English as a Second Language were provided first for children who missed the mark 

of speaking, reading, writing, and comprehending "proficient" English and later for those 

who also did not reach a level of proficiency in their primary home language. 

The DHSD governing board also sanctioned policies that differentiated between 

missing the mark and making the grade. For example, in 1960, the approval of policy 

#6100 provided for "... a well-balanced educational program for students of all levels of 

ability and talents. ..., if a student's achievement varies greatly above or below the norm, 

special placement is available to meet his needs." Therefore, students whose scholastic 

achievement was not ranked within a prescribed range near the norm were differentiated 

fi^om those who did and, as a consequence, were separated from their peers and placed in 
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an alternative educational program. Specific criteria in addition to ranking well above or 

below the norm were explicated by the policy statement. Although it is arguable that this 

policy was intended to safeguard educational equity, I maintain that setting performance 

marks is indeed a characteristic of schooling. The governing board further 

institutionalized differences among students by adopting curricular objectives, lists of 

basic and supplementary classroom materials, and outlines for courses of study according 

to grade levels in 1960 with policy #6200. The Ponas and Tineo families' oral histories 

confirm this finding and illustrate again how "grade levelness" denoted missing the mark 

or making the grade. 

It is possible to find corroborating evidence in teacher lesson plans and from 

teacher inquiry sessions. One of the most widely promoted conditions for discriminating 

among students' academic skillfiilness and linguistic proficiency was the practice of 

assigning children to different levels of math and reading groups. All teacher lesson 

plans for the 1969-70 school year recorded grouping children in some fashion or another 

either by reading and/or math levels within the classroom, or by selecting a small group 

of children (i.e., five or six) to work with another teacher for remedial help outside the 

classroom. For example, Mrs. Squire sorted her students into three groups and plaxmed 

for reading instruction in the following way (see Table 8 below); 
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Tabic 8. Sample ofweeidy reading instruction (Sqtiire, Daily Lesson Plans, 100669-101069). 

Mocida>' 
9:00-10:00 

Tuesday- Wednesday Thursday Friday notes 

1. Read p. 33; 
pron. names orally 
with them; write 
glossary wnrd 
"amirTMrs; sldlls; 
story questioos; 
wortshoet 

I Re-read p. 33; 
skills; word 
meaning; phonics 
and guide words; 
correct worksbcet; 
workbook pp. 7-9 

1. Story p.45; 
proa names with 
cfaildren; glossary 
word sentences 
crallr, Hia-iigi 
good oral reading 
skills; worksheet 

I. Re-read story, 
p 45; 
skills-review 
long & short 
vowel sounds; 
test; syllables; 
workbook, pp. 10-
12. 

I. Complete 
workbooks, pp. 
10-12; cormL 

2. middle groups 
go to Mrs. Brown 

3 Story A-5 
Read orally Away 
We Go, p. 32 

3. Story A-6, p. 
11; and exec. 

3. Stor>'A-7, 
exercises 

3. Story A-8, 
exadses 

3. Story A-9, 
exercises 

In this scheme of reading instruction; the lowest level of readers obviously comprise 

group one, the average readers comprise group two, and the hi^est level of readers 

comprise group three. Another way to describe this grouping system is to say that the 

low readers are missing the mark, the average or middle readers are making the grade, 

and the hi^ readers are performing far above the norm. That Mrs. Squire distinguished 

her instruction between the low and the high reading groups so dramatically illustrates 

the difference in conditions for promoting reading. Group one spent time rereading 

stories, pronouncing words, and practicing skills, presumable to enhance their "limited" 

reading skillfiilness. Her consistent attention to pronunciation, individual sounds, and 

repeated oral reading with group one exemplifies how children were expected to produce 

particular language. Alternatively, group three read a new story each day. There was no 

indication that this group required repeated practice in order to achieve an objective; 

rather, it appeared that this group of children were simply expected to read. 

In 1985-86, many of the same teaching practices continued this trend. Every set 

of lesson plans recorded that children were again placed into reading groups by level of 
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accomplishment and that teachers designed their reading instruction accordingly 

(Herrera, Jones, Leal, Leyvas, Navarro, Rios, & Saenz, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). 

One major difference between this point in time and 1969-70, however, was the focus on 

Spanish/English bilingual instruction rather than on English only. In the following 

example, Ms. Rios portrayed how bilingual reading/language arts instruction was 

typically practiced at the primary grade level in 1985-86 (see Table 9 below); 

Table 9. Sample Language Arts weekly lesson plan (Rios, £>aily Lesson Plans, 032486-032686). 

8;35-10;45 Monday Tuesdav' Wednesday 
Language Arts 8:35-8:50 Language Arts (Repeat) (Repeat) 
Cecilia Gonzalez airives at 8:35-8:50 Sustained Silent X & Y The Big Bumy and X & Y The Runaway Bunm-
9:10 Reading the Easter Egg Z Don Escarabajo Tiene un 
Bnaa Micbael goes to Ms. 8:50-9:05 Spanish as a Z Huevos Color 
CasOiUo 9:05-10:50 Second Language 
Angel Baez, Jaime Silva, Students evaluated by teacher 
Alfred Solo go lo Ms. Diaz 9:05-9:15 
8;3S-I0«> Instructions for centers 
Veronica Mendoza stays with 9:15-10:45 
me for LA Centers; class is divided mto 
Ms. Reyes WOTICS in room 3 groups and children rotate 
with Spanish readers 9^35- every half hour 
9:35 X group 

Y group 
Z group (Spanish leaders) 
Story center— 
obi Students will listen to a 
story and discuss the stoiy-
students will progress 
through writing process 
X&. Y CHdPuebloNe»3 
Z Old Pueblo New^ 
Library center 
Journal/ manipulati\r center 

Each of the three groups was assigned to read a different basal reader that by design 

denoted varying levels of reading development and proficiency (e.g., "Away We Go" by 

Scott Foresman, level 1/1 or "Estrella" by Santillana level P [primer]; Rios, Daily Lesson 

Plans, 1985-86, p. 6). And, it is important to note that the names of students recorded in 

the left margin of her plans worked with resource teachers (e.g., learning disabilities and 
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Chapter 1) during the daily morning Language Arts period because they qualified for 

additional help. Students were differentiated by ability in the intermediate grades in the 

very same ways (Herrera, Leyvas, & Navarro, Daily Lesson Plans, 1969-70). Clearly, 

these distinctions between levels of reading competence reflect that teachers' practices 

have continued to espouse two general ideas; 1) if children perform as expected then 

they hit the target of instruction, then they are performing as expected; or 2) if children 

miss that target, then they require supplementary attention in order to be redirected 

toward the target. 

This characteristic was evident in yet one other common teaching practice. Since 

teachers designed their yearly curriculum and instruction according to the idea that they 

were teaching a particular grade level-or two in some cases— and that children were 

learning defined grade level knowledge and skills, teachers occasionally referred to 

certain students as being at-risk of failure and candidates for retention was another 

practice that promoted this trend. For example, Mrs. Jones remarked; 'The following 

students will nfit go to fourth grade unless they can do third grade work at end of third 

grade-not tests but daily work." (Jones, Daily Lesson Plan, 1985-86, p. 9) Generally 

speaking, I noted that teachers named at least one student who ran the same risks for 

missing the instructional target and at worst thirteen, with one or two being the most 

common citation. 

In 1995-96,1 noted this instructional quality again. Approximately 12 teachers 

appealed to some vague explanation of "grade levelness" as a marker for determining 

\^ether or not students had developed the appropriate knowledge and skillfulness for the 
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next school year. This was especially evident during inquiry sessions as teachers 

expressed repeatedly their concerns about children's written language development (field 

notes, 100395; 101095; 110995; 011196; & 012596). More specifically, they 

commented that their students wouldn't be prepared to enter the next grade because they 

"couldn't write all the letters of the alphabet" or "couldn't revise their spelling mistakes" 

or "didn't have good language models at home" (see previous field note references). Six 

of the eighteen teachers participating in this inquiry process, however, rebutted these 

ideas. 

On the three occasions that I visited Victor's second grade classroom that same 

year, I personally observed two teaching practices that resonated the sound of this trend 

again. On my second visit, for instance, I noticed that students worked with anticipation 

to complete a mathematics computation assignment During the forty-five minute period 

in which I watched them work on that exercise, I noticed that when students talked with 

one other about the work they only queried each other for the "right" answer. Several 

children changed their responses upon comparing their papers with that of another peer, 

and none of the children discussed the actual mathematics involved in solving those 

problems (field notes, 061896). That practice was consistent with ray final observation 

that students' spelling and timed-math tests were displayed on a bulletin board in the 

fi-ont of the classroom (field notes, 062596). Mrs. Velez enthusiastically pointed out to 

me that only tests that were awarded scores of 90% or higher were eligible to be put on 

display. She explained that this tactic was supposed to provoke children to perform 

better on their assignments and tests by learning to spell correctly and to memorize their 
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algorithmic tables. On that same visit, I also observed Mrs. Velez lecture her class about 

the moral responsibility of a student to work hard at school, pay close attention to the 

teacher's instructions, and complete all assigned work correctly. Perhaps this was an 

alternative tactic, just in case the former didn't provide the anticipated results? The 

significance of these observations is that the condition for "hitting the instructional 

target" was strongly promoted by the teacher, and it was obvious to students when they 

had hit and when they had missed. 

Notwithstanding, I found the most telling evidence as I examined the oral 

histories. Members of both families across the three generations understood 

unequivocally that academic performance and language use in school were either 

celebrated if a student had achieved a certain level or condemned if she or he had failed 

to reach that mark of proficiency. Story after story, each of them recounted their 

personal memories of what that was like. 

Juanita Tineo remembered that sixty years ago many Yaquis didn't reach the 

higher grade levels in school, because they allegedly didn't read well or speak either 

Spanish or English correctly. As a consequence, they remained at the bottom. 

... Pues, la minority casi no subia a esos grados. Porque en esos tiempos, bueno, 

yo no se en que 'taria, pero no agarraban mucha educacion. Y por eso, digo yo, 

que la indiada quedd abajo. Porque nunca prosperaban de los bieses. ... No 

agarraron educacion. ... Hay mucha gente que se dice illiterate, i,no? ... pues, 

que no teniamos educacion. ... Como mis padres,... ellos [eran] de Mexico. 

Vinieron del... Rio Yaqui. Y, pues, ellos nunca aprendieron ingles. Hasta el 
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espanol no hablaban muy bien. Si, les entendian pero no correcto como ahora. ... 

Pues una gente que no tuvo alguna forma de educacion para leer, escribir, no 

puede leer. ... si no lees, no comprendes muchas cosas. Tienes que leer para 

saber,.... (JT/OHa, p.20) 

Her daughter, Elvira, recounted the following poignant story about the effects of this kind 

of orientation toward teaching and learning: 

...when 1 started school, that's where my problem begaa Because in school you 

weren't allowed to speak in Spanish. ... No, that's where my hard times came, 

from school. And 1 got sent back a year, two years because of that. 'Cause I 

didn't understand it, "cause at home that's all we spoke, Spanish. That was our 

... langu^e here. And, that was really hard for me. ... If you spoke Spanish, they 

spanked you. ... Wejust got punished, or we got sent in the comer. You know, 

like "time out" that they call it now, 1 guess. And, we had to sit by ourselves, or 

they'd send us out in the hallway with the desk. She had a desk outside, and 

she'd send us out there , I just had to be careful with what I said. And, 

then, like me trying to understand what she was telling the class, that kind of set 

me behind because I didn't understand her. So, I... had to get like a special 

tutoring to catch up with them. (ET/OHa, pp. 3-4) 

Similarly, Margarita Elena Porras remembered that there was a distinction between those 

who successfully completed the school work and those who didn't. According to her 

remembrance, this distinction was obvious: 
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...but I think I found a lot of things really easy. You know, so I think that that's 

why I say that it wasn't a struggle for me. And, I could tell the students that really 

had to struggle with English and Spanish, you know, 'cause ... 1 used to notice. I 

don't know why, but 1 did. I used to tend to gravitate to those students,..., to sit 

at that table, to sit at that desk, to work with them, to be with them in their group. 

although I grasped it in English and Spanish, you know, there was some kids 

that didn't understand either one. You know? And, like 1 say,... I could tell 

those kids, the ones that were struggling with every topic from reading and 

writing to math, you know. You could spot the low ones, even as a student, I 

knew that I could, you know. And, so I can't say that bilingual education doesn't 

serve a purpose as far as that goes,.... (MEP/OHb, p. 12; MEP/OHb, p. 25) 

Moreover, she conveyed her sense of frustration and resentment toward hearing and 

speaking a language other English at school while telling her oral history. From her point 

of view. Old Pueblo School was located in the United States, and therefore, teachers 

should teach in English and students should speak English. 

That's the year 1 told you I didn't like it I didn't like bilingual education. ... I 

felt offended by it, because I felt like this is the United States. You're supposed 

to speak English. Why are you teaching these kids in Spanish? If they wanted to 

speak Spanish, why don't they go back to Mexico? You know, that was my 

feeling. A seven year old thinking, And, they're teaching us that warma 

talk in English, they're making us talk in Spanish. So, I resented it. 1 actually 

did. ... I wanted to get more proficient in English, so I guess I must have felt that 
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I wasn't proficient in English.... (MEP/OHa, pp. 14-15) 

That language proficiency, particularly with regard to written and spoken English, was 

wielded as the mark of accomplishment is again obvious. Her reiteration of the 

questions she held in the forefront of her mind and her sense of frustration about 

reaching the preferred mark of English proficiency further substantiate the powerful 

influence of this characteristic has had upon students at Old Pueblo School. Her son, 

Victor, however, did not suggest that the same bold distinctions in language use or 

academic performance were practiced while he was a student But, he did reveal that 

such differentiation between missing the mark and reaching it was still present, only with 

considerable more subtlety than it had been in the past. For example: 

Sometimes mines [parents] and other girls' and all that [come into the room to 

help]. ... He helps us with our math sometimes. If we have one wrong he tells us 

to erase and we redo it. ... Yeah, like writing or if we spell a sentence wrong, 

and that's all I think I remember. (VP/OHa, pp. 12-13) 

What Victor has reiterated here about his experiences at school are consistent with what I 

observed in his classroom that same year. The teacher and parents were both promoting 

the sense among children that producing all the right answers was the prized mark of 

achievement whether it be for computing mathematic algorithms on a worksheet or 

spelling a list of words or writing a story. By this interpretation, I do not mean to suggest 

that the teacher or parents were compelled by any lack of good will. On the contrary, it 

is entirely possible that teachers and parents believed they were acting in the children's 

best interests. In fact, Victor's mother mentioned at the end of her interview that she and 
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her husband pay close attention to what Victor does in school and his teachers' teaching 

practices because they want him to be challenged and leam everything he should at each 

grade level, but not be bored (MEP/OHb, pp. 24-25). My point herein is that the notion 

of setting an instructional target by which students academic performance and language 

use may be differentiated according to levels is defim'tely a lingering characteristic of 

schooling. And, throughout the course of these students' histories at Old Pueblo School, 

such targets have been used to discriminate between levels of competence, proficiency, 

or mastery over and over again. 

