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legislative Requirement for Report , - o J

jon' 731, Title VII, of the Elementary and Secondary Education
'\.Act_om; as amended by Section 105(a)(1) of.the Education Amendments.
~ of 1974 (Public Law 93-380) requires the Commissioner of Education to
prepare and,submit to.the Congress and the President a mport on the

% condition of bilingual education in the Natiof and on thé administration

- %~ and opevatiof gfjthis title and of other proians for pexsons of limited

% Inglish-speaking ability. The report shall include - ° , -

R , j e . y s

2 i‘ ~ ":‘*'(1) s \ al assessment of the educationdl needs of children

. ' and Zggr rsops with limited English-speaking ability and of the
xtent to

I

. ich such needs are being met from Federal, State, and

- ¥ local érfors, including (A) nof later than July 1, 1977, the -
»  results of aysurvey of the number of such children and peysons in
the States,, (b) a plan, including cost estimates, to be carried

', out during five-year period beginning on such date, fot ex-
tending programs of bilingual education and bilingual vocational
and adult education programs to all such preschool and elementary

~ $chool children and other persons of limited English-speaking .

S ability, including a phased plan for the training of the n
x‘%egs and other educational personnel necessary for suchj

]

~
’ L]

/ - . T

under $his title during the preceding fisca} year and the extent
ach of such activities achieves the policy set forth in
2(a); ' :

. -,

» (3) a statement of the activities intended to be carried out during
the succeeding period, including an estimate of the.cost of such
activities; ) . ¢

L4

(4) gn assessment of the number of teachers and other educational
personnnel needed to carry out programs of bilingual education under
this title and those carried 6ut under other programs for persons
of limited English-speaking ability and a statement describing the
’ activities carried out thereunder designed to prepare teachers and
‘ " other educational personnel for such programs, and the number of
" other educational personnel needed to carry out pfograms of bilingual
" education in the States and a statement describing the-activities
" catried out under this title desighed to prepare teachers and other
-educational personnel for such programs; and. y .
(5) aidescription of 'the personnel, the functions of such personﬂel;
and information available at the regional offices of the Department
g of Health, Education, and Welfare dealing with bilingual programs
* within that region. ) )
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. The maximm|purber of persdns of limited English-spéaking ability

v in the Nation is Bdtimated at 15 millidn.. (See the analysis in chapter

. IV.) This nutber, based upon a Bureau of.the Census survey conducted. .

in 1975, is derivedfrom questjgns about the place of birth, languages

spoken in the households’surveyed, and languagés usually ‘spoken by - .
individuals surveyed: Because the methods used in the survey did not . s
permit direct measurements of English-speaking ability, the estimate. .
probably includes a substantial number of persons who are proficient fip .
English, as well as those who are truly limited in their command’ of -
.English. Until moge definitive data collected in 1976 are analyzed, 15

million will be taken as the-maximum number of persons in the Nation who .
- may have a need for bilingual education. . .
[3 ' '

About 24 percent of the 15'million, or 3.6 million, are 4 to-18
’ years of age and therefore of particular contern to the Nation's public
and private schools. It is likely that many of these persons, because °
of their limited Engljsh-speaking ability, need special curriculums if
they are to make satisfactory progress through school. Seventy-six
percent, or 11.4 milliongyare over 18 years of age, but it is not possible
at this time to-estimatg¢ how many persons in the older population are
seeking, or might in the future seek, to fyrther their education.
B L 4 - '8 T
It is also estimated thzu‘: as much as 6 percent’ of the school®
age population has limited English-speaking aliility. Spanish is by far )
-, the most prevalent non-English language spoken‘in the United States. :
. Some 69 percent (2.1 million perpons) of the school-age population
speak it. While many other lan es are spoken, only five of them ° s
account for more than 50,000 persons each: Italian, French, Filipino,
German, and Chinese. ' L
We have; then, an upver limit- to the size of the limited-Fnglish-
speaking population--3.6 million in the school-age population and i1.4 °
million adults. - Bilingual education‘is not restricted, hgwever, to
those‘with limited English-spepking ability. For example, title VII of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), while placing priority
L. on persons of limited English-speaking ability, permits limited enroll-
ment of English-speaking children.*'State and local laws and practices
may bé either more or less restrictive than the Fedpral law, depending
-+ upon judgments about the value of bilingual education for English- —
-dominant students. As a result it is.not possible to.estimate the overall
size of ‘the population whigh might eventually participate in bilingual
education if there were not constrazints on resources. Most would agree, |
. however ' that for the present the highést priority for attention must be ’ 1
the limittlad—English-.speaking population. : ‘

-




, In light of the ‘foregoing background,on the target xpulatlon :
- seveal questidns can now be asked. What is the conditidn of blling'uaiﬁ/
: “education in the Nation? What advanees have been _made? What problems
renam to. be solved? .,
\ 2 M )