In light of what is widely known about the history of schooling, it is not surprising 

that this trend has continued (Fine, 1987; Oakes, 1986; & Valencia, 1991). Much of 

what school is like today resembles what it was like yesterday; and, this is especially true 

in terms of point of view about children of color who speak languages and dialects other 

than "standard" English. Educators', legislators', and others' dispositions toward 

knowing and learning have maintained a focus on denoting the differences between 

children's actual productions and their prescribed standards. As I discussed in Chapter 2, 

Richard Ruiz (1984) explained three prevailing orientations toward language; 1) 

language-as-problem, 2) language-as-right, and 3) language-as-resource. It occurs to me 

that continuing to promote the notion of somehow missing the mark or making the ^ade 

casts a view on academic performance and language use as potentially problematic. 

From the time when Juanita attended Old Pueblo School through the time when Victor 

was a student, it is evident that their academic endeavors and language use were assessed 

frequently for errors and corrected for alleged clarity and quality. Ruiz also suggested. 
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''The orientation that language is a social problem to be identified operationally and 

resolved through treatment... may be more pervasive than we think." (p. 10) Given 

what I found, I think he was right. 

Even though Victor's experiences as a student were less constrictive in terms of 

language use and academics than when his grandmother or mother were students at Old 

Pueblo School, a doctrine of proficiency and mastery continued to steer instruction. 

Moreover, by promoting this trend, I argue that school knowledge and school language 

have maintained a powerful position of privilege over the knowledge and language of 

children's everyday lives. RS. Garcia (1993) addressed this very issue and pointed out 

that, "Teachers must deinstrumentalize their approaches to teaching and learning... [and] 

contextualize their knowledge and facilitate classrooms according to the needs of 

students rather than to the constrictive and prescriptive regulations of state agencies..." 

(pp. 3-4) In so doing, he argued that it would be possible to decenier such power and 

privilege. If teachers, parents, and others at Old Pueblo School continue to examine the 

prevailing doctrine about language and literacy, perhaps, then they could eventually re

write that creed and believe in the promise of the knowledge and language of children's 

everyday lives? 

English prevails. 

I called the third continuous trend, English prevails. History has clearly revealed 

this truth-
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English has been the official language of school in the state of Arizona since it 

first joined the Union in 1912. The original policy sanctioned by the first and special 

legislature of Ari2X)na declared; "All schools must be taught in the English language." 

(Session Laws of Arizona, 1912, Chapter 77, § 73) This policy continued to endorse 

English as the official and only language of school until 1969, at which time the 

legislature approved a policy regarding English language, bilingual instruction in public 

schools (Session Laws, Arizona, 1969, Chapter 95, HB 1, §15-202, 15-1097, 15-1098, & 

15-1099). According to this legislation, the schools were required to provide one course 

of special instruction in "the use and understanding of English" for those students who 

"had difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding English." This provision, however, 

was allowed only to the "extent deemed necessary to improve or accelerate the 

comprehension and speech of the English language by such pupils" (§ 15-202) for school 

children in the first three grades only (§15-1098.A). Subsequent legislation in 1972 was 

nearly identical in terms of intent and letter of the law. However, the restriction to one 

course of instruction for students in the first three grades only was withdrawn (§ 15-

1098). 

In 1973, two significant amendments were approved. One deleted the 

qualification on "the extent deemed necessary to improve or accelerate the 

comprehension and speech of the English language by such pupils." The second 

expanded the range of years for participation in English language, bilingual instruction 

programs from the first three grades to the first eight grades (Session Laws Arizona, 

1973, Chapter 169, HB 2208, § 15-202.B), but "not to exceed an accumulated period of 
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four years per pupil" (§ 15-1098). These legislative acts charged school districts and 

governing boards with the duty of providing some kind of bilingual instruction, but only 

in the service of promoting proficient skillfuiness with oral and written English. Testing 

standards were also mandated to qualify students based on their level of English 

proficiency at each grade level before participating in and after completing each 

program. And, in 1981, that same dictum—that all schools must be conducted in English, 

except special classes of bilingual instruction that address children's difficulties with oral 

and written English—prevailed. 

By 1984, the "Bilingual Programs and English as a Second Language Programs" 

Act had re-named eligible students as Limited English Proficient, and it outlined specific 

requirements of instructional programs endorsed by this act Three of the four programs 

(e.g.. Transitional Bilingual Education, K-6; Structured Bilingual Education, 7-12; and 

English as a Second Language, K-12) were designed to enhance the proficiency of 

children's spoken and written English. The fourth program, Bilingual/Bicultural 

Education, was the only one of these to state the achievement of competency and literacy 

in two languages as the overarching goal. As an aside, testing students for qualification 

and reassessment were required in both English and the students' home languages, 

regardless of program implementation. 

On November 8, 1988, the electors of Arizona approved Proposition 106 and 

added Article 28, English as the Official Language, to the Constitution of Arizona. 

According to this article, ''As the of^cial language of this State, the English language is 

the language of the ballot, the public schools, and all government functions and actions." 
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(Arizona Revised Statutes, 1988, Article 28, §1) In addition, the measure required that 

the State take any necessary steps to preserve, protect, and enhance the role of the 

English language. An ancillary clause did explain that the State and all political 

subdivisions could act in a language other than English "to assist students who are not 

proficient in the English language, to the extent necessary to comply with federal law, by 

giving educational instruction in a language other than English to provide as rapid as 

possible a transition to English." (§3.2.a) This article was the State's most ardent 

political promotion of English to date. All sections of Article 28, however, were 

subsequently held unconstitutional in Ynigue: vs. Arizonans for Official Language, 

C.A.9, 1995. 

The most recent legislation regarding school language policy again charged all 

classes be taught in English-except for those classes of foreign language instruction 

and/or bilingual education. Thus, English prevailed as the dominant language of school 

from 1912 to 1996. According to Article 3.1, previously numbered as Article 8 in 1984, 

"The primary goal of such programs is to allow the pupils to become proficient enough 

in English to succeed in classes taught in English." (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1996, 

Article 3.1, §15-752.8) 

It is important to note two things with respect to policy at the district level. First, 

the DHSD governing board did not endorse a specific school language policy prior to 

1981. At that time, nonetheless, they approved policy # 6110, BiUngual Education. And 

second, although various forms of bilingual education had been initiated between 1959 

and 1981 in Desert Horizon School District, no formal statements regarding these 
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initiatives were sanctioned. Nevertheless, it is plausible that at least until that time 

teachers and administrators in DHSD subscribed to a ghost policy of English only, or 

English primacy. The State had, in fact, designated English as the exclusive language of 

schools until 1969 and required English to be the premier educational goal for students 

with a primary home language other than English thereafter. And, the majority of 

educators at that time were monolingual English speakers. To be more certain of this 

trend, 1 searched for and found additional evidence in support of this "English prevails" 

trend by examining teachers' lesson plans. 

In 1969-70, except for one teacher's lesson plans (Gueria, Daily Lesson Plans, 

1969-70)), all others described daily Reading, Spelling, Handwriting, Math, Science, 

Social Studies, Music, Art, and Physical Education lessons in English only (Brothers, 

Kim, Phillips, Squire, & Warshly, Daily Lesson Plans, 1969-70). For example, in Mr. 

Phillip's class, children practiced using "came, come, did, and done" correctly in 

Language Arts, applied "commutative, associative, and distributive" principles to solve 

addition and multiplication problems in Math, wrote a report on "How 1 Should Care for 

My Teeth" for Health, and sang along with Burl Ives for Music (100669-102469). These 

teachers also listed textbooks and trade books that were printed in English as primary 

sources for teaching their curricula. Throughout the year in Mrs. Brother's class, 

children read stories from Open Highwavs. Magin WnrfH A Trip Through Wonderland, 

Your Country and Mine. Trails to Treasure. A Trip Around the World. Great Names in 

American History, and the infamous "Weekly Reader" (Brothers, Daily Lesson Plans, 

100669-042470). None of the books or teaching materials listed by any of these teachers 
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were printed in any language other than English. 

Even though Mrs. Guerra devoted one period of the daily schedule to Spanish 

language development and one period to reading in Spanisii, the remainder of the day 

was devoted entirely to English instructioiL Except for minor variations (i.e., switching 

times for Spanish and English reading and language instruction, or Social Studies and 

Fine Arts), she regularly arranged the day's activities and lessons as follows: 

Of the approximately 220 instructional minutes per day, Mrs. Guerra recorded that she 

taught Phonics, Reading, ESL, Math, Science, and occasionally Social Studies in English 

for 130 minutes and Spanish Reading and Language for 90 minutes. 

Despite the fact that at least 10 out of 15 faculty members at Old Pueblo School 

had committed to promote bilingual education in the classrooms by 1985-86, English still 

prevailed. Like the previous set of lesson plans, teachers—especially those teaching 

grades 1-6—described their classroom organization, discipline policies, schedules for 

special classes (e.g., library or computer lab), content area lessons, notes regarding guest 

speakers and field trips, and auxiliary teaching practices (e.g., morning ceremony and 

transitional routines) in English (Herrera, Jones, Leyvas, Navarro, Rios, & Saenz, Daily 
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Lesson Plans, 1985-86). Teachers only wrote in Spanish to designate specific instances 

of Spanish instruction. 

As I described in Chapter Four, some alternated their use of Spanish and English 

(i.e., on a daily or weekly basis); others used both languages at different times and for 

different purposes throughout the day. Moreover, 1 observed that such language use 

could be characterized in two distinct ways. Either, teachers separated children by 

language for the purpose of providing a) native-Spanish speakers with Language Arts 

instruction in Spanish only. Mathematics instruction in English more often than Spanish, 

content area instruction in English more often than Spanish, and ESL instruction, and b) 

native-English (or English dominant) speakers with Language Arts instruction in English 

only. Mathematics instruction in English more often than Spanish, content area 

instruction in English more often than Spanish, and SSL (Jones, Herrera, Leal, Navarro, 

& Rios, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). Or, teachers taught the majority of the curriculum 

in English, noting only Language Arts instruction by children's native language (Leyvas 

& Saenz, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-86). That is, English was usually promoted for 20 to 

40 minutes more per day than Spanish in the first case and between 40 and 60 minutes 

more per day in the second. Speaking Spanish was indeed promoted more widely in the 

first case than the second; but, English was promoted most widely in both cases. By 

dividing children into groups according to native language, and distinguishing between 

some circumstances for speaking Spanish and others for speaking English, teachers 

inadvertently maintained the status quo. Rather than ftindamentally converting the 

previously English-only milieu into a Spanish-English bilingual environment, they 
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merely included Spanish as a supplementary aspect of the Angiocentric domain. It is 

true that teachers were committed to enacting bihngual instruction in their classrooms, 

and it is also true that English was the predominant language used by children and 

teachers at school. 

A decade later, despite the fact that the whole faculty at Old Pueblo devoted its 

practice to promoting bilingual education, English still prevailed. Several examples from 

teacher inquiry and classroom observations attest to this truth. 

First, there is interesting evidence about general trends in language use across 

classrooms. In one of the teacher inquiry sessions, for example, Mrs. Thompkins 

reported that her class had become increasingly aware of the different languages spoken 

in their classroom and, consequently, interested in figuring out how many different 

languages people in other classes at Old Pueblo School spoke, read, and/or wrote. She 

further explained that she and the children decided together to conduct a survey of the 

languages spoken at school. The children spent one week visiting each of the classrooms 

and various offices (e.g., cafeteria, counselor, and nurse). After examining their 

statistics, they reported two findings that are especially relevant here: 1) a majority of 

the children and adults were bilingual, with English being one of the two languages 

always represented; and 2) more people spoke English, whether as a first or second 

language, than any other language at school (field notes, 012396). 

There is also telling evidence from my observations of Victor and his peers about 

the prevalence of English. For instance, during my initial visit to Mrs. Velez's 

classroom, I noticed that Victor spoke entirely in English while he completed a 
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Mathematics assignment and that his peers seated next to him at the same table also 

spoke only English at that time. I did notice a small group of three children seated at an 

adjacent table speaking Spanish during the Math activity; however, that was the only 

case. Later that morning, in the computer lab, Victor spoke mostly English while 

explaining to me the process by which he composed his poem, "Cheetah," even though I 

was speaking to him primarily in Spanish. Additionally, I observed the children outside 

the classroom playing softball that same morning. From the side lines, I could hear them 

cheering and chastising each other almost exclusively in English throughout the 40 

minute game. In feet, I only heard Spanish spoken twice when children representing the 

different teams argued over whether or not a player was safe. Two of Victor's 

classmates, both of whom were bilingual, continued to argue with other each in English 

about the outcome of the game afterward as they were making their way back to the 

classroom (field notes, 060696). And on my second visit two weeks later, the teacher 

spoke more Spanish while instructing the class than I had previously observed. Although 

I did not record the exact number of instances in which Spanish and English were 

spoken, I noted the same general pattern of language use by children and the teacher 

(field notes, 062096). 

The history of school language policy in the state of Arizona indicated that 

English has prevailed as the official language of school. Records of teachers' classroom 

practices at Old Pueblo School have indeed confirmed this. But, the Porras and Tineo 

families oral histories give the most dramatic testimony to the legacy of such language 

discrimination. 
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Juanita Tineo explained that when she was a student children were prohibited 

from speaking Spanish in the classroom. Teachers admonished children to speak English 

in the classroom, on the playground, and practically everywhere. If she had wanted or 

needed to communicate something to a friend, she would do it surreptitiously. For 

example, she recounted: 

Como decian, no nos dejaban hablar espanol. Estaba prohibido que hablaran los 

estudiantes espafiol. Y la mayoria, pues, era de habla hispana. ..., en esos 

tiempos habia m^ gente de esa. De Yaqui, de indios, no? ... No m^ ingles por 

las clases. Pues, todo es ingl^ y uno ... tenia que leer y todo en ingl^. Pero 

nunca usamos el espaiiol. ... Pues, casi nunca Ellos no se daban cuenta porque 

nosotros lo haciamos a las escondidas. ... Pues, eran reglas que no se usara el 

espafiol. (JT/OHa, pp.3-5) 

Twenty-five years later, when her daughter, Elvira, was a student at Old Pueblo School, 

the same restrictions on language use were enforced. Sometimes the consequences were 

more severe than when Juanita had attended school. Elvira remembered: "... when I 

started school that's where my problem began. Because in school you weren't allowed to 

speak in Spanish. ... If you spoke... Spanish, they spanked you." (ET/OH, pp. 3-5) She 

explained further that children were not always punished corporally for speaking 

Spanish. But, it was true that English was always the official language of the classroom. 