ThlS report is the f1rst attempt by t‘be Office of Educatlon to
prov1de answers to these questlons 4 < s

Carpared to most aspects of the .American education system, \
lingual education is undergoing rapid evolution in terygs of, con pt
p implementation, public support, and involvement by the Federal and State
‘ gqvernments. Jhough bilingual education in the Nation, has a long history, -

it has been a fitful history unt11 recently. After World War II, social .
~ . Iorces for b111ngua1 education gradually grew stronger until the’ mId—1960 s,
. * when they coincided with congressional action on major new Fedoral legis-
’ lation in education--the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. b
By 1968, the law had been amended to include a special section Qh bilingual

* educatlon and in fiscal year 1969, $7.5 million.were approprlated to
carry out the program. Though the amoynt of mopey was not large, the
‘fact that the Federal'Governmént formally acknowledged the potential of )
bilingual educatidh provided impetus to further growth ir the 1970's.

« . Since the 1920's a number -of court decisions have remgved re- ’
strictions against the use of languages other than FEnglish in the
schools, and some of the more recent decisions have directly favored
the spread of bilingual education. In Lau v. Nichols, the most famous
case, the Supreme Court ruled that the San Francisco school district
must provide special programs for children of limited English-speaking
abildty. Although the Court did not require bilingual education, that
- approach is certa1n15’ one way of assuring equal access to educatlon. v
Some other cases, ruled on by lower courts, have required b111ng'ua1 ’ ’
education as a course of action. ’

Court decisions have been accompanied by new laws in support of
b111ngua1 education: °In some States, "the changes merely remove pro-
. hibitions on the use ‘of non-English languages as mediums of instruction.
I addition, however, eight States now_have law& which require bilingual
) "education., under certain conditions. ;
. o
Federal leglslatlon affecting b111ngua1 education has also prolif-
erated‘since passage of the Bilingual Education Act: (BEA) in 1968. 1In
addition to providing demonstratians of bilingual educatlon in classroons
(44 different languages #re uged), the program currently (1976) provides
zl;out $2%3 million for training bilingual «instructional pefsonnel- and about -
million for development testing, and dlssemmatlon of materials.

7

Although the original leglslatlon, is the most comprehensive and the
largest in terms of money directly earmarked for bilingual education,
two other pieces of legislation ave especially pertinent: the bilingual
educatlon section of the Energency School Aid Act (ESAA) and the

’

,/' -2- .
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" - assistance to school districts that are desegregating an

v ( o ' . . .
- : - ) , S .
L . ) - . ' ~ :
"Bilingual Vocational Training.Program (BVIP). ESAA pm\?es financial

-at the same

- time have a need for bilingual education. BVIP is for.persons who are

unemployed or udderemployegd

BVIP also provides same training for

rsons to serve as inst¥ructors

or.counselors in vo®tional education and for the development of in-

i o

structional materifs and techniques.

<

One new Federal activity which'may eventually have far-reaching °

importance for bilingual education is the establishment of nine centers
across the Nation to help school dispricts igolement educational)

. programs for 'limited-English-speaking students and do so im campliance
with the Lau v. Nichols decision. ; .t

Many other Federal programs give special attention to the limited- -
English-speaking population though nét necessarily in the form of
' bilingual education. .These programs provide funds for a wide range
of' educational activities, including adult education, vocational edJ&pa.—
tion, -1iprary programs, and financial.- help to developing institutions
of higher education which serve large numbers of limited-English-® -
speaking _persons. ’ ‘ . ‘

PP

Expansion of inschopl programs has been accompanied by the .
development, of television programs designed to help children Iearn
English and develop positive self-concepts and to help English-language
children learn the language and culture of anothér ethnic group. The
value of bilingual television lies,;in its potential fgr reaching a wide,

- audience. 'I\wo%;ganist‘l'—}inklist; series——Carrascolendas and'Villa All r
are already being breadcast on many public television stationk. Other °
programskare under development.. oo

. The overall picture 6f bilingual education #nd, more‘ genegally,

of special activities ,to meet the.educatipnal needs of limited-English-\": -
speaking children is bne of rapid-growth and evolution, fespecially in
‘the last 6 to 8 years.g It is probably also true, however, that many
-persons who might benefit from bilingual education have.no opportunfty
to do so. Although.there’is presently no nationwide, unduplicated
count of the number;, of school-age persons participating intbilingual
education, fragmentary evidence on participation indicates that less
than one-half miiéézn students are in some form of bilingual ‘ediucation;
what 'proportioh s from a limited-English-speaking background .is not
known, ‘however. When. compared to estimates of the size of the target °
population, this suggests that there are 2 to’3 million 1iﬁﬁted—Ehgliéh-

s

xZ

e e

speaking persens who are not partiecipating in bilingual.education.

It

. 1s estimated that approximately 77
English-speaking backgrounds are 19 y

that only a small proportion of them are

cent of persons from limited-

of age’and older.

It ‘is 1i

participating in bilingual

education,

Bu

t it is also probably-true that a relatively smll propor-

tion are seekir.xg formal education <in any form. In sum, while the trend

.
-

of .limited Eng]ish-speaking ability. *

»

\
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. is- to’ offer bllmgua.l educatlon to dncreasing nmbers of. limlted- ) . 'p .

' . English-speaking persons, there remm substantial nuubers who’ are C
'notpartimpatiag x/.., . . . R
. » Bilinguyl education is thys advancmg in terms of the Sumber of o
persons participating and also in ‘the variety ofyeducational offerings. N

_ State and local levels. Acfion at the 1écal level may acceleraté

> . . on !

Federal activities provide cléar evidence of this fact, but there is - S
also 4 trend toward increasing sipport for bilingual educatlon at the ,

notably as a conseguence of the’ Lau v. Nichols case and similar court '-ﬁ{‘; 1
Qecisions. _ K ’ . S j o
- What a.re the main factors whlch tend to suppress more w1despread . ' '}
use of b111ng\)a1 education? They seem to be three in number: limited ‘ A

ava11ab111ty of idstructional materials, a shortage of qualified
teachers, and absence of cpnvmcmg ev1dence of the effectiveness of T T
bllingual approaches ' . | ., . o

. )

LJ.mJ.ted ava11ab111ty of rraterlals is widely a.cknowledged as a .
problem in b].'llngual education. Avallablllty is mprovmg for Spahish- °
language materials, but schools:.using 6ther languages still face. severe
problems Commercially developed materlals especially Span1sh7’Eﬁg-llsh -
are  pow becoming available as are some materials whose development was
fostered by title VII of ESEA. In 1975 the Off# of Education greatly ° _
broadened its efforts to develop, test, and dissemindte curriculvhs, so - )

" that approximately $7 million is now spent annually for those purposes.

* of materials should be much less, although bilingual rraterla.ls will
TTHEVEY Be available in as great’ a “variety as ¥nglishZonly matef““]fs
Languages represented by'small numbers of- people--e. g., many of t
Natrve American %ﬂngmges languages  of the Trust. Terrltories and the
‘rarer Indo-Eurcpe languages--will probably always be 'a prcblem because,
even if heavily subsidized by the Fedéral Government, the costs per
student will probably be véry high because the market 'will be SO sm.ll
~The b111ngual education approach usually assumes that a teacher 1s
fluent in two languages. However, there are apparently tod few such
teachers even for today's bilingual classrooms, and the continuing = .- - |
shortage of ‘newly trained teachers will pnobably lnﬂlt the expansion of
bilingual educatmn in the near future. A, '

N :

‘

. .

When these efforts come to fruition several ‘years hence, : the shorta.ge ) '
|

|

|

T
Prior to 1975 most federally supported teacher tra,lnmg was in-
.service and accounted for expenditures of -about $7 mllll.pn per year.
A Y t L

)
- ’ ° »
“~
» &

LY - ¢ - v
[ ;

In current 'practlee,,when fully bilin igyal teachers .are not available, _‘
the teachlng load is often equally shared by two teachers or a teacher
and an a1de in such a wa,y that both lan S are used . A




" With the broader tramiTlg authorlty -added tb ESEA Title VII in 1974/
some $25 mi}1ion is now being spent afnually te increase’ the supply.
of. teachers, including preserviee and inservice tra{ ing, gradqate
ﬁellowshlps, and  soine suppor® %o enable colleges and un1vers1tj.es td'

, build up ‘departments ‘for tramimg bilingual edticatlon/ personnel .
Followmg the general develogment of bilimgual educatlon there appea.rs
to'be an increase'in the nunber oI' colleges add universities offering’
training for b;llngual "teachers! A 1975 surVey showed that 218 instj-

_ tutions offered t,:}ming for teap‘hers_at the ‘elementary and secondaxy
level: 155 in Sp 26 jrr;e}ther European languages 16 in Native
Amgrican” languages and 21"‘“Tn_As1an 1anguage‘s (e

& we The exact dJmensrons of the teacher shortage are dlffleul‘t to
gauge because neither the slze of the tagget po ulatlon nor the'numder
of ‘qualified teachers is known Wi th-much- cer‘:E'a Although’ ongoing
and planhed surveys by MEW will tldrify the’ extent ‘of the shorfage, - .-
the problem will probably exist for wa.fumber of \years. Certainly there - .
is little danger of a sudden surplus of bilingual teachers.e A5 with, A
the matérials shortage the situation s complicated by the large mmber .
of :languages involved. .o By.far the greatest need in terms of nunbers ;,s
for. Spamsh/Engllsh teachers. For the nide other major languages-a’ " °
few thousand bilingual teachers dn each larguage may suffice, and for
the many rarer languages .a :k dred teachérs may fill the need

.