For instance, she remembered that her teachers often did not understand why she and her 

peers would speak Spanish. They, consequently, tried to persuade even induce her and 

her classmates to speak English. Elvira recalled: 
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...she kind of like talked to us, you know? ...why are you doing this? Not 

scolding, but just trying to understand why we spoke that language instead of the 

English language. ... we had to sit down and explain to her, "Well, this is how 

we were brought up... our parents spoke this [language], and we can't really let 

go of it." Which we didn't; I can't anyway. So, I tried to explain that to her. ... [I 

tried to explain] in English, 'cause once we were in the classroom, that's all we 

spoke... English. And it was kind of hard,... I mean you [couldn't] get away 

with much with teachers in there. Not in those days. (ET/OHb, p.6) 

By the time Margarita Elena Porras was a student at Old Pueblo, 10 years later, 

the English-only language policy had just begun to change. Notwithstanding, English 

was still the predominant language of the school. This vogue obviously continued to 

influence the ways in which teachers conceptualized their practices, and likewise, its 

influence still lingered in the minds of parents and their children. For instance, 

Margarita Elena remembered with compassion and, perhaps a sense of camaraderie, the 

concern one parent expressed about whether or not her daughters would leam English at 

school; 

Well, I do know, like the Montes family, they were against it. And, they were 

Spanish speakers. They were from Mexico,... and they resented it. They were 

like, "No. I want my daughters to leam in English." And, you know, this has 

been a constant (MEP/OHb, pp. 20-21) 

It is equally important to note that Margarita contended with that same issue herself. She 

decided to relinquish her opportunity to continue participating in bilingual education as 
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she made the transition from elementary to middle school. According to her, she 

regretted having been in bilingual classrooms because she had spent a lot of time 

listening to the same explanations in both English and Spanish. She seemed anxious to 

be able to learn Just in English. Perhaps, she realized that she had already achieved the 

cryptic, but definitive, goal of bilingual education at Old Pueblo School; to develop 

English literacy? She explained her consummate decision in this way: 

'Cause I didn't... wanna be ... I had just had it! I was like, "I don't wanna be in 

the bilingual program. 1 watma take one class of Spanish and that's iL" ... And 

... if you didn't take the bilingual program, then you could take like one class of 

Spanish. That sounded wonderful to me. One class of Spanish, you know, one 

hour! ... That was what went into my mind when I thought, "I can't do this. Not 

again!" So, when ... I brought that paper home,... I remember signing it right 

there under that bridge on Tenth. I signed it and took it back to school the next 

day." (MEP/OHb, pp.22-24) 

Twenty years later, her son, Victor, was a student at Old Pueblo School. He, too, 

participated in bilingual education, but his experiences had been different than those of 

his mother. He didn't express any regret when he talked about being in bilingual 

classrooms, and he didn't conclude that his time had been wasted by repetitive 

instruction. On the contrary, he seemed satisfied that he had bad various opportunities to 

learn to speak a second and third language, as well as become biliterate. Despite the 

positive difference between his sense of his experiences and his mother's sense of hers, 

there was still one important similarity. Victor reiterated the decisive prevalence of 
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English at school. For example, he explained; 

[We spoke] English [in Kindergarten]. ... Yeah, there's ... James, Carlos, 

Gabriel. ... And, so, then there's a lot of friends I remember,.... With me one 

time [my teacher spoke] in Spanish. I was like, "Whatever you say?" 'Cause I 

can't recognize Spanish. And, then, as soon as I was getting older, I would 

recognize it But, now, not very much. (VP/OHa, pp. 9-11) 

His confession about his oscillating recognition of Spanish is remarkable, especially 

because he did not oscillate in his judgment about recognizing English. He cited several 

examples of interacting with his peers, his parents, and his teachers at school in English 

(VP\OHa, pp. 10-13; VP\OHb, p. 8). Victor evidently realized that speaking English at 

school took precedence over speaking other languages. Also, with respect to school 

literacy, Victor stated without hesitation that he could read and write in English, but he 

was generally ambivalent about whether or not he could read and write in Spanish 

(VP/OHa, pp. 15-16). 

This discussion chronicled how English has prevailed over the trigenerational 

history of these two families. English was not the first language spoken by the most 

senior generation of each family. Juanita and Margarita Anita spoke Spanish as their 

native language, and they understood Yoeme as a second language because their parents 

and relatives often spoke it at home on special occasions. English was the third language 

they learned to speak, but it was the only language they were allowed to speak at school. 

The second generation of each family spoke Spanish as a first language as did their 

mothers before them. Elvira and Margarita Elena both conceded that they understood 
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Yoeme, but only somewhat Their parents did not speak Yoeme at home; they only 

remembered hearing others speak Yoeme during special community or religious 

ceremonies. For both Elvira and Margarita Elena, English was a second language. 

Although it was the only language that Elvira was allowed to speak at school, Margarita 

Elena was invited to speak both Spanish and English. The junior generation of each 

family spoke both English and Spanish as first languages. By the time they were in 

school, however, they spoke predominantly English. Spanish had become like a second 

language to each of them. 

It isn't surprising that English prevailed at Old Pueblo School. This finding is 

commensurate with findings by others who have examined the history of language choice 

and use in the United States. Most notably, Heinz Kloss (1977), Carl Veltman (1983), 

and Joshua Fishman (1988) have documented and explained this trend. As reiterated by 

Fishman, "...with the exception of isolated and self-isolated groups such as certain 

Amerindians, The German speaking Old Order Amish and Hutterites, the Russian 

speaking Old Believers, and the Yiddish speaking Hasidim (none of whom would be the 

least bit affected by Official English/English Only legislation), all other ethnolinguistic 

minorities in the United States lose their ethnic mother tongue fairly completely by their 

second or third generation of encounter with American urban lifer (In J. Crawford, pp. 

167-168) Similarly, Shirley Brice Heath (1983) explained that despite significant 

advances in policy making (e.g., BEA, 1968) English has continued to prevail as the 

primary language of school. She concluded that public opinion is ignorant about this 

historical trend because, '^Institutionalized in a great variety of concrete ways, beliefs 
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about literacy and language use persist beyond their actual relationship with the realistic 

circumstances of society." (p. 61) 

Arnold Leibowitz (1970; 1974) studied the history of school language policy as 

well. He characterized the identification of English as the ofiRcial language in America's 

schools in terms of language imposition. From his analysis, he concluded that such 

school language policies did not take seriously educational concerns about whether a 

child's native language or English as a second language would best facilitate academic 

learning, nor did these restrictive policies have to do with the willingness of non-English 

speaking, marginalized groups to leam English. Instead, he suggested that, 

"Further analysis of the record indicates that official acceptance or rejection of 

bilingualism in American schools is dependent upon whether the group involved 

is considered politically and socially acceptable. The decisions to impose English 

as the exclusive language of instruction in the schools have reflected popular 

attitudes toward the particular ethnic group, and the degree of hostility evidenced 

toward that group's natural development. If the group is in some way (usually 

because of race, color or religion) viewed as irreconcilably alien to the prevailing 

concept of American culture, the United States has imposed harsh restrictions on 

its language practices;.... (p. 177) 

I argue that this same analysis is relevant to my finding. That Juanita, Margarita Anita, 

and Elvira—all of whom were non-English speaking when they entered school-did not 

understand English instruction and labored to make sense of the classroom activities 

attest to the fact that the best conditions for learning were not a primary consideration in 
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crafting an English-exclusive policy. That members of both the Porras and Tineo 

families explained the importance of learning in English^ and that English has become 

the common underlying language factor across all generations, attest to the fact that their 

willingness to leam English has not been an issue either. Thus, this historical 

phenomenon is indeed about something else. The history of language policy in the 

United States revealed that language restriction has been used time after time to exclude 

people ftom participating fully our "democratic" society. Thus it follows that the 

restriction of children's language choice and use in school and the promotion of English, 

and standard English literacy, as the preeminent goal of school have similarly served as 

conduits for discrimination against ethnolinguistic minorities. That Juanita and 

Margarita Anita were prohibited and even silenced from spealdng Spanish in the 

classroom, that Elvira was punished for and persuaded from speaking Spanish, and that 

Margarita Elena, Qiana, and Victor were averse to speak Spanish and had developed 

strong inclinations to speak primarily English at school, substantiate my similar analysis 

that there has long been an inconspicuous intent in school to marginalize ethnolinguistic 

minority children. 

Discussion of Dvicontinuities 

In the next section, I discuss the discontinuities I found. Again, I intended to 

describe that which was predominant in the past but is subordinate today. There are 

always counter examples to the examples; and, nothing is absolute. Two such 
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discontinuities included: 1) from monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction, and 2) 

from segregation to integration. 

From monolingual in«mTiction to bilingual instruction. 

Even though English has long been the hallmark language of school, history also 

revealed that it has not been the only language used for instruction. Between the time 

that Juanita Tineo attended Old Pueblo School and the time that Victor Porras did, 

English was no longer the exclusive language of the school. The trend in language use 

had turned over time from monolingual English instruction to bilingual Spanish-English 

instructioiL 

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, localized irutiatives to promote school 

instruction in Spanish and English were being undertaken all over the Southwest (The 

Invisible Minority, 1966). These movements captured widespread attention when the 

National Education Association reported its findings from their NEA-Tucson Survey On 

the Teaching of Spanish to the Spanish-Speaking (1966). According to the report, many 

administrators, teachers, and parents had grown concerned about the differences in 

achievement between language minority and language majority children. They 

speculated that many Mexican-American children were disoriented in school: 

To begin with I am a Mexican. That sentence has a scent of bitterness as it is 

writteiL I feel that if it weren't for my nationality, 1 would accomplish more. My 

being a Mexican has brought about my lack of initiative. No matter what I 

attempt to do, my dark skin always makes me feel that I will fail. (Anonymous 
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author, p.3) 

Language minority children, allegedly, did not have a clear sense of their own identity, or 

who they were, because they did not know about their Hispanic, Indian, and American 

heritage. Consequently, a call toiled for changes in educational programs that would 

address this lack of cultural orientation and cultivate a greater sense of confidence. Thus 

pioneers of the re-emergence of bilingual education advocated for teaching Spanish-

speaking children about their culture, language, literature, and history so that they would 

regard themselves with pride and seek greater personal success in school. It is important 

to note that these various pioneers began implementing their localized initiatives in 1959 

without formal policy approval by either the respective school district or the State. 

Approximately a decade after the re-emergence of pilot bilingual programs in the 

state of Arizona, the State Legislature ratified its first bilingual education language policy 

(1969 Session Laws, Arizona, Chapter 95, HB 1, § 15-202, 15-1097, 15-1098, & 15-

1099). This action, however, did not resonate with the interests of those involved in the 

various localized efforts to establish bilingual instruction. This policy, and its 

subsequent sibling policies of 1972, 1973, and 1981, officially sanctioned teachers to use 

a child's native language only for the express purpose of providing special teaching in 

the use and understanding of English. Revisions to the original policy involved 

extending the number of years that children were eligible to participate in the programs, 

expanding the focus of implementation beyond the first three grades, and increasing 

State appropriations. In 1984, the State amended its English language, bilingual 

instruction policy again by approving a range of programmatic choices for school 
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districts; 1) Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE), grades K-6; 2) Structured Bilingual 

Learning (SBL), grades 7-12; 3) Bilingual-Bicultural Education (BBE), grades K-12; and 

4) English as a Second Language (ESL), grades K-12 (1984 Session Laws, Arizona, 

Chapter 169, SB 1160, § 15-799.03.3). Of these four programs, three (TBE, SBL, and 

ESL) continued to focus on promoting in non-English speaking children as rapid as 

possible a transition from a home language to English, and one (e.g., BBE) that did not^l 

For the first time. State policy reflected an intent to provide instruction in two languages, 

one of which would be English, so that children would further develop their existing 

language skills and become empowered to achieve competency and literacy in each 

language. In 1996, the same range of programmatic choices continued to be endorsed by 

the State Legislature. 

The DHSD governing board abandoned its English only ghost policy in 1981 and 

issued an official statement regarding the use of more than one language at school 

(DHSD policy #6110). Bilingual-Bicultural Education was recognized as an integral part 

of the total curriculum and a better strategy for promoting achievement for all children. 

This original policy resonated with the intentions of those administrators, teachers, 

parents, and students who had urged the re-emergence of bilingual education twenty 

years earlier. Amendments to this policy were subsequently approved in 1990 and 1992, 

articulating further the program's goals and delineating the responsibilities of district 

personnel for accomplishing its objectives. For example, the district elaborated its 

The English as a Second Language Program did require that children develop an understanding of the 
histoiy of the United States and of tbe customs and values of the cultures associated with tfaeir primary home language. 
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commitment by deciding "to provide each student the opportunity to acquire and 

demonstrate mastery of at least two languages, one of which will be English." In so 

doing, the DHSD governing board made a profoundly different commitment to bilingual 

instruction than the State had. More specifically, the district sanctioned bilingual 

instruction for the purposes of enhancing individual student achievement, opening access 

to the total curriculum, and promoting the acquisition of bilingualism among all students. 

The policy did not reflect the intent to promote in non-English speaking children the 

immediate or swift transition from their home language to English. 

The shift from monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction in classrooms at 

Old Pueblo School was first evident in 1969-70 (Guerra & FCim, Daily Lesson Plans). 

Some of this evidence has already been noted, nonetheless, I think it is important to 

reiterate the general descriptions of teacher's plans and discuss a few additional 

examples. 

In examining teacher lesson plans for that year, I found two examples of bilingual 

teaching. First, Mrs. Guerra provided bilingual instruction in her classroom, although it 

appeared that she was assisted by a special resource teacher for a brief period in the 

spring. And second, Mrs. Verdugo, a teacher assistant, provided instruction in two 

languages in Mrs. Kim's class because she was probably not bilingual herself Generally 

speaking, bilingual instruction was reserved for music, reading, and second language 

lessons. That is, Mrs. Guerra read stories like "Camino a la escuela" and "We Can 

Ride," made up stories to write in English and Spanish using new vocabulary words (e.g., 

cabeza, cara, ojos or head, face, eyes, etc.), sang songs like "Five Little Monkeys" and 



"El Traviesito." (090869; 101369; 101569; 010670; and 013070). Mrs. Kjm simply 

noted that Mrs. Verdugo read with a Spanish reading group every day. It is difficult to 

discern what this implementation reflects other than an attempt to provide the regular 

school curriculum in Spanish. Additional evidence from Margarita Elena's oral history 

is necessary to make a more legitimate interpretatiorL 

By 1985-86, the same devotion to bilingual instruction in the Language Arts was 

still evident; however, teachers had extended their bilingual instruction into the content 

areas (Herrera, Jones, Leal, Leyvas, Navarro, Rios, & Saenz, Daily Lesson Plans, 1985-

86). For example, in Mrs. Herrera's third-and-fourth grade class, children studied 

nutrition, plants, and the solar system in Science (093085-102485); and they studied 

Arizona history, mapping, and human relationships in Social Studies (102785-111585). 

It is indeed possible that mathematical topics like place value, roman numerals, 

multiplication, and division were also instructed bilingually; however, she did not 

indicate Spanish instruction as she had for other subject areas (093085-103185 & 

030386-050286). In general, I noticed that for literacy instruction children were always 

divided into two language groups and instructed in either English or Spanish. The most 

obvious case of providing children with instruction in a second language was the school-

wide ESL and SSL program. Bilingual instruction in the content areas mirrored that of 

Language Arts, although instruction in Spanish was not always givetL And, according to 

my analysis, only one set of lesson plans indicated that content area instruction was 

given, albeit infrequently, in a second language to all students (Rios, E)aily Lesson Plans, 

1985-86). In sum, bilingual instruction was implemented as an integral part of the 
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literacy curriculuni and designed to address specific language needs of children. But, it 

wasn't an integral part of the total curriculum. 

From my observations in Victor's classroom, it was obvious that Spanish 

instruction had been a part of the general classroom activity in 1995-96. For instance, I 

observed a class meeting in which the children and Mrs. Velez spoke both English and 

Spanish in order to discuss a ''problem" they were having (062096). On that same visit, I 

listened to Mrs. Velez read the bilingual story Green Com Tamales/Tamales de Elote. 

Following her reading, some children asked questions or made conmfients in Spanish and 

others did so in English. 

1 found additional evidence of bilingual instruction as several teachers engaged in 

inquiry about their classroom practices. For instance, teachers examined repeatedly their 

questions about bilingualism and biliteracy in the classroom (101995; Oil 196; & 

030596). These critical conversations focused on many very diflFerent questions, such as, 

"How do extend children's vocabulary so that they can read more challenging books in 

their second language?" or, "Why do children complain when I decide to read aloud or 

dedicate a period of the day to speak in Spanish?" The majority of teachers also focused 

on the prospects of developing instruction based on students' diverse interests as one 

possibility for promoting more equally the use of at least two languages (100395; 

102395; 011696; 031996 & 050296). Some examples were; a study of the Sonora 

desert, a project on ocean life, a thematic unit about slavery and civil rights, and an 

investigation of the school's immediate community. In light of classroom observation 

and documentation of teacher inquiry, it is again obvious that bilingual instruction for the 
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purpose of promoting literacy was given considerable attention by teachers at Old Pueblo 

School. But, it is not obvious that bilingual instruction had become an integral part of 

the curriculum for all students at Old Pueblo. 

The families' oral histories also confirm the turn in trend from monolingual 

instruction to bilingual instruction. Margarita Elena Porras remembered when bilingual 

education was first introduced at Old Pueblo School in 1969-70. She recounted; 

That's the year that bilingual education came to Old Pueblo School. It started at 

Old Pueblo.... And, I remember that... there was one ... little girl. And, I caimot 

remember her name, but she was Black. ... Karen was her name. And, I 

remember Veronica Diaz came to our classroom. ... she was totally Spanish, no 

English whatsoever. And, this was maybe ... before Thanksgiving...? ... Karen, I 

guess, had been picking up the Spanish, you know. We'd been learning Spanish. 

... so Veronica Diaz came and she didn't know how to talk [English]. So, of 

course, I was ra-ta-ta-ta-ta in Spanish 'cause I knew how to talk in Spanish. Well, 

Veronica was very shy and Karen made fhends with her. ... I remember the 

teacher, one day, was talking. She said,... "Fijate que la Karen estaba hablando 

en espafioi con la Veronica." I don't know how it happened that I was there and 1 

heard it. ... but I thought,... "Wow! That's really good... if Karen is learning to 

talk in Spanish." (MEP/OHa, pp. 14-15) 

lliana Porras remembered being in a bilingual classroom as a third grader in 1982-83. 

She explained: 
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That's when it was bilingual. It was a second and third grade class, and I was a 

third grader in that class. It didn't really phase me none, because I heard it here at 

home. 1 knew it was a bilingual class 'cause she said ..., "And in here we're 

gonna speak Spanish and English." ... But, I didn't understand why? Or, I didn't 

really care, because I understood what she said... in English. So, it didn't bother 

me none. (IT/OHa, pp.23-24) 

Margarita Elena's son, Victor, had participated in bilingual education at Old Pueblo 

School as well. According to his narrative, all of his teachers could speak, read, and 

write in both Spanish and English (VP/OHa, pp. 14-19). He also mentioned that an 

itinerant, resource teacher visited the class a couple of times per week to teach him, his 

peers, and his teacher to speak, read, and write O'odham. This kind of language 

instruction was an auxiliary, not integral, part of the curriculum. Victor summarized his 

literacy experiences at school by stating that despite teachers' occasional invitations to 

write in Spanish he usually chose to write in English. 

There has indeed been a turn in the trend from monolingual to bilingual 

instruction at Old Pueblo School. Advocacy for this movement has been widely 

represented in the literature on bilingual education (Collier, 1997; Cummins, 1986; 

Fillmore, 1987; Garcia, 1993; Hakuta, 1986; McCarty, 1992; Troike, 1981; & Willig, 

1982). There are, however, dissenting opinions about how to best accomplish this 

because there are clearly different purposes to be served and different conceptions of 

what teaching and learning are all about From my analysis, I noticed differences among 

the special interests in bilingual education policy and orientations to bilingual instruction 
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at Old Pueblo School too. 

Jim Cummins (1986), as one of the most enthusiastic proponents of bilingual 

instnictioa, coined the political currency of "empowering minority students,'" which is 

often suggested as the answer to altering the disparate patterns of achievement between 

marginalized, ethnolinguistic minority students and White, English-speaking mainstream 

students. According to his proposal, he argued that schools could empower minority 

students if the power relations between educators and policy makers and the students that 

they serve could be redefined. Cummins fiuther advocated that one critical step to take 

in accomplishing such a feat is to incorporate the student^ s home language in the school 

program. From my examination, teachers at Old Pueblo School ostensibly accomplished 

this. 

Richard Ruiz (1989), however, challenged this proposal for two reasons. First, 

the idea that educators and policy makers could empower minority students is a logical 

fallacy because the act of empowering requires agency on the part of the subordinated 

party. That is not what Cummins proposed. Second, Ruiz explained that incorporating a 

student's language into the curriculum maintains a primary focus on the curriculum and a 

secondary focus on the student In other words, the student's voice is still not an 

essential part of the curriculum. As an alternative, he suggested that by casting a jjrimaiy 

focus on the language and culture of the student and by making her or his language and 

culture the curriculum, students could act on their own behalf, voice their ideas and 

insights, and thus empower themselves. 
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It occurs to me that Ruiz's critique is relevant to my analysis of the trend toward 

implementing bilingual instruction at Old Pueblo School. Policy statements and records 

of teachers' practices revealed that the primary purpose of bilingual instruction was to 

include Spanish as part of the curriculimi. In the case of state policy, the major aim was 

to develop English competency and literacy, despite the recent endorsement of 

instructional alternatives. In the case of district policy, the aim was slightly different. 

The district advocated for bilingual instruction in order to make the total curriculum 

accessible to all students and promote the acquisition of a second language for all 

students. A fimdamental focus of this policy, however, was to include languages other 

than English as part of the prescribed total curriculum instructional strategies to 

accomplish this aim. And, with respect to teachers' practices, there was also evidence 

that inclusion was the central, although not exclusive, tenet of bilingual instruction. I 

think the challenge is, therefore, to figure out how to displace the prescribed curricula 

and replace them with the language and culture of the children. 

From segregation to integration. 

I called the last trend from segregation to integration. As a result of my analysis, 

I sliest that it reflected a conversion from segregating students by language to 

integrating them within and across classrooms. The strategy of segregating students has 

served many purposes throughout the histoiy of the Porras and Tineo &milies' 

experiences as students at Old Pueblo School. Prior to 1995-96, teachers often divided 

children into groups by age, language, language proficiency, and academic ability (see 
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Discussion of Continuities). This practice had been consistent with policy endorsements 

by both the State (1969 Session Laws, Arizona, Chapter 95, HB 1, §1; and, Arizona 

Revised Statutes, 1996, Title 15, Article 3.1, §15-752.8) and DHSD (policy # 6100). 

The conversion toward integration is a contemporary phenomenon. It is 

evidenced by recent changes in policy and teacher practice. Although the changes vary, 

some are clear-cut indications and others are more subtle, they are unquestionably 

noteworthy. 

First, in terms of policy, the State made two special provisions in 1984 that 

loosened restrictions on the implementation of bilingual instructional programs (1984 

Session Laws Arizona, Chapter 169, SB 1160, Article 8). One of these approved the 

participation of students who were not limited English proficient in bilingual programs 

as long as space was available (§15-799.01 .D). The other approved the promotion of the 

child's home language in addition to the development of English for the piupose of 

developing competency and literacy in both languages (§ 15-799.03.3). The relevance of 

the former amendment is obvious. The sigm'ficance of the latter is that schools were no 

longer obligated to restrict participation in bilingual education to "children who are 

having difficulty witii the English language or limited English proficient" 

Bilingual education policy (#6110) approved in 1990 by the DHSD governing 

board, and amended in 1992, also reflected a conversion. The evidence cannot be seen in 

any revisions of existing policy, because no previous policy existed. Rather, the 

conversion could actually be seen in the approval of this original bilingual education 

policy. From the beginning, the intent of the pohcy was to implement bilingual 
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education as an integral part of DHSD's total curriculum and promote bilingualism for 

each student in the district by the time of graduation. 

And second, in terms of teachers' practices in 1995-96, there was no longer 

widespread evidence of separating children by language within a classroom or between 

classrooms. On the contrary, teachers frequently engaged the whole class together in an 

activity. Teachers still invited small groups of children to work with them on occasion, 

and at times teachers worked with individual children. But, bilingual education did not 

mean that the class was divided into distinct language groups in order to target 

instruction in each language. For example, on my first visit to Victor Porras' class, I 

observed the children working as a whole group, using both English and Spanish to 

understand and be understood (field notes 060696). Inside the classroom, children 

worked in collaboration to complete a mathematics assignment Children were seated 

around tables in groups of three or four and they frequently talked with each other about 

the assigned exercises. I sat at a table right next to Victor, and I could hear both English 

and Spanish spoken all around me, with English being the predominant language. 

Generally speaking, children sustained their conversational exchanges in either Spanish 

or English. That is, if one child addressed another in Spanish then the latter replied in 

Spanish, and I did not hear any code switching. But, I do remember one instance in 

which a classmate approached Victor and asked him a question in Spanish to which 

Victor replied in English. Victor's peer subsequently responded in Spanish again. 

Outside on the playground, the class played a game of kick ball together. As I sat on the 

sidelines, I could hear children address each other in both English and Spanish, although 
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English was again spoken more often. And, in the computer lab, the same phenomenon 

was true. I heard both languages being used at one time or another. Children 

communicated with their peers seated adjacent to them, talking freely among themselves. 

On ray second visit, the class again worked together. Several illustrations of this 

trend could be seen throughout the morning as children; conducted a class meeting, read 

poetry, sang "Rhyme of Rain" and "El gato Mustafa," and discussed the story Green 

Com Tamales/Tamales de Elote. I could hear children and the teacher using both 

English and Spanish while engaged in each of these activities (field notes 062096). 

And, over the course of the year in the teacher inquiry sessions, teachers focused 

their attention continuously on their questions concerning the rewards and consequences 

of integrating children and simultaneously promoting two languages in the classroom 

(field notes, 102495; 103195; 111695; 112995; and 030596). One teacher framed the 

practice of segregation by language as an issue of equity and access, explaining that 

dividing children from each other disallows their interaction and access to what each 

other knows as well as how to represent that in another or with other language (field 

notes, 110995; 112195; and 112895). 

This turn fi-om segregation to integration was a direct response by teachers to the 

outcry they heard from students at Old Pueblo School one fall morning in 1992. As I 

recounted in Chai^r One, students cheered when they learned that the second language 

exchange program had been canceled that day. By the end of that school year, teachers 

capitalized on that incident in order to petition that changes be made in the school 

bilingual education model. By 1995-96, teachers were not teaching Mathematics, Social 
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Suidies, or Science by dividing groups of predominantly English-speaking and Spanish-

speaking students into distinct instructional groups. Nor were teachers planning second 

language instruction (e.g., ESL & SSL) as a separate, supplementary activity that would 

address specific levels of proficiency. Instead teachers planned to promote language and 

literacy in two languages for all of their students as a natural part of their classroom 

curriculum. 

Changes of this kind have been criticized by staunch proponents of prescriptive 

bilingual education (Cummins., 1986; Garcia, 1983; and Miramontes, 1993). The 

standard argument against more holistic approaches to bilingual instruction is that, 

...bilingual children coming to school after having been exposed to both 

languages in an unsystematic way are not fully proficient in either language. 

James Cummins (1979), based on his "threshold and 'developmental 

interdependence hypothesis, has advocated the separate and fiill development of 

the native langua^ before attempting the introduction of the second language. 

(Garcia, 1983, pp. 47-48) 

There is serious concern that unless the two languages of the bilingual child are clearly 

separated during instruction, the child will continue to suffer from interference between 

the two languages. The inherent problem with this argument is that it judges children's 

"non-standard" language(s) to be problematic. At the outset, advocates of this position 

have cast the same subjugating view on children, their language, and their culture that 

majority, mainstream proponents of an English-expediency model of instruction usually 

cast 
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There is, however, support for integrating children who speak different native 

languages and promoting first and second language development under more natural 

conditions (Collier, 1997; Fillmore, 1987). This alternative proposition about language 

development suggests that cognitive, cultural, linguistic and social processes are all 

simultaneously involved in language development And, proponents argue that attention 

to each of these processes creates the best conditions for language learning. Further, 

advocates of this proposition maintain that humans do not develop or learn language in 

an atomistic, linear, "error-free" manner. Rather, they caution educators to be cognizant 

of the fact that individuals develop language in a reiterative manner by focusing on 

chunks of authentic language used for genuine conmiunicative and expressive purposes. 

Careful consideration of the differences in assumptions made by these two 

propositions is indeed important in designing a bilingual instructional program or in 

deciding to change firom a particular model to another. Perhaps even more important is 

the relationship between educators and their students. When teachers and administrators 

seek to know and understand students and their parents they will glean new insights 

about what students already know, how they know it, what interests them, and what sense 

they make of school. Jones (1993) stressed this point in her study about the connection 

between urban school reform and urban student populations. She recommended that 

before schools decide to take care of the achievement and language '^problems" that 

ethnolinguistic minorities face by implementing a popular model of Bilingual Education 

or ESL, they would profit enormously from getting to know who the students actually 

are. This recommendation was based on the finding that when there is a disconnection 
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between educators and ethnolinguistic minority populations there is also usually conflict 

between the educational interests of each group, as well as between the meanings they 

assign to various educational practices. Thus when educators and parents create 

connections between the school and its community they can negotiate their different 

understanding and interests. 

Final Comments and Contemplations 

In this chapter, I've discussed a variety of evidence related to five trends in 

language policy and language choice and use across three generations of student 

experiences at Old Pueblo School. Some of these trends continued to manifest 

themselves in the same ways over time; others ceased to be evident in the same ways. 

Thus I interpreted there to be continuities and discontinuities in trends related to 

language choice and use at school. Regarding continuities, I found three striking trends; 

standard teaching and standard learning, missing the mark or making the grade, and 

English prevails. Regarding discontinuities, I found two salient trends; from 

monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction, and from segregation to integration. 

In this final section, I would like to turn my attention to ray synthesis of the 

findings and interpretations in terms of my original research questions. Because I was 

compelled to understand the nature and consequences of language choice and use over 

time at Old Pueblo School, I addressed the following three questions; 
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1. What do students' oral histories reveal about the changes in the nature and 
consequences of language use in the school across three generations? 

2. How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 
students at Old Pueblo School? 

3. What is the historical relationship between language policies and language 
choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? 

Given this focus, I would like to synthesize the findings and interpretations from the 

various data by responding to each question with my explanations of what I now 

understand. 

First, What do students' oral histories reveal about the changes in the nature and 

consequences of language use in the school across three generations? There were 

obvious changes in the nature of language use at Old Pueblo School. I suggest that the 

major change involved a transition from teachers forbidding students to speak languages 

other than English to advocating that they speak, read, and write in at least two 

languages, one of which would be English. Within fhi<; major change itself, there were 

some minor variations in language use before and after the dramatic change. For 

example, sixty years ago, teachers discouraged children from speaking Spanish inside the 

classroom and insisted that they learn to speak, read and write in English only and as 

quickly as possible. Approximately thirty years ago, children were more strongly 

admonished, even physically punished, for speaking Spanish in the classroom or out on 

the playground. By 1969, however, at least one teacher at Old Pueblo School had begun 

to encourage children to speak Spanish and English in the classroom. More than ten 

years ago, at least one teacher at every grade level sought to inspire children to speak, 

read, and write in Spanish and English. And, according to the most recent oral history. 
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every teacher and the principal are committed to promoting biiingualism and biliteracy at 

Old Pueblo. 