However, the fact ‘that relat ly few-teachers. are needed for 1 guages -
other than Spanish may not tge probleni any-‘easier bedhuse colleges.
and uniyersitites are less likely to havé™special programs for the other
languages Perhaps some kind of generalized téacher tramlng, not

T TeSTripted by TaNgUARES; Tl TIT1 the niged.” N

-
-

. . The thlrd factor whith may constrain the use of blllngua’l education
is the-limited evidence of its effectiveness. Research results dare - ...
sparse. There is little to guide educators imr designidg and implementing

~ effective bilingual projects. THe rationale for -bilingual education
seems logical and plausible and, during the recent years of rapid growth, .
the lack of data on the effects of Pilingual education has done 1little,
td dampen entbpsiasm for the appfvoach Usually, howevér, as new, educa-
tional approaches matwre, ther re of a, tendency to ask for ev1dence
of effectlveness and thea evidence may therefore curtail ek- +
pansion’ . In any case more resea.r h and evaluatlon esperially a
\planned vartations" study of bili 1 educatth Would provide a
. better basis than presently exists for rational .expansion, .Curriculum
developers, teacher trammg institutions, apd school systems can all.
benefit from clearer intications of Iow to meet. the neeg,s of the hmn.ted—
Ehghsh—speakmg populatlon
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. . - The Education Amendments of’ 1974 reguire the Commissioner of

. Educatién to submit to the President and the Congress two reports on

"7 the condifion of bilingual education'in the Nation. Briefly . the .
: " requirements for the First Report are to (1)-assess the needs of perséns
, ™ of limited English-speaking ability-and the extent to which the needs
- ' are being met; (2) report ‘'on the operation of the Bilingual Education

Program and- several other Federal programs--sections the L}iknergenc’y
Schoql Aid Act, the-Vocatihal Education Act; theg cat I
- and'the Library Services and Construction Act;'y
' . teachers and other educational personnel are,

M@t.te how many -
, or bilingual”
' .education, and (4).describe the .role of the HEW-Regional Offices in-.. .
* - Dbilimgual programs. . | -, R

. . . For the Secend Report, Jn, the ‘Condition of Bilingual Education in, .
thé Nation, the legislation adds.the following requirements: «.(1):@ <%
- .. Survey to estimate thé number of pérsons of 1limited English-speaking ~° -
. ‘ Xabili‘ty ; anfl’ (2) a-5-year plan for extending bilingual education to 411 .
'« * \persons of limited -English-speaking ability. The .Second Report is .
KR scheduléd- for delivery to the ‘Président and the Congress’ in February. .
1978. . . v . : . . e v

4 s - .
7

* SCUPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE PRESENT REPCRT - ' CLL

T, ThisiPlirst Report provides information that meets the four require[ »
ments mentioned above plus information not specifically catled for in’
. the legislition. The histodw and rationale for- bilingual educatien are
.. briefly discissed first; then both pedagogical refsons supporting
bilingual egucation and court decisions affegting its hdoption are
touched upon. Estimates are. then made of the number of ‘persons of.
limited English-speaking ability. - These estimates are based upon the ,
Current Population Surve conducted in the spring of 1975.. More., .
. definitive data were ooi*’et:ted in the spring of 1976, and more.prd®ind /' :
- and detailed estimates‘will, be presented “in the Second-Report. - '

r articularly difficult task posed by the legislation is to de- / )

© .. temmirf® how well the-needs of limited-fnglish speakers e being met by J
¥ + Federal, -SPate, dnd local programs.: In this First Repoxai ;" W®isting data
" = about ‘14 Federal programs have been ysed to partially fill out the

picture, However,’since the data were not collectid fically gor

this report, categoiies of inférmation and definitions are mot uniform
“afolnall programs. Results of recent evaluations of ESEA Title VII are

also presented as well as a description of developmental work designed
8. to provide a low-cost way of replicating successful bilipgual pi'oje'cts:;?‘_\
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LD
' A brief survey.of State programs was.made to gather a small amount.of -
information on these State activities. It was.not generally possib
.to ‘collect information on local programs. Wide-audjence, %ilin, .
télevigion programs are covered, however. A description of HEW -
reg_ional aqtixitiés is provided as required by the legisTation.