Interestingly, it was clear that English was the preeminent language of school in 

1935 and it continues to be today. Even though the State has endorsed bilingual 

education policy since 1969, and bilingual instruction has been present in one form or 

another at Old Pueblo School since that same time, the use of English predominates. 

Also, related to the nature of language use at school, I found that teachers' conservative 

conceptions about languz^e and literacy development lingered over the entire 

trigenerational span of time and continue to be reflected in their practices today. 

With respect to the consequences of language use, the oral histories revealed that 

the same pattern of language shift occurred in both families. The senior generations of 

the Porras and Tineo families did not learn to speak English at school, primarily because 

their attendance was so irregular. But, by the time the second generations of each family 

had attended first grade at Old Pueblo School, they were speaking, reading, and writing 

in English. By the time the third generations were ready to enter Kindergarten, they were 

already speaking English. In fact, for all intents and purposes, Spanish was like a second 

language to each of them. It is also critical to point out that the adult generations of both 

&milies clearly understood this. They consistently remarked that their greatest concern 

about their children's education was that they develop English literacy. The power of 

such language indoctrination was indeed overwhelming. 

Next, How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 

students at Old Pueblo School? Records of state and school language policy revealed a 
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few notable changes over time. Of course, annals of state legislation documented the 

endorsement of an English-only school language policy in 1912. This policy did not 

change until the landmark year, 1969, at which time, the State Legislature approved an 

English language, bilingual instruction policy for children who "have difficulty with the 

English language." The intent of this policy was to promote the use of languages other 

than English for the express purpose of accelerating a transition in the child's 

competency with English speech and literacy. In 1984, a change was made in the state 

policy that increased the range of programmatic options for schools implementing 

bilingual or ESL instruction. The significance of the change was that schools could 

establish bilingual-bicultural programs, grades K-12, that would promote on-going 

development of the child's native language and acquisition of English competency and 

literacy. With regard to the school, annals of the DHSD governing board policy revealed 

that the district also converted its stand on language use in the classroom. In 1981, and 

subsequently in 1990 and 1992, the governing board approved its progressive bilingual 

education policy and advocated that all children in the district master literacy in two 

languages, one of which would be English, by the time they graduate. Records of 

informal classroom policy, evident in teacher lesson plans and the oral histories, 

indicated a similar change. Without question, teachers at Old Pueblo School gradually 

converted their monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction. Notwithstanding, the 

principal aim of state and school policy did not change; "Standard" English competency 

and literacy continued to be paramount to classroom instructioa 
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Lastly, fVha/ is the historical relationship between language policies and 

language choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? This is still a 

difficult question to answer because one has not necessarily directed the course of the 

other. For example, it is evident that when State policy sanctioned English as the 

exclusive language of school, language choice and use at Old Pueblo was restricted to 

English only. But it is also evident that teachers in DHSD advocated for bilingual 

instruction prior to, and at least one teacher at Old Pueblo School encouraged the use of 

both Spanish and English simultaneous with, the State's official endorsement in 1969. 

Following the initiation of bilingual instruction at Old Pueblo School, the use of Spanish 

and English spread gradually across classrooms as support for such school policy 

strengthened. However, the predominance of English was never overturned. In a similar 

fashion, though State policy regarding bilingual and ESL instruction revealed an increase 

in support financially for these programs and an expansion in the lands of programmatic 

options, the status of English as the preeminent language of school was never challenged. 

Thus the relationship between the two matters has been one in which they each reflect a 

common, prevailing interest to grant ethnolinguistic minority children the best 

opportimities to develop English competency and literacy. 
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CHAPTER SEX 
CONCLUDING REMARKS, 

BUT NOT THE END OF THE STORY 

Assigning differences to particular groups of people based on their language, is a 

discriminatoiy act that has marginalized one group from another in this country since the 

earliest days of the colonial period. Such differentiation has often served the purpose of 

subjugating particular groups of people to the interests of other groups. It is an 

exploitation of power. Such prejudice has promoted and preserved economic, political, 

and social privilege in America (Banks, 1993; Fishman, 1988; and Garcia, 1983). This 

kind of intolerance has been evident across all social domains and within our institutions, 

especially our schools. I again confess that this is not a remarkably profound observation 

on my part Many philanthropists and scholars described the presence of and problems 

with this issue before. However, I argue that it continues to be important to call attention 

to language discrimination of all kinds. Given the current political proclivities toward 

language use in school, it is important to look at this issue again. With the coming of 

each successive generation, Americans remain vulnerable to the lure of its propaganda. 

Indeed, we have not yet overcome. 

My interest in discrimination against language choice and use at school stems 

from my experience as a bilingual elementary teacher. In this dissertation, I sought to 

examine once more the phenomenon of language choice and use at school, and its related 

issues, for the purpose of understanding more profoundly the nature of such 

discrimination and any possibility for change. 
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Reiterating the Focus of the Study 

As we prepare to enter a new millennium, it is critical that we keep in mind that 

there is contention in America. Educators and the public at large are fhistrated and even 

bewildered about how to best accomplish the feat of educating a student population 

characterized by dramatic cultural and linguistic diversity. This is certainly a formidable 

challenge given the longstanding distinctions between patterns of achievement for 

English-speaking, White, middle- and upper-class students and those for children of color 

who speak a language or dialect other than standard "English" first and who come from 

economically poor neighborhoods (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1994). 

The issue at hand is a dispute over the most effective methods, based on scientific 

research, for instructing children to speak, read, and write proficiently as well as acquire 

other basic skills. This kind of rhetoric about instruction and methodolatiy is not in the 

least bit helpful. Persuasive arguments about instructional methods have been made over 

and over again; however, the challenge remains. 

Various pt±>lics have set out to meet this challenge by initiating a sundry of 

educational programs to improve school and enrich the educational experiences of 

ethnolinguistic minority students (Garcia, 1993). Throughout our nation's history, the 

U. S. Supreme Court and other Federal EHstrict Courts have responded to such advocacy 

by adjudicating decisions that directly affected the education of culturally and 

linguistically diverse students. For example, legislation targeted specifically at this 

diverse student population has been authorized by the U. S. Congress six times (1968, 
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1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994) in the past two decades under Title Vn (Bilingual 

Education Act) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

As a result of federal legislation, state legislatures authorized school language 

policies and approved a variety of bilingual instructional programs (e.g., TBE, ESL, or 

maintenance-developmental bilingual education). Of these programs, TBE and ESL 

have been implemented most widely, although there is increasing evidence that 

maintenance-developmental programs benefit students more in terms of academic 

achievement (Collier, 1997; Crawford, 1991; and Ramirez, Yuen & Ramey, 1991). 

These initiatives, however, persist in focusing on the "best practices" for promoting 

academic competency. Advocates of these programs rarely challenge the f\mdamental 

ideas and practices that characterize schooling in America and maintain differences 

between non-mainstream children and their mainstream peers. 

In this dissertation, I examined the nature and consequences of language choice 

and use because prevailing understandings about educational vulnerability and bilingual 

education language polic>' and program implementation have not sufficiently explained 

the formidable struggle at hand The relationship between language policy and language 

choice and use across three generations of students at Old Pueblo School—spanning 

nearly the entire history of the school—was the cardinal focus of my study. Specifically, I 

posed the following questions to guide my inquiry; 
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1. What do students' oral histories reveal about the changes in the nature and 
consequences of language use in school across three generations? 

2. How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 
students at Old Pueblo School? 

3. What is the historical relationship between language policies and language 
choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? 

Reviewing the Related Literature 

I was unsuccessful in identifying research that focused specifically on the 

relationship between lived experiences of students and language policy. I was 

compelled, therefore, to divide my focus in several directions and peruse what was 

available. To that end, I reviewed a variety of literature regarding the history of U. S. 

language policy, its legislative process, and the development of school and classroom 

programs related to such px>licies. I organized my review of the literature according to 

the following four categories: a) language policy and history, b) language policy and 

issues of power, c) language policy and legislation, and d) language policy and models of 

curriculum and educational programs. 

With respect to language policy and history, the succession of U. S. language 

policy and the historical periods in which they existed have been documented most 

notably by James Crawford, (1991; 1992), Eugene Garcia, (1993), Shirley Brice Heath 

(1983), Arnold Liebowitz (1970), and Jon Reyhner (1991). The economic, political, and 

sociocultural contexts that have engendered attitudes and beliefs about language, and 

subsequently informed the implementation and evaluation of language policy, can be 

examined through historical inquiry. Moreover, reiterations of relevant historical 
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circumstances and varied social domains help clarify questions and concerns and frame 

the fullest picture of the language issues at hand (Heath, 1983). 

Two historical truths are of paramount importance for understanding the legacy 

of language discrimination in the United States. First, the United States has always been 

a polyglot nation; and there has always been a struggle among ethnolinguistic groups for 

the liberty to use their heritage language in public and private domains without 

harassment Second, there has always been a quarrel by the English-speaking, 

economically advantaged population about the moral and political consequences of the 

spread of languages other than "that" of this nation. Additionally, I've identified these 

historical conclusions as critical for developing further understandings of the current 

language issues: 

*this nation has not been united by one common language but by one common 
interest and will, among many different people who speak different languages, to 
pursue life, liberty, and happiness 
^special interests in economic and political privileges have repeatedly been 
keystones to language discrimination in the United States 
*tolerance of bilingualism in education has, ironically, served a purpose similar 
to rejection of bilingualism: both promoted the assimilation of middle class 
norms and values 

With respect to language policy and issues of power, the point to be made is that 

language polic>' reflects power (Liebowitz, 1974; Ruiz, 1991; and Smith, 1993). For 

example, it has not been uncommon for a policy to regard children's language as 

problematic and prescribe a process for improving the problem (Ruiz, 1984). In this 

case, policy reflects the power to control and demean children's language. It is much 

more rare to find a language policy that is sensitive to the language diversity of all 
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children, [f alternative conditions and relationships can be established between all 

groups of people, then previously dominated populations might be able to take advantage 

of the possibilities to conserve and develop their resources—knowledge and skillfulness— 

and empower themselves to achieve in school. 

With respect to language policy and legislation, the legitimacy of legislation and 

educational rights of language minorities has become a battleground for conflicting 

opinions (Wong, 1988). These disputes are not resolved by a legal appeal because the 

Constitution does not guarantee, either explicitly or implicitly, educational rights for 

anyone. It is equally difficult to discern whether or not appeals to the legislative process 

for challenging policies is useful (Grant, 1980; Wallat, 1988). In light of this, it is 

important to remember that the tides in policy legislation are moved swiftly by the force 

of predominant political winds. And, support for research that is concurrent with 

language and school policy implementation is necessary in order to influence state and 

local policy making (Walton, 1983). 

With respect to language policy and school curriculum, I reviewed a wide ranging 

collection of papers that covered topics such as language planning and bilingual 

education (Garcia, 1983; Rubin, 1983;), school restnictiuing and ESL policies 

(Miramontes, 1993), school reform efforts for language minority children (Griego Jones, 

1993), school use of oral and written language (Zepeda, 1995), language policy and 

American Indian education (Watahomigie, 1995; McCarty, 1992), and a comprehensive 

bilingual/multicultural education policy (Shaffer, 1992). The most compelling point 

from this review is that language policy must invite children to sovereignly use their 
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native language, if they are to empower themselves to achieve in new ways at school. 

Restating the Design of the Study 

I designed a humanistic, cultural study of the historical ties between language 

policies and language choice and use for students at Old Pueblo School. I specifically 

chronicled across a three generational period the stories told by two families of what 

school was like and how language was used there. I contemplated the human interests of 

linguistically marginalized students and emphasized the dignity and worth of their 

languages. And as a cultural study, 1 examined the converging and diverging ideologies 

about lai^uage that were endorsed by different sociocultural groups, as well as revealed, 

reinterpreted and reiterated any tensions among them. 

Since the major focus of this study was to describe the nature and consequences 

of language choice and use, 1 critiqued the conventional wisdom about language in 

school and contemplated new meanings. Moreover, my attention focused upon the 

ideographic conditions and consequences for language choice and use, because my 

intention was to understand the particular relationships among the lived-experiences of 

six individuals, the letter of school language policies and relevant characteristics of the 

larger but contiguous social, cultural and economic arena. The historical nature of these 

relationships, relative to three generations of students, was equally important. Therefore, 

I cast both micro and macro perspectives on the language phenomena in order to more 

carefully make sense of what I encountered. 
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From my analysis, I noticed there were patterns of both process and relational-

structural factors across all data (Bogdan and Biklin, 1992). EProcess factors are those 

patterns of conceptions that change over time and/or vary from one type or kind of status 

to another. Relational-structural factors are those patterns of conceptions that relate to 

informal coalitions or relationships among the participants. The following index of 

descriptors represented the recurring issues evident in the data: 

Continuities 
missing the mark or making the grade 

standard teaching and standard learning 
English prevails 

Discontinuities 
from monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction 

from segregation to integration 

The findings from this analysis were presented and discussed in two ways; first, I 

composed a historical narrative of the school with the oral histories, policy data, and 

census demographics; and second, I discussed each of these trends and synthesized my 

findings in terms of my research questions. 

I am hopeful that this research will contribute to the creation of a forum in which 

students are welcome to express their impressions of school language policy and its 

relationship to the daily enactments of curriculum in school. Lastly, I advocate that the 

evaluation of language and educational policy in the future will seriously consider what 

they have to say. 
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Reviewing the Stories 

Six individuals from two families, all of whom attended Old Pueblo School at 

one time or another, told their stories of what it was like to be a student there. I had 

hoped that the historical account would both present stories about language policy issues 

and matters of language choice and use at school that had not been presented before, as 

well as portray the human interests of culturally and linguistically marginalized students 

in a compelling fashion. Since these stories reflect certain descriptions, explanations, 

insights and understandings that had been previously omitted, there was still much to be 

learned from them. 

The oral histories were arranged into one comprehensive biography that portrayed 

generation after generation of schooling as it was experienced by three members each of 

the Porras and Tineo families. The account began with the most recent generation of 

each femily telling her or his story and then retreated in time, nesting the then and there 

in the here and now. Within the narrative, I discussed relevant policy statements and 

demographics in order to contextual ize the stories and situate them in a less abstract 

historical period. 

Restating the Findings 

I presented evidence from a variety of sources in order to discuss five trends in 

language policy and language choice and use across three generations of student 

experiences at Old Pueblo School. I found that three of these trends continued to 

manifest themselves in the same ways over time; standard teaching and standard 
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learning, missing the mark or making the grade, and English prevails. The two 

additional trends ceased to be evident in the same ways. These discontinuities included: 

from monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction, and from segregation to 

integration. 

I synthesized my findings according to the research questions that guided my 

inquiry. First, What do students' oral histories reveal about the changes in the nature 

and consequences of language use in the school across three generations? The major 

change involved a transition from teachers forbidding students to speak languages other 

than English to advocating that they speak, read, and write in at least two languages, one 

of which would be English. Nonetheless, English was the preeminent langu^e of school 

in 1935 and it continues to be today. Even though policy has endorsed bilingual 

instruction since 1969, and teachers have implemented bilingual programs for at least 

that long, the use of English predominates. Also, I found that teachers' conservative 

conceptions about language and literacy development have lingered over the entire 

trigenerational span of time and continue to influence their practices today. 

The oral histories revealed that the same pattern of language shift was a 

consequence that both families endured. The senior generations of the Porras and Tineo 

families did not learn to speak English at school; the second generations of each fomily 

had learned to speak, read, and write in English by the time they were first graders; and 

the third generations were already speaking English before they entered school. For all 

intents and purposes, Spanish was like a second language to Iliana Tineo and Victor 

Porras. That the adult generations of both families consistently remarked that their 
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greatest interest in their children's education was to promote English literacy was 

another critical finding. 

Next, How has language policy changed over the course of three generations of 

studerus at Old Pueblo School? Records of state and school language policy did reveal 

changes over time. Annals of state legislation documented a policy change from English 

only to bilingual instruction in 1969. The intent of this policy was to accelerate a 

transition in the child's competency with English speech and literacy by using his home 

language. In 1984, the range of programmatic options for schools implementing 

bilingual or ESL instruction was increased from one to four. Because of this change, 

schools could officially establish bilingual-bicultural programs, grades K-12, thereby 

promoting on-going development of the child's native language and acquisition of 

English competency and literacy. 

Annals of the DHSD governing board policy revealed that in 1981, and 

subsequently in 1990 and 1992, the governing board approved a progressive bilingual 

education policy. That act advocated that all children in the district would master 

literacy in two languages, one of which would be English, by the time they graduated. 

And, teachers at Old Pueblo School gradually converted their monolingual instruction to 

bilingual instruction between 1969 and 1996. The principal goal of state and school 

policy, however, continued to be reflected in teacher practice: "Standard" English 

competency and literacy were paramount to classroom instruction. 

Lastly, What is the historical relationship between language policies and 

language choice and use at Old Pueblo School between 1935 and 1996? This was a 
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difficult question to answer because one did not necessarily steer the course of the other. 

It was evident that when State policy named English as the exclusive language of school, 

language choice and use at Old Pueblo was restricted to English. It was also evident that 

teachers advocated for bilingual instruction before the school district and State had 

offered an official approval. And, despite teachers' advocacy for bilingual education 

policy the predominance of English was never overridden. Thus the relationship 

between the two has been one that has reflected a common interest to provide 

ethnolinguistic minority children the best opportunities to develop English competency 

and literacy. 

Conclusions 

The following summary statements represent the significance I assign to each of 

the five trends or what I think each means: 

• Standard teaching and standard learning. Contrary popular belief that 

teachers aren't teaching the basic skills, and that we should return to the tried and 

true methods of teaching, it is evident that teaching practices continue to be 

conservative and that change in teaching happens gradually. Teachers tend to 

preserve established instructional traditions. This seems to be the case because 

the structures and conditions within which teachers work have not changed much 

(e.g., individual classrooms, grade levels, dearth of professional development 

time, and cut from leadership role). 



308 

Missing the mark or making the grade. Contraiy to popular belief that anything 

goes in education, it is clear that schools have continued to differentiate children 

according to conventional criteria (e.g., age, language). In so doing, prejudices 

against nonstandard productions or representations continue to be 

institutionalized. 

English prevails. Contrary to popular belief that Spanish-speaking children 

don't know how to speak English, or aren't learning to speak English in school, 

the truth of the matter is that English plays the lead role in elementary education 

(e.g., assessment, curriculum development). The use of English is never in 

question by teachers or administrators. In fact, leadership in education has never 

consistently promoted the widespread use of languages other than English. 

School, moreover, has contributed significantly to the language shift experienced 

in many ethnolinguistic minority ^milies. Lastly, because of the preeminence of 

English, parents have been excluded from participating in the governance of the 

school. 

From monolingual instruction to bilingual instruction. Today, ethnolinguistic 

minority children have opportmuty to more fully participate in classroom activity 

because English is no longer the exclusive language of the classroom. Children 

have opportunity to make greater sense of instruction when their home language 

is used by the teacher. Children can negotiate with the teacher and their peers 

what will go on in the classroom because communication in their native 

languages is encouraged. Additionally, children have opportunity to express 
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more fully what they know because they aren't restricted to representing their 

thinking only in English. 

• From segregation to integratioii. As a result of integration, children have the 

opportunity to interact with a wider range of individuals in their peer group. In 

turn, children are advantaged because there is a diverse repertoire of human 

resources in the classroom. Also, under this condition, the possibility exists that 

both Spanish (or another non-English language) and English will be common 

languages to all children in the classroom rather than only English being conmion 

across childrea 

Implications 

The following summary statements represent my speculations about the five 

trends: 

• Standard teaching and standard learning. Because children's knowledge and 

skillfiilness continue to be assessed in conservative ways and are expected to 

"look" a particular way, variation in children's representations are not honored. 

Teachers nm the risk of not gleaning new insights into how children think and 

what they know. And, teachers run the risk of not understanding anew the reality 

of literacy and language development or the meaning of disciplinary study and 

fiirther development of its discourse. 

• Missing the mark or making the grade. Because the Anglocentric criteria and 

curricuium have been conserved, ethnolinguistic minority children continue to be 
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marginalized from their English-speaking White, mainstream peers. What some 

children mean for their productions is easily misjudged because it didn't fit the 

mold. By maintaining the various mechanisms of the sorting system (e.g., test 

standards, reading levels, skill sequencing) access to choices for ethnolinguistic 

minority students beyond compulsory education is constricted. 

English prevails. Because of the press to transition to English, children have not 

had the range of opportunities or choices to represent what they know with their 

first language. Teachers are, consequently, disadvantaged in their assessment of 

children because of this. The reservoir of knowledge in the community is not 

accessed by the predominantly English classroom. Additionally, children may 

engage less in the cultural traditions of their community, which tears away at the 

social fabric of the community. Lastly, the school misses out on the opportunity 

for more powerful leadership and the promise of democratic governance. In other 

words, what many non-English speaking parents could contribute is ignored. 

From monolingiul instruction to bilingual instruction. With the advent of 

bilingual instruction, it is apparent that marginalized groups can take political 

action on their own behalf in order to challenge the status quo and alter the 

constraints on children's education. 

From segregation to integration. Evidently, language use does not need to be 

compartmentalized within a classroom, time of day, or particular group of 

children. In fact, children themselves can be considered language resources to be 

drawn upon when promoting first or second language development. Other school 
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staf!^ who usually do not become involved in directly promoting children's 

education, need to be called upon to help promote the use of multiple languages 

across all individuals at school. 

Recommendations for Research 

The following summary statements represent my recommendations for research: 

• On-gong research between a teacher and third party for the purpose of discerning 

the meanings teachers have about the nature of their practice and the nature of 

changing their practice; on-going research between a teacher and third party for 

the purpose of more clearly understanding which structures and conditions hinder 

the change process and which help it; on-going research between teachers and 

third party for the purpose of understanding how teachers develop shared ideas 

and mutual commitments to renew the established traditions they often hold on 

to; and on-going research between a teacher and third party for the purpose of 

examining prejudice and discriminating in the classroom. 

• On-going historical research into the process for developing standards; and on

going research into what children mean when they produce a piece of worL 

• On-going historical research into the lived experience of ethnolinguistic minority 

students who attended school before and after the approval of bilingual education 

policies; and on-going research regarding the structures and conditions at school 

that favor the use of a particular language and/or bilingualism. 
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• On-going research into the nature and consequences of language shift within a 

family. 

Recommendations for Practice 

The following sununary statements represent my recommendations for practice: 

• Create opportunities for teachers to examine the nature of their work and 

children's work in classrooms; and encourage teachers to articulate of 

assumptions about teaching, learning, and the children with whom th^ woilq 

encourage teachers to "thickly" describe the evidence for their practice and 

generate alternative ickas that will more adequately explain what is being 

observed with respect to what they want children to do. 

• Create opportunities for teachers and students to examine work together in order 

to more fully express what the child was thinking and intending to represent; and 

orient teaching toward the child's language and culture rather than toward a 

prescribed curriculum. 

• Administrators and teachers need to examine and be sensitive to the structures 

and conditions in classrooms and schools that favor English predominance; 

administrators and teachers need to examine and be sensitive to the structures and 

conditions in classrooms and schools that fovor the use of two or more languages; 

administrators and teachers need to examine and be sensitive to the language 

choices and uses they promote among themselves; administrators and teachers 

need to examine and be sensitive to the language choices and uses they promote 



between parents and them; and administrators and teachers need to eng^e in 

teaming the language of their students and the parents-

Administrators and teachers need to document the development over time of 

bilingual children with different first languages who participated in integrated 

elementary classrooms (K-5). 
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University of Arizona 
College of Education 
Division of Language, Reading and Culture 

Doctoral dissertation 

Research Proposal: Students' Voices in Evaluating School Language Policy 

Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study is to examine issues associated with school language 

policy from both historical and student-centered points of view. Addressing the problem 
of missing student voices in the evaluation of language policy and its enactment, and 
situating what they have to say in a historical context, will glean new insights into the 
future design and evaluation of language policy. 

The research questions to be addressed in this study are: 
1. How has popular opinion, as represented by local newspapers, regarding issues 

of language and culture in education evolved over the last three 
generations within the greater Tucson community? 

2. What is the history of Old Pueblo School, relevant to three generational 
eras? 

3. What have been the nature and consequences of language choice and use by 
students in this school, across three generations? 
a) How do three different generations of students explain the ways in 
which they used language(s) at school? 
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APPENDIX A—Continued 

b) How do three different generations of students describe the ways in 
which others used language at school? 
c) What do these students think about learning and speaking a second 
language? How do their ideas change firom generation to generation? 

4. What have been the relationships among popular public opinion, the school 
district's language policies, and the manner in which they were enacted at 
Old I'ueblo School? How has this changed from generation to generation? 

Theoretical Framework 
Schools in the United States are faced today with the perplexing task of educating 

a student population characterized by dramatic cultural and lingiustic diversity. To add 
to this complexity, the ethnic and racial population trend continues to diversify with each 
succeeding generation (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1991). Efforts to 
educate these students receive attention fi^om various publics; that is, policy makers, 
university researchers, public servants, and philanthropists (Garcia, 1993). The U.S. 
Supreme Court and other Federal District Courts have adjudicated decisions and 
proceedings that directly affect the education of culturally and linguistically diverse 
students. Likewise, legislation targeted precisely at this student population has been 
authorized by the U.S. Congress five times, over the last two decades, under Title VII 
(Bilingual Education) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. As a 
consequence, numerous states and school districts carried out these court decisions and 
legislative directives by requiring schools to design and develop explicit language 
policies with regard to instructional programs (August & Garcia, 1988). 

Research in the area of bilingual education language policy has focused generally 
on three points of interest; 1) its relation to curriculum development and instructional 
design (SchafFer, 1988; Jones, 1993; Miramontes, 1993); 2) its relation to the legislative 
process (Liebowitz, 1970; Wallat, 1988; Wong, 1988); and 3) its relation to issues of 
power (Ruiz, 1984; Banks, 1993; Smith, 1993). Several researchers have asserted, 
however, that further historical research in language policy is necessary, because 
understanding the past will inform the present as to how, when, and why language 
attitudes, choices, policies, and their respective sociocultural contexts developed as well 
as distinguish any interrelatedness among these variables (Grant, 1980; Heath, 1983). 
Although there has recently been increasing interest on the part of educators and policy 
makers to turn their attention to evaluating language policies, past educational research 
has failed to concentrate on the inmiediate and local meanings of the policies and their 
ensuing activities from the students' perspective. Accordingly, there isn't any 
information with regard to how minimally or dramatically students' evaluation of 
language policy may differ from those of adults or to what extent their insights may assist 
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in evaluating the worthiness of existing language policies. 

Research Methods 
This study is designed as a cross-generational case study, and its focus is to 

contemplate attentively the historical relationship between the implementation of 
language policies at one elementary school and the central language policy statements 
issued by the school district's administration and governing body. The process for 
conducting the field research, and including data analysis, will be carried out according 
to four stages. Stage one consists of gaining access into the field, which is essentially 
twofold: the first aspect involves the identification of four to five families who live in 
the respective neighborhood and are willing to participate in the study; and the second 
aspect involves requesting permission ft^om Desert Horizon School District to review 
district materials and documents related to the focuses of this study. Stage two consists 
of making decisions regarding internal sampling, location for focus group and oral 
history interviews, as well as the importance of participant observation in classrooms at 
Old Pueblo School. Stage three consists of the in-depth interviewing, selecting 
appropnate documents and materials, observing in classrooms (i.e. if necessary), and 
early simultaneous analysis of this data. Lastly, stage four involves the more rigorous 
analysis of the interview transcripts and historical documents and material culture in 
relation to the research questions that guide the focuses of this study. 

The methods for analysis will be determined by a constructivist epistemology; 
that is, the participants, namely the former and present students, will be closely involved 
with the investigator in interpreting the various meanings of the interview data. Thus 
several versions of the historical reality will be contemplated and presented. 
Additionally, the interviews will be analyzed with respect to the principal research 
questions. The historical documents, other materials and records also will be analyzed 
according to the main research questions, as well as methods suggested by Cremin 
(1961), Geertz (1988), Megill (1989), and Hodder (1991). 

Participants in this study will be identified fi-om the Old Pueblo School 
neighborhood, in South Tucson, Arizona. For the focus group interviews, four or five 
families will be invited to speak about their experiences as elementary students at Old 
Pueblo School. In order for a family to be invited to participate, there must be at least 
three generations of members within the family, who either have attended or are 
currently attending Old Pueblo. Also, at least one family member must be either 
Spanish/English, Yoeme/English or O'odham/English bilingual. The final sample 
selected for recording the oral histories will consist of only two families that match the 
aforementioned criteria. All interviews will be conducted and video taped in the home of 
the key participants. 
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It is not certain, at this point in time, whether or not the classroom observations 
will be necessary for studying the phenomena proposed for this study. The principal 
investigator currently has access into classrooms at Old Pueblo School under the auspices 
of the Educational and Conununity Change (ECC) Project However, if 
participant/observation is necessary, it will be helpful to have further permission to video 
tape the student participants' activities in at least one and not more than two classrooms 
as well as in other domains of the school campus. 

The observations would occur at least once and no more than twice during the fall 
semester. The aim of each observation is to examine the daiiiness of school and those 
factors that influence language choice and use both within the classroom and outside it 
(e.g on the playground or in the cafeteria). In other words, the classroom teacher and 
children will not be asked to engage in any special or unusual activities. The principal 
investigator simply wants to observe classroom life as it usually is. The intent of each 
observation is to be as unobtrusive as possible; therefore, the regular classroom program 
is unlikely to be interrupted Also, it may be important to interview the one or two 
classroom teachers about their understanding and implementation of the DHSD central 
language policy regarding bilingual education. 

If participant/observations are permitted, then these sessions will be conducted by 
the principal investigator and recorded on video tape by a research assistant. These 
sessions will not require any private use of space in the school building during the hours 
the children attend. All focus group and in-depth interviews will be conducted by the 
principal investigator, and they will also be recorded on video tape by a research 
assistant. Teacher interviews could take place in the classrooms or off-campus, 
depending on the individual teacher's preference. 