; The Current -Population Survey data on the numbers of limited~ .
IEnglish speakers dre used to estimate how many teachers are needed for
bilingual education. However, since ﬂest/imtes of the numbers of :

qualified educators presently providing bilingual education are not as

{ét available, it is not possible at this time to estimmte the size of
he shortage. -7 . g SR '

mﬁ.csmmim@mmﬁmmm ‘ =

.. - As noted, the Second Report will include two topics not found im

-this First Report: a 5-year plan for biljt:;ll education and a national
needs assesament based on the results of 'a €y to estimaté the number
of persons of limited English-speaking abilify. Collectior of data,

" for the syrvey, conducted by the Bureau of the Censys.under the direction
of the National Center for Education Statistics, took place in the
spring of 1976. When the analysis of the survey resplts is completed,
it should provide much better infqrmation about the target population.

, In addition, several. ongoing’ studies will yield better data in a
" . number of areas not fully covered in this report. For, example, the
. results of a major evaltation of the impact oh students of title WI
© - will be ‘available. This evaluation will, for the first time, Jprovide
uniform datp, including two-language achievement test results, from'a
sgmple of ®itle VII projects., . .. '

+

-

Another oniging study of State bilingual education programs will °
.provide better informatien on this particular area of increasing activity..
If enough funds are available, a new survey in 1976-77 will examine the
- ways in which schools meet the needs of students of limited English-, -
speaking gpbility. The results, based upon a representative sample of
children, will provide impPéved information on how well the needs of

* these students are being met and on the extent of the teacher shortage.
5 R 'y .

, (N - . . A 1 -
Two ongping studies concern the resources requu‘& for’ bYlingual
education: Ope is a survey of colleges and universities to identify -
and describe ‘teacher training programs for bilingual®education. The ,
other is a study to identify available instructional rials for
bilingual cl R and the gaps in the present, inventoiy. )

w‘ﬂ; be the basis f

the Second Report.

Thege speeia \i;udies plué upd;fted information on Federal programs
X . _
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’BILINGUAL EDUCATI(N IN UNI'IE) STATES MIS

Jhave assumed new prominence in bilingual’educatjon.

\. ' < . v e . i ’/J'/\\ \\\ - W
» - N
| Y S

- BILINGUAL EDUCATION H.IS'IURY AND RATI(NALE . -

Given the many languages used in the world, it is not surprlsmg
that bilingudl education has a -long and international history. Although
the United States is presently less multilingual than many other ~
countries (in tems of the percentage of persons who speak a language
other than the dominant language) a great many of its citizens are.
immigrants from non-English-speaking countries and many more are- de-,
scendants of such immigrants. Moreover, threé-quarters of § million ' . ‘
Native Americdns speak an Indian tohgue as their first 1 . Asa
consequence, the number of. langusges spoken withip. the boundaries of e
the United States and its territories is perhaps exceeded only by India
and the USSR i .

Fram the Nation's ea.r.'liest‘t da.ys, ndn—English schools flourished as
a way of meeting the needs of a diverse population. 1 However, many of
the nonpublic schools were not bilingual; rather, they used the native -
tongles as a medium of instruction and ta.ught English as a second '
language. For most pf the 19th century, German was almost the only non- -

3

* English’ 1anguage permitted in the public schools as a medium 6f instruc- ‘.

tion.. French in Lomsm.na and Spanish in New Mexico were exceptions.
Then during the first half of the 20th cen,gsv and especmlly after

' World War-I, bilingual education seems tq l}ave become less prevalent.

For probably a variety of reasons, support ;Eor it apparently diminished.

» After World War, 1i, howver,' oondltlons beba.n to change The 1960's * .
saw the re-emergence of bilingual education, One program which seems
to have 'had widespread influence was ‘established for Cubals fleeing fromv
the Castro regime. That program, establ “in Miami in 1963, wis -
quickly followed in 1964 by two programs in Wexas: in #ebb County and
@ Antonio. During the-next few years,_ seyeral other programs were
established; all were Spanish/English e &or a Navajo/English project
at Rough Rock Arizona. IH 1968 passagly®f the Bilingual Education Act
gave national attention to the needs of ipersons of limited Englrsh—

' speaking ability. That,legislation has greatly accelerated’the adoption

of bilingual educatlon’ both directlwie
appropriated for the program, a.nd ui, o
favorable public opinion. =

result of Federal dollars - :
tly as a result of increasingly

The role of the courts has' been 4l ¥ lpwly deve‘l:opmg factor in the
history of bilingual .education.- During the 1970's, court decisions )

a4

~

1 See Anderson, T., and Boyer, M.,Bilingual Schooling in the United States:

Austin, Texz(.s; Southwest -Educqtional D‘evelopnent Laboratory, 1970.