Access to the following resources will be necessary for this study; 
*one or two elementaiy classrooms at Old Pueblo School 
*one or two teachers who are willing to be interviewed 
*each participant/observation session will last approximately an hour-and-a-half 
•the teacher interviews would last approximately one half-hour, and would be 

conducted after student-contact hours 
•records of DHSD langxiage policy statements for the past seventy or more years 
•records of Old Pueblo school's goals and plans for enacting DHSD language 

policies 
•records of Old Pueblo PTA meetings 
•records of Old Pueblo faculty meetings 
•any Old Pueblo faculty handbooks, instructional program guides 

Findings of the study 
The findings from this inquiry will be written in the form of a dissertation as 

partial fulfillment for doctoral degree by the principal investigator. The dissertation will 
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also be rewritten and published as a boolc, which will make a significant contribution to 
the repertoire of historical accounts regarding issues of culture, language and power in 
the arena of education. It is also expected that several articles will be published in juried 
journals. Lastly, the principal investigator expects to submit proposals for presentation, 
based on this inquiry and its findings, at national research conferences. 

Educational importance 
In sum, this study is important for two reasons. First, it takes a critical look at the 

multiple historical realities that have governed language policies and their ensuing 
educational practices in a South Tucson neighborhood school over the past seventy years. 
Through such an examination, it may be possible to reshape the contemporary 
crystallized congeries of assumptions about ethnicity, culture, language and power. 
Second, this study seriously contemplates the importance of opening a forum for students 
to voice an evaluation of language policies that regulate the course or methods of action 
in bilingual elementary education programs. 
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APPENDIX B; This appendix presents the consent/assent forms I crafkd for adults and 
children to affirm thier willingness to participate in this study. 

Consentinuento de padres/Asentintienio de alumna 

Esanudos padres o tuiores y aiwtmo. 
Quisiera invitarle a su hija(o) a participar en una investigacion para entender mejor las relaciones 

entre la cultura. educacion y el idioma. Especificamente. yo pido su permiso para grcAarle de video a su 
hija(o) mienrras trabajay juega en la escuela. 

Yo soy un alumno graduado a la universidad de Arizona, y estoy persiguiendo un doctorado en el 
programa de idioma. lecturay cultura del colegio de educacion. Tengo un gran interes en las astmtos con 
respeto at uso de idioma y el perspectivo de los ahmnos acerca de su educacion. Voy a dirigir esta 
investigacion para desarrollar mi conocimiento de estos temas y cumplir mis estudios graduados. 

La participadon de su hijaCo/ les benefidam mucho a los eduoadores por proveer ejemplos 
importantes de como los aiumnos usan el idioma en el contexto escolary recoger perspicacias poderosas en 
su logico para escojer el idioma. Los ninos que particpan en la investigacion no estaran nombrados en la 
disertacion. y archivos de su particpacion no estaran usados en el futuro sino permiso adicional de Uds. 

Este prvyecta ha sido aprobado por mi comiie doctoral, el distrito escolar (DHSD) y la directora 
de la escuela (Sra. Patty Mentz). Si Uds. deciden dar el permiso para que su hija(o) participe en esta 
investigacion y su hija(o) tiene interes en particpar, favor de firmar debajo y devuelva la forma en el correo. 
Se encontrara un sobre que ya lleva la direccion correcta y tiene estampilla junto con esta carta. 

Muchisimas gracias por pasar su tiempo en considerur esta investigacion. Si tienen preguntas. 
favor de llamarme a la oficina a 622-5719 o en casa a 377-3339. 

Respetuosamenle. 

Kyle Shanton 

Damos nuestro permiso para que nuestra(oJ hxja(o) participe en esta investigacion y este grcdtado 
de video: 

(firma de los padres tuiores) 

Yo acepto su invitacion. y doy mi permiso para que yo este grodkMio de video: 

(firma de la el altanna(o) 
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Parent Consent/Student Assent 

Dear ParenL Guardian and Student. 
I would like to invite your child to participate in a study that will help educators better understand 

the relationships between language, culture and education. More specifically, I am seeking permission for 
your child to be video taped while working and playing at Old Pueblo School. 

I am a graduate student at the University of Arisona, and I am pursuing a doctorme degree through 
the Language. Reading and Culture program in the College of Education. I am sincerely interested in 
educational issues with respect to language choice and use and the student s point of view regarding these 
same maners. Through this study. I hope to develop a greater tmderstanding of these issues as well as 
accomplish the final requirements for my graduate studies. 

Your child's participation will benefit educators greatly by providing important examples of haw 
children use language in the school context and glean pawetfiil insights into iheir logic for making 
particular language choices. The children who participate in this study will not be named in the 
dissenaaon. and evidence of their partidpaaon will not be used in the future without yourfiirther 
permission. 

This study has been approved by my doctoral committee, the school district (DHSD) and the 
principal of Old Pueblo (Ms. Patty Mentz). If you decide to give permission for your child to particpate in 
this study and your child is interested in participating please sign below and return the form in the maiL A 
preaddressed. stamped envelope is enclosed with this letter. 

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. If you have any questions about this study, 
please feel welcome to call me either at work (622-57J 9) or at home (577-3339). 

Respec0dly. 

Kyle Shanton 

We give our permission for our chdd to parHcipaie in this study and be videotaped: 

(parent guardian signature) 

I accept your invitation, and I give my permission to be video taped: 

(student signature) 
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APPENDIX C; This appendix presents my outline of the focuses I had identified for the 
oral history interviewing and a sample of a conversational exchange during one of the 
interviews. 

... saying, so I thought they were talking in Yaqui all this time. But as I've grown up and 
I've been more a part of the processions, you know, 'cause they take out from the church, 
when they go out in a procession they take out like the statue of the Virgin Mary, and like 
that, big ones, kind of like the one I have right there. Ok, they take those. But they have 
like some; I don't know how they do it. They tie it down, or something, with some 
stands, and four women carry the santos out. Well, I've carried the santos. I'm right 
close to the cantoras now, so I can hear, and they're praying in Spanish. They're 
answering. The, the, the, the maestro says something, and then they just answer back. 
It's like a... What do they call that? I can't think of what you call it in music, but you 
know when you say something and there's an answer, una contestacion. Algo asi, es algo 
asi. And when my, ahh, in-laws passed away, and I guess this happened when my 
grandparents and all that passed away. But I was too small to notice, ahum, they had, 
well, like I said, when my in-laws died, they both died within three days of each other, so 
we had the, the wake for both of them together. And they had the, the traditional Yaqui 
dancers and singers and what not, so I was right up close and I was able to hear a lot of 
the, the songs and even sing some of them. So a lot of it just stuck to me, because 
hearing the, the repetition over and over. 

K: And this is...? They were singing in Spanish? 
M: Umhum. 
K: Ok, so do they sing or pray or speak Yaqui during these ceremonies? 
M: Yeah, they do, they do at some point. Because I know, I can tell the, the 

difference now when they're going, I can't tell what they're saying. Ahum, I can't tell 
what they're saying, but there is something. And you can tell that they're praying 
because Jesuscristo comes out in there every now and then. You know or Maria y Jose, 
you know. Instead of saying Ave Maria y Jose, they say something else, and then Maria 
y Jose comes out. You know, so, yeah, I do know that one part of it does come out in 
Yaqui, and the, the priest that's here, at this church, there's no maestro at this church 
here, Cristo Rey. Ahum, they don't bring a maestro anymore because the, the the, the 
father from here, he learned how to speak in Yaqui, so he prays the, the station of the, the 
cross in Yaqui. Which I mean, if you can pray the, the stations of the, the cross you can 
pray it in Spanish just as well, it means the, the same thing, you know. But if you know 
it Yaqui, I guess you should. 

K: Is that sort of the, the role of the, the maestro was to be able to pray the, 
the stations in Yaqui, and lead the, the procession, that was...? 

M: Right. 
K; Ok. Wow! And then does the, the maestro, is this person trained, have 

religious training like a priest would? 
M: Like a priest? No, he's just, ahh, given at birth to that, a ese oficio. 
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APPENDIX D. This appendix illustrates a sample Arizona State school language policy. 

§ 15-745 EDUCAno.v 
T i t l e  1 £  

taught at home, provide for the ocmimsxatton ot the nationally stand^ircucc 
norm-rcfercnccd achievement test adopted by the state board of education as 
provided in ihts anicle to the child. The test shall be administered to the 
child over the same number of days as it is admimstered to pupils of the same 
age in the school disiho- The requirement of this sccuon is sausfied J: inc 
govcrmng board provides at least one location w.thin the school disinc: 
where and at least one date or senes of dates on which the test may be taicen 
by children being caught at home The governing board may not charge for 
cosrs directly or indirectly incurred in aflmimstenng the test. 
Added b>- UW.-5 1985. Ch. 337. i 2 

Ubran- References 
Infanu «»U. 
Schools ^160. 
WESTLAW Topic Sot 211. J4S 

CJi Infanu § 99 
School! And School Dismcts 463 lo 

*70 

ARTICLE 3.1. BIIXVGUAL PROGRAMS AiO) ENGLISH AS A 
SECONO) LANGUAGE PROGRAMS 

Article 3.1. cortsisTing of §§ 15-75} to 15^756. added as Article £. 
§§ 15-799 to 15-799.05. by Laws 19S-^. Ch. 169. § 2, effective August 
3, 19S4. wcs renumbered as this article and tkese sections. See 
Reviser s Note, post. 

Historical and Statutory Motes 

19M BevUcr'a Noce 
The Above arucic and lectiofts which com

prise It were tdded bv L>w% t9ft4. CK 169. % 2 

inicJe S aad §§ 1^799 iftroujh :S-79<).05 
«nc were reaumbe^ IS «rude 3.1 and 
75! ihrou^ 15-756. respecuvely. pursuant tr. 
auuionrv of § 4i-l30*.02 

Law Revleu' Commentaries 

Biliofual education poljo' Neeessry of les-
iilKivc reform 26 Anz^Rcv 7^ (t9&4). 

§ 15—751. I>cfiiiiUoax 

In this anicle. unless the context otbcrM«nsc requires; 

1. "Limned English prohcient" meani having a low level of skill in 
comprehending, speaking, reading or wntinp the English language bccause or 
being from an environraent in which another langi^e is spoken. 

2. A "pupil whose pntnarv* home language is other than English" means 
any pupil who identihes a home language other than English on the school 
cnroUment form and home language surve>-. 
Added as § 15-799 by Uws 1984. Ch. 169. § 2- Renumbered as § IS-7SI. 

336 



APPENDIX E; This appendix illustrates a sample DHSD language policy. 

BILLNGLAL EDUCATION 

BOARD POI.ICV 6110 

Uiiinpu.-il cducauon will be implemcnioJ as an integral part ol" ihe loul cumcuium. The goals 

oi^ImguSr'education'areTo^romoie indr-idiSrstuHenTa^hievcmenu^ provide full access lo 
t.ie cumcuium for all studenis.'anS'iojrovide''Scfi''siu3en?'iK?^portunity lo acquire yd 

demonsSte'masSi-y^^^ langua^STone'o^wtKcK^virrbF'En^isH"^'^ 

Statement Of Philosophy 
ps^i-i" QWitt 

recognizes the inherent linguistic and cultural diversity of its 

•itudents. Within this context, fiilingual education is incorporatST as a sounfprogrammauc 
response to equal educational opponunity. 

BJingual education incorporates each students' linguistic and cultural attnbutK into a total 
•earning exg^encc proSucTrig individuals who witr~beninrpartjfipy^ "nr^ouF~^iIrarisuc 

socieiy while continuing to preserve, manifest anS enjoy their own cultural uniqueness. 

Bilingual education i-i based on linguistic, sociological, psychological, and pedagogical 

ihcones that emphasize learning through the use of the student's pnmary language as an miuaJ 
ana conunuing medium of instnicuon while also emphasizing second language acquisiuor. as 

an essential pan of the student's total learning expenence. 

The Superintendent of Schools shall issue Adnunistrauve^^gulations contaii}ing procedures 
for_^e identificauon, assessment, placerngit, reassessment and reclassificatiori"o?7pji^nis 
deveio^ing^ro^i^nc^ in Engl^h' and^develop and inclement pnx^ures for^nonuoiis and 
cp^rm^ate assessment of the effetiveness of all educaobnal programs aSB'aciivnies governed 
by ims policy. 

The District will establish a plan for instruction in bilingual education which shall include the 

training and professional growth of employees involved in the educational programs and 

activities governed by this policy. THE PLAN FOR INSTRUCTION IS BILINGUAL 
EDUCATION SHALL BE COORDINATED -ATTH IHE DIVERSITY APPRECIATION 
EDUCATION PLAN TO INSURE THAT MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION IS INCLUDED 

'Referenced as Limited English Pronctent Students in A.R.S. 15-751-756 

Legal Reference: A.R.S. 15-751 through 15-756 

Cross Reference: Governing Board Policy 6112. Diversity Appreciation Educauon 

Oes&rf- Hc»Ti'irrv P\tVTC.+* 

Tucson, Arizona 

Adopted by Board: 

Revised by Board: 
Revised by Boajd: 

March 17, 1981 

March 27, 1990 
November 17, 1992 
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APPENDIX G; This appendix illustrates US Census tables from 1940-1990. 

Table of Census Statistics for 1940 US Census 

(*Noie: Column I - Total: 2 =Native Foreign-hom White: 3 =Negro: 4 =Other races) 

Subject 1 2 3 

School age—5 to 17 years 9758 — 

Class of worker-cmploved pcisons 16+ 
Professional workers 1406 
Scmi-profcsskxial workers 218 — 
Fanners and fann managers 39 — 
Proprietors, managers, oCQcials 1380 — 
CIcricaL sales, and kindred workers 2527 — 
Craftsmen, forann. and kindred workers 1437 
Operatives and kindred workers 1453 — 
Domestic service workers 900 — 
Other sen-ice workers 1551 
Farm laborers (wage workers) and foremen 65 
Farm laborers, unpaid fknih'workers 
Other laborers 797 
Occupation not reported 139 

Years of School Completed 
No school completed 508 
Eicxnentaiy. 7 or 8 years 4394 
Highschool, no diploma 1345 
Higfaschool graduate (or equivalent) 1627 

Famihes 

Fcrtilit> 

Famih' Households with children 

Income—in 1939 

Language spoken at home 

Place ofbiith 

Po\ert\- status—all lev els in 1939 

Race 
White, native 30141 
White, foreing-bom 4212 
Negro 1678 
Other races 777 
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School aUeodance 
Persons 5 to 13 yeas old 4720 
Persons 14 to 17 years old 1329 
Persons 18 to 24 years old 1046 

Employment status—persons 14+in 1939 
In labor force 13883 

Emplov-od 11911 
On public einergcnc>' work 601 
Seeidngwork 1371 

Not in labor force 14484 

TOTAL POPULATION 36818 
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Table of Census Statistics for 1950 US Census 

(*Note: Column J =Total: 2 =Nonwhite population: 3=White population) 

Subject 

School agc-5 to 17 y-cars 

Years of school compieted—25 v-ears and older 
Elementan'. 1 to 8 years 
HighschooL 1 to 3 years 
Highschool graduate (4 years or equivalent) 

Families 
Married-couple families 
Female housefaoider, no husband 

9909 

9020 
3760 
5560 

11340 
9410 

724 9185 

Income-in 1959 
$ 500-$ 1499 
$1500-S2499 
$2500-$ 3499 
53500-$ 4499 
$4500-$ 5999 
$6000-$ 9999 
$10000 or more 