9 .
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It is beyond the scape of this report to swmarlze -all of the )

legal implications of co% decifons BEATing-upon bilingual ‘education, 2

Some, 6f the important co Cases should be noted, however, because .
tbey have affected the comdition of bilingual educatlon in the Natlon .
Recent demslons promlsestq have an even greater Janact e N
A-lthough the au v, Nichols case in 1974 ig usually regarded as
a 'key turning pom?{:t'or bilingual education, earlier court decisions
have also beén important /\ From the 1920's through the 1940" s, several,
court actions3 rémved- ebndtrdintseor foreign language instruction in
the.schools. For example, Mayer v. Nebraska struck down a State law .
forbidding tHe -teaching of a foreign lan on the grounds that to ~
do so was an infringement. of the liberty to fequire knowledge. In
other cases smlar‘lec:lslons followed whlch permitted foreign language

- Anstruction, and ,;pre bly bilingual educat;&kll)ut which did not deal

directly’ with the of limited-English- ng persons seeking
education in_a sc 1 system whose main language of instruction was
English. The 81tuat10n changed w1th the Lau V. I‘hchols case,
b3

. In this case, on Janua.ry 21, 1974 the U.S. Supreme Court Tuled on
educationa] discrimif4®ion” thﬁough inaction. At that time, the Sdn
Francisco school district was held accountable for not prc_)viding special
programs for 1800 stud ﬁnts of Chinese ancestry. It was ruled that such
children, because of their limited Engllish-speaking ability, had been

denled equal access to the educatlonal programs of the school district.

The Court's -decislon was based upon the C1v11 nghts Act of 1964

and associated Federal.régulations published by the Department’ ¢f Health,

Education, and Welfarg.™ The regulations define inadtion on the part ok
a school dlstrlct ‘as educational discrimination.. They state:

"here m,ablhty to spea.k and understa.nd' the: Engllsh '

language excludes national origin-minority group v Ty,

* children from éffective -pa.rt1c1patlon in the educa-
tional progran offered’ by a school district, the
district must take affirmative steps to rectify the .

. | language def;lcslzhcy in order to open. its ins.tructlonal ) / -

. -program to the students. (35 Fed. Reg. 11595)

.\ . ’. Nd _‘ ‘ ' } - ‘~
2 For a review of *legal precedents pertment to bilmgual educeptaon
‘cases, see Grubb, E. B. Breaking-the Language BAfrier: The R

Bilingual. Education." _Harvard C1v1~1 nghts - Civil Liberties Le.w iew,'

Volume 9, 1974. Y

-

IRETN
3 Geffert, H. N., €t al. 'he Current Status of U.S. BlllnM
Educ#tion Legislatwn " Papers in Applied Linguistics, Bilin%f

., Fducation Series, 4. Arlmgton Vu‘gmla Center for Applied

Linguistics, 1974 8
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While the Yau v. Nichols decision certainly advances the cause of
1limited-English-speaking students in that schools must address these
.. Students' special needs, the Court did not require that bilingual educa-. -
tion be provided. Indeed, the Court did not specify a remedy but instead g
turned the ‘problem back to the lower court and the school district to
‘work out an appropnate solution. ° . .

P

Another "issue, raised by Justice Harry A. Blackmn in a concurring . :
opinion is the point at which schopls are obligated to provide special e
. instruetion. ‘The {au case was in behalf of a large nurber (1800) of
' students and Justice Blackmun indicated that he,did not regard the -
case, as conclusive when very smll nunbers of chlldren are involved. It .
- seems likely that the mumber pf children involved will be a factor in Q
some future court cases.’ - .

‘i‘mafollowup on theLa.ucase HEWlspursumgtwocourses of
action. The Office of Civil | Rights is reviewing the compliance of.
other school districts with respect to the conditions of discrimination
which led to the Court ruling. In addition, the Office of Fducation
(USOE) is providing funds, to help school dlstrlcts address.the .
probleus identified in the Lau case. More mforrm.tlon on -the USCE
program ca.n l! found in chapter WI.

“In a.nother important case similar to lau, the trial court, .in .
- Serna v. Po¥tales Municipal Schools, ruled that the Spamsh—speakmg :
plaintiffs in a New Mexico school district did 'not in fact have equal .

) educat1¢a1 opportunity and that a v1olat10n of their constltutlonal '
right to equal protection exists." fashioned relief in the
form-of a bilingual /bicultural program n July 1974, the Tenth Circuit
Court of Appeals upheld the lower court and affirmed that the appellees

© ~ have a right, under title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, to, bilingual
° education. The Court of Appeals also declined to alter the billngual/
bicultural program set fortgh by the trial court. .

" A class action su1t Aspira of New York, Inc. v. Boa.rd of Educatlon
of the ‘City of New York, started in 1972, was finally settled by a
€onsent Decree in August 1974. The school board agreed t6 establish -
bilingual programs for all children whose English language -deficiency C
prevents them from effectively partlé’)ipatlng in the learning process = '
and who can more effectlvely Jbarticipate in Spanish. . ~

. . :

. * The isSue of‘w much’ power the courts should have in bilingual o
» casés is illustra by Keyes v. School District No. ‘1 Denver, Cdlorado. .

. *The parents of public school students had sought, reI1ef from‘alleged ’
segregation in the schools. The District Court found that the school

. Shstrlct mainthined a dual system so it adopted.a desegregation plan , .
including provisions for the bilingual/bicultural education of minority )
Atudents. The bllmgual/blcultural program ordered by the court on a
trial basis touched, in the view of the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals,

. Wslrtually every aspeot of curriculum planning, methodology, » and

. . ~ {
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/philosophy which would ordinarily be the.requnsmllity of 1ocal schoo .
. | authorities. Conséquently, the appeals court ruled, in August 1975,

[

\,

o -

, / that the District Court had overstepped the limits of its remedial

‘/ powers. The in

" ’'because the main lssue faced by the courts was that of school seqegatiop:."

retation of this decisitn was samewhat clouded

It should be evident from the foregoing exanples .that,v while
, conditions and outcomes may vary semewhati,, the general trend is for

; court rulings in

favor of plaintiffs who charge that school-districts

-'  do not adequately.address'the special needs of limited English-speaking
' children. Although the courts do not always require bilingual education -

as a remedy, the

. While there

ir actions are in accord with the more, general trend

‘for support of bilingual education in the United States.
/ @ . . _/ - * ‘ ’
| ©' - PEDAGOGICAL RATIONALE . : ..

©

: may be several bases for bilingual edﬁcation, including ..
social, political, and legal, the pedégx e

cal rati e is of greatest

J 7 . concern here. Schools should be seeking better ways Yor children to
/. learn. In the case of mingrity group children whose dominant langhage
differs from that of the sshools, Engle has posed two questions which

are paramount:
second lapguage
‘and (2) Will the

(1) Will a child, learn to read more rapidly in his - - .
if he is first taught to read in his dominant language?’
child achieve greater genetal knowledgé of other -

subject matter areas in his school -language if he is taught these sub--
‘jects fitst in his native,langmge?? : .-

N o -‘: s ¢

. . Many. .informdi educatox%;muld answer yes to ‘both questions; indeed
+~'  government policies in support of bilingual education seem to start with
hat_usually unstated premise. Federal bilingual legislation- provides,

, the native language of the children of limited English-

speaking ability, and such instruction is given with
appreciation for the cultural heritage of such children,

2 oo courses

»

A

“that .parly, forma

7
and with respect to elementary school instruction, such f
instruction’shall, to the ext:rfﬁ necessary, be in all I

or subjects of study ch allow a child to -

- . prpgress effectitvely through the,educational system. T
. : ’

In other words; it,"seeus quite plausibié, and. axiar.atiC to same,

1 eduéation‘in the native. language would enable a N

’

a

!

-

e
o~

* *° , for example, that: . N
. ST e _thé}e is ikstruction given in, and stydy of, English- - . -
. : . and, ‘to the extent necessary Yo allow a child to

/ “ _ . DBrogress effectively through the educational' system,

¢ . ' -

. . - ~ ‘ - /
4 mgle, B. L.  "Language Mediym in Eanﬁcmoi Years for Minority

.Language Groups.’

'No: 2, 283-325.

¢
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" child to. p/rogfeas more effectively thr.ough a school system in which

the lé.in medium of instruction is a second language to°the child. It

is obvious, for example, that if a child cannqt eamprehend the words
being used for instruction, then thé child certainly cannot understand
the concepts being taught. Assuming, however, that communication takes

' place in the native language, instruction can prodeed in various ways. °
For exanple, reading can be restricted to the native language until - ..

» those skills are well developed; the setond” language would then be
"introduced. OF the second language could be introsuced orally and .
followed by reading in the second. language but with no reading in the .
native language. Thefirst.example is regardell as part of a bilingual . °
approach; ‘the second ts not, From here on the differences between

- bilingual egucation ‘and other approaches miltiply. In a bilingual ., .
education program the native language: is. used as.the. mediug of instruc-
‘tion’ for other shbjects in the early &9@1 years while the nonbilingual
approach uses the second language.—Other differences can’be citedd,
but for brevity we shall simbly sgy that bilingual educatioh is the use

‘.‘of"tm langua‘ges/as_ mediums of instructjon. * ot

=
« .