Language spoken at home 

Nativit>-and racc 
Native White 
Foreign bom white 
Negro 
Other raccs 

3580 
3025 
2810 
1945 
1440 
1235 
510 

37488 
4571 
2784 

611 

Poverty status—all le^'cls in 1959 

School enroilmcnt—5 to 19 vt:ars 7830 

Empkiyincnt status—persons 14-*-in 1949 
In labor force 

Civilian labor force 
Employed 
Uoemployed 

Not in labor force 

35737 
16719 
16231 
15116 

1115 
19018 

TOTAL POPULATION 45454 
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Table of Census Statistics for 1960 US Census 

('Note: Column I =Total: 2-Nonwhite population: 3=Whitepopulation with Spanish surname) 

Subject 1 2 3 

School age—5 to 17 years 37644 12512 

Years of school completed—25 years and older 
Elementary . 1 to 8 years 38597 2144 8438 
HighschooL 1 to 3 years 21047 972 2539 
Higfaschool graduate (4 years or equivalent) 32393 732 1971 

Families 53076 2042 7346 
Married-couplc families 28413 1641 
Female householder, no husband 

Fertility 

Income—in 1959 
$ 5000-$ 9999 
S10000-$ 14999 
S15000-$24999 
$250000 or more 

Language spoken at home 

Nativity and parentage 
Total Foreign stock 
Foreign bom 
Native or mixed parentage 

Poverty status—all lc\'els in 1959 

Racc 
White 
Negro 
American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 

American Indian 
Eskimo 
Aleut 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Asian 
Pacific Islander 

While Spanish surname 
Mexican 
Puerto Rican 
Cuban 
Other Hispanic 

23762 426 2894 
5519 (10000>> 61 n0000>) 435 
1523 
730 

47562 
13692 
33870 

203614 
7030 
2248 

30147 
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School cnroilment—5 to 34 years 58331 
Prcpriman' school 

Public , 

Kindergarten 1418 , 

Public 547 

Elemenlarv' 36570 
Public 31782 . _____ 

High School 12051 
Public 10914 

Employment status—persons 14-*-in 1959 146897 6063 21145 
In labor force 78628 3525 10955 

Civilian labor force 
Emplo>'ed 71248 
Unempl<A-ed 4457 

Not in labor forcc 68269 

TOTAL POPULATION 212S92 
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Table of Census Stastics for 1970 US Census 

{*Note: Column I -Total: 2-Spanish hentage. language, surname, birth or parentage, and mother tongue) 

Subject I 2 

School age—5 to 17 years 78238 11942 

Yean of school completed—25 years and older 137897 26187 
Elementary, 8 years 14102 3636 
HighscfaooL lto4years 67844 11865 
High school, graduate (or equivalent) 86875 (63%) 9977 (38%) 

Families 65353 65221 
Maihed-couple families 56490 11465 
Families with female head 7377 1671 

Children e\-er boni 13350 
Per 1000 women ever married 3294 

iDcome-in 1969 65221 13478 
$10000-S14999 16296 (10000>) 4026 
SI5000-S24999 8560 
$25000-S49999 1704 
SSOOOOormore 277 

Language spoken at home 
Persons of Spanish language 60662 
Persons of Spanish mother toogue 50950 

NatiMt>-, parentage, & counUy of ongin 
Native of native parentage 204238 
Native of foreign or mixed parentage 42424 
Foreign bora 16271 

Poverty status—all levels in 1%9 
Families 65221 
Families Wiith children under 18 
Married-couple families... 
Female householder, no husband... 

Poveit>- status—below povert\' level in 1969 
Families 6867 2262 
Families with children under 18 4387 1840 
Married-couples... 
Female householder, no husband... 2323 770 

Race 
White 249299 
Negro 9179 
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School cnroliinent—3 years and older 83145 
Prepriniar>- school 1141 

Public 281 . 

Elementaiv' or high school 64118 . -
Pubhc 58536 

Employinem stauis-pcrsoos 16+ in 1969 184014 37116 
In labor force 98752 20392 

Civilian labor force 94449 19941 
Eniplo>-ed 90640 19019 
Unemployed 2854 922 

Not in labor forcc 85262 4813 

TOTAL POPULATION 262933 
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Table of Census Stastics for 1980 US Census 

{*Note: Column I =Toial: 2=Amertccm Indian: 3=Spanish Ongin: 4=While) 

Subject 1 

Schoo age—5 to 17 years 125990 

Years ofsdiooicoiiiplcted—2iy-eaTs and older 310585 
Elementary. 8 years 18931 
HighschooL, 1 lo4\'cars 138798 
Higfaschool graduate (or equivalent) 76327 

Families 136763 
Married-couple families 113631 
Female hous^lder. no husband 17868 

Fcnilit>-
Children ever bom 77429 
Children per 1000 women 2686 

income—in 1979 
$15000-524999 51862 
$25000-549999 43189 
$50000 or more 7640 

Language spoken at home—5 years and older 493664 
A language other than English 110407 
Do not speak English "ven' u'dl" 59595 

Nativitv 531443 
Native 494935 
Foreign bom 36508 

Povcrt\- status—all levels m 1979 
Families 137536 
Families ^^ith children under 18 70504 
Married-couple families... 
Female householder, no husband.. 17453 

Poverty status—below poverty level in 1979 
Families 12516 
Families with children under 18 9021 
Marriod-couples... 
Female householder, no husband... 4753 

2 3 4 

5333 24916 97769 

6715 50471 272532 
605 4958 15630 

2856 22835 122309 

2820 24573 117641 
1648 19202 99771 
872 4193 13787 

3160 20263 63020 
3670 3377 2581 

696 8722 45822 
394 5293 39539 
41 480 7410 

13630 98507 419860 
9248 79102 60772 
2361 12429 40244 

15255 111378 448028 
14956 93118 423883 

299 18260 24145 

2917 24473 119319 
2179 17907 285 

742 3943 76 

1068 4191 8497 
885 3442 99 

364 1614 48 
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Race 
White 442888 
Black 15118 
American [ndian/Eskimo/Aleut 14928 

American Indian 14880 
Eskimo 32 
Aleut 16 

Asian/Pacific Islander 4922 
Asian 
Pacific Islander — 

Hispanic origin 111418 
Mexican 100085 
Puerto Rican 955 
Cuban 351 
Other Spanish (Hispanic) 10027 

School enrollment and type of school 
—3 years and older enrolled in school 158716 

Prcprimaiv- school 9055 
Public 5467 

Elementaiy or high school 112029 

5473 
273 

4569 

38485 
1282 

30662 

130192 
4452 

82463 

Work/Labor force status—persons 16+ in 1979 407258 
In labor force 241525 
Employed 220181 
Unemployed 15289 

9745 
5091 
4218 
760 

72296 
44250 
39705 

3991 

351733 
208147 
191203 

11971 

TOTAL POPULATION 531443 
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Table of Census Stastics for 1990 US Census 

(*Noie: Column I =Total: 2=American Indian: 3 =Htspanic Ongin ofany race: 4 =White. not of Hispanic origin) 

Subject 1 2 3 4 

School i^c—5 to 17 years 139432 6321 47852 78649 

Educadonal attainment —25 vears and oider 424032 9875 81257 315523 
Elementan-. 8 years 34750 2258 19061 11945 
HighschooL no diploma (1 to four years) 47907 2098 15103 28795 
Hi^ischool graduate (or equivalent) 105908 3259 20286 79066 

Families 169666 4236 36232 122914 
Manied-couple families 132166 2009 24851 101085 
Female housebokkr. no husband 28439 1621 8629 165% 

Fertilitv-
Children per 1000 women ages 15-44 3489 1562 1477 1034 

Income—in 1989 
$15000-524999 53364 1202 10306 39820 
$25000-549999 85706 1113 14355 67266 
$50000-599999 39356 274 4362 33604 
$100000 or mote 8038 40 523 7310 

Language spoken at home—5 N-ears and older 617632 17757 153184 429748 
A language other than English 147088 10681 107074 22250 
Do not speak English ~veiy uelF 52621 5040 39062 4927 
Spanish 117872 
Do not speak English "ver> well" 42000 
An Asian or Pacific Island language 7160 
Do not speak English "vay well" 3719 

Place of birth 
Native 606932 819717 124514 441397 
Foreign bom 59948 317 36539 15233 

Poveity status—all levels in 1989 
Families 170709 4406 36109 117346 
Families with children under 18 85615 4406 36109 117346 
Married-couple families... 61308 1989 25068 96821 
Female householder, no husband.. 19321 1786 8256 15774 

Poverty status—below povertv' level in 1989 
Families 20495 2094 9043 8302 
Families with children under 18 16201 1673 9043 8302 
Marricd-couples... 6841 732 4356 3842 
Female householder, no husband.. 7812 1025 3678 3695 
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Race 
White 
Black 

524976 
20795 

American Indian/Esidinc/AJeiii 20330 
American Indian 20231 
Eskimo 56 
Aleut 43 

Asian/Pacific islander 11964 
Asian 11417 
Pacific islander 547 

Hispanic origin 163262 
Mexican 147547 
Puerto Rican 1764 
Cuban 628 
Other Hispanic 13323 

School enrolhnent and type of school 
—3 years and older enrolled in school 188198 

PFcprimaiy school 10439 
Pubhc 5794 

Elementaiv-or high school 108264 
Public 100154 

Wock/Laborforcestatus—persons 16+in 1989 518088 
In labor force 320208 

Ci\'ilian labor foitc 313831 
Employed 290058 
Unemployed 23773 

Not in labor force 197880 

7315 54052 115801 
424 2481 7146 
382 1804 3409 

5410 38860 58464 
5004 36661 53233 

13299 107922 374746 
6676 70258 229222 

5466 61600 210903 
1177 8060 13436 

TOTAL POPULATION 666880 
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applying my analytic descriptors. 
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APPENDIX I: This appendix presents a sample portion of an oral historv' interview. 

M: Yeah, I remember I would speak Spanish Avith them, you know, when 
we'd be at our table, or whatever, working, you know. We would talk in Spanish, and 
then we, but we would flow freely from English to Spanish. And I think I was more 
selective, I would always choose my friends that spoke more English. I don't know why 
that was, I just noticed that I had more friends who spoke in English. And I always 
tended to sit with boys too. I didn't tend to sit that much with girls. And then for second 
grade I had Mercedes Guerrero. And she's the, the one that had the, the 2/3 combination 
classroom. Ok, so from that classroom, I think the, the most important thing I learned in 
that classroom was that I learned all the, the third grade work. 'Cause 1 was real metichi 
[laughter] so I wanted to know and I would hurry and do my second grade work, so that I 
could sit and listen. Or else I'd be doing my work, and I'd be, you know, watching their 
blackboard, 'cause she had like half of the class sitting this way, and half of the class 
sitting that way. The, the third graders were facing that way, so I was like midway 
between the front of and the, the back of the, the side facing that way. So I would either 
be doing my work, and prestando atencioa, you know. Or I'd be done and I'd be 
watching. So I guess like maybe by the middle of the year she kind of stopped telling me 
anything. 'Cause she saw that I was getting my work done, and I needed more. 

K: Did she used to, ahum, point out to you that you were listening to them, or 
that you were looking at the, the other blackboard, and she didn't want you to do that? 

M: Ahum, she wouldn't exactly say it like that. She would say, 'Are you 
done with your work?' And I would say, 'Ye^.' You know, when I wasn't done, then I 
would get back to task, you know, 'cause it was like I was paying attention. But I wasn't 
doing my own work, you know. So sometimes she would stop and ask, "Are you done 
with your work?' And I'd say, 'Yeah, I'm done.' So then she would just, you know, let 
me participate with that part of the, the group. So I learned how to multiply in the 
second grade. That's why now it seems really odd to me that kids don't learn 
multiplication until they're in third grade, because I learned it in second grade. The 
concept is not.... The concept of they're not ready for it 'cause they're not in third grade 
doesn't click with me 'cause I learned it, and I was in second grade. So you're full of it, 
you know. I'm sorry, you know [laughter]. 

K: [laughter] I think you're absolutely right. Wow! Now do you remember, 
ahum, did she speak in Spanish with any of the, the kids? 

M: That, that's the year that bilingual education became at Old Pueblo. It 
started at Old Pueblo. And that was, let's see.... That's the year that I told you that I 
didn't like it. I didn't like bilingual education. I thought, I felt offended by it, because I 
felt like this is the United States. You're supposed to speak English. Why are you 
teaching these kids in Spanish? If they wanted to speak Spanish, why don't they go back 
to Mexico? You know, that was my feeling. A seven year old thinking, you know,.... If 
1 went to Mexico, I'd have to learn how to talk in Spanish. Why are they coming here? 
And they're teaching us that waima talk in English, they're making us talk in Spanish. 
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So I resented it, I actually did. And I remember that, I remember there was one, ahum, 
little girl, and I can not remember her name, but she was black. Karen, Karen was her 
name. And I remember Veronica Diaz came to our classroom, and she was totally 
Spanish, no English whatsoever. And this was maybe like a third way through the year. 
Maybe before Thanksgiving or so? And this girl Karen, ahum, I guess had been picking 
up the, the Spanish, you know. We'd been learning Spanish, and so Veronica Diaz came, 
and she didn't know how to talk Spanish. So of course I was ra-ta-ta-ta-ta in Spanish, 
'cause I knew how to talk in Spanish. Well, Veronica was very shy, and Karen made 
friends with her, and I remember the teacher one day was talking. She said, she told, I 
guess it was the teacher aide or something, and she said, 'Fijate que la Karen estaba 
hablando en espanol con la Veronica.' You know, she was making an observation. I 
don't know how it happened that I was there and I heard it. You know, but I thought, you 
know, 'Wow, that's really good, you know if Karen is learning how to talk in Spanish!' 
You know, but I guess I saw it, from that point of view 1 saw it, because she was black 
and she was talking Spanish. But I felt I'm a Mexicait I know how to talk in Spanish, 
you know. My dad is a Mexican, I know how to talk in Spam'sh. Why do I wanna learn 
how to talk in Spanish for? And write in Spanish and, you know? I had too much of a 
Mexican influence to, to want it in school. I wanted to get more proficient in English, so 
I guess I must have felt that I wasn't proficient in English. Or maybe it was my mom's 
overflow? And that, oh, you don't know, you know. She would always say she didn't 
know how to talk in English, then when I found out she did know how to talk in English I 
was mad [laughter]. I was like, you lied to me all those years. You know, so I don't 
know. If maybe it was that idea that my mom always told me she didn't know how to 
talk in English, you know. That I was pushing so much for that, no, I wanna learn in 
English, I don't wanna learn in Spanish. Now I should be grateful for it, because I have 
the, the job I have because I'm bilingual. You know, I'd probably would have always 
known how to talk in Spanish, but I wouldn't have gone on to learn how to read and 
write in Spanish had the, the bilingual education not come along. You know, 'cause my 
mom says, I used to see her read books in Spanish, but she says she does, you know I'm 
hearing her interview the, the other day I was just like, I was floored by it You know 
when she asked me, ahh, 'Do you remember anything else?' She says, 'Do you think I 
forgot anything?' I said, you know, 'The only thing I would have said, if I were you,' and 
I said, 'And the only reason I didn't say it is "cause I think he wants your perspective not 
mine,' I said, ...'is that you know when he asked you, where did you learn Yaqui?,' I 
said, '...wouldn't you think you would have learned when you were with my grandpa?,' I 

K: From Mexico? 
M; Yes, from Rio Yaqui. So they come and they rat-a-tat-tat in Yaqui. And 

my mom was, ahh, 'De veras, no?,' me dijo. It just totally went by her, her head. I was 
like, 'Yeah, mom, didn't you think about this?' She says, you know, she says,... 
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