. Despite, the plausible edicational .rationale for bilingual eduéatiozi’,
a related bo&y of supportive restarch has not emerged. Research 6p, . '
‘kilingual -programs ‘has largely been conducted-outside - He United States
. in countries such as‘Canida, Norway, the Philippines, and Ireland. N
The applicability of these studieg to gonditions in:the United States, -
is unknown, and féw investigationf under ~comparable -conditions have beett
nitiated in this cquntry: Furthermore, the few studies that. have been

. conducted ini the-United Statés have,lopked at programs which are not
typical ofnnstpromns’nipub].,ic'scmpls. . . L
.o - . . . .
-is essentially methodological; they téll.us not $o ‘répeat similar

—p 1 p‘itfglls. The studies have not shown consistent resultsS
in part because of met;hodologiq:_a.l problems and also because they were

- conducted under widely differént circumstandes’ there were different L

‘.. program objectives, pl‘og'ra‘m‘approaches, lefel® of teacher training,

types of children, and so,en. The methodalogical probléms includein-
. appropriate selection of ‘evalygtion instrupents, faulty ‘evaluation .

design, failufa to. docunént-the form of the~bilingual program offered,

and insufficient attention to the impact of .attitudeg’held by either

the cammunity or the teachers and adninistrators. "Moreover, the research -

does not even provide substantial ‘evidence that bilingual education is -
better than a nonbilingual approach,’ ‘Consefquently, the pedagogical ' .
rationale for bilingua% educatien must rest upon reasonable but” unproven

- ’ - i
Bl

. : » - . | ’ -._ .,
o~ . ay Mes v v © . * i *
PR . , oL o Der
- a . . .

.
4 * ! . ¢

. . ’

., '5 'Ibld. . . - . ; . . o, .

4

6 See, for exa'rri)lr'erenezky' R.L. "Nonstandax;d Language and Re:ading""’
Elementary Fnglish, 1970, 47, 33445, and Engle, P. L,, op. cit. - # °
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i - It is argued, for example, that using the native language has- ! .

.- - linguistie,. psychological, and sociologital advantages. The linguistic -, -
\ argument - says that language is part of a total system for conoeptuahzing
\ °  and transmitting ideas and therefore includes ‘a way of thipking, or

'~ viewing the world, as well as cannmlcatmg with other individuals. « t
. " For reasons which may be deeply iimbedded in'the cultures, - .direct word—
\ " for-word ‘translation from one language to another is difficult, -
\, Thereforg, whin a child enters schoel\it is best for- him to continue

to learn in his! native language rather than to’ imnedlately face not

" only the added task of learning,a new language but also learning

different ways of conceptualizing the world of experierce. Of course,

since the research evidence is not strong, not all linguists agree with,
. thls particular p051§/10n 7 , g 1.

( Psychologically, it is generally presumed that teaching a child = .
in the native language will lead to' greater self-esteem than if he/she L
required to adopt a second langiage for school purposes. If only T
’ « | the second language is used to impart knowledge, the child may see the .
native language as leSs worthy. than the gsecond language-and, by extension,

, ‘that the speakers of the native.l are also less worthy Whlle
- N this argutent seems pla.u31b1e there appea.ns to be no enplrlcal ev1denoe
to support it.- .

- -t L

. A more socmloglcal argument in favor of bilingual edusdtion begins
»  with the notion that the school is but one part of the enviromment in  -- , '
, which the child must function. As Ramirez and Castaneda have gaid,
:"the way a person commmcates, relates to others, seeks rte and
' , recognition fram his' environment (incentive motivation) and thinks >
~ - and learns (oogmtlon) is'a product of the value system of his home’ . k
and commmity."8 Tt therefore seehs reasonable for schools to build
upon the strengths of the environment and culture from which a child
of limited English-speaking ability cemes rather than to plunge the
child immediately 4intc an unfamilidr school setting with cohventions
.and values which may be distinctly different from those to which he/she s
" has been accustomed.

*
i L]

H

Flna.lly, there is the obvmus point that when the. natlve lahguage
. is used, children can begin to learm subject matter immediately upon
.entry into school. This is a desirable end in 'its own right. However,
.~ there may also be-an indirect effect in that by not falling behind _
. - their English-dominant peers, p051t1ve self—nnages oﬂ ],united-English- '
- speaking students may be preserved ‘ -

i d
L4

7 Paulstbn, C. B. "Implications of Language Learning Theory for °
I.angLIage Planning: Concerns in Bilingual Education.' -Papers in Applied
istics, Bilingual Education Series, 1. Arlington, Virginia: Center
- for’Apphed ngulstlcs, 1974. ot ‘ e
v v .
8 Ramirez, M., and Castaneda, A.. Cultural Darocracy, Bicognitive . °
, -+ Development and Educatipn. New York: Academic Press, 1974 -
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» In sun, educators and other experts probebly.- cannot’ coupletely
agree upon § pedagogical ra,tionale for bilingual egducation. However,
this state of affairs should not be swrprising given that, t

M(brstandingdthtmnlem'ningpmo_essesisquiteundevelope& Adwets -
‘cates of bilingual education have, however, suggested a nunber of .

- plausible reasons why the two-language approach might be effective;

‘the of limited-English-speaking persons in the United States
‘'would be advanced by more empirical research on the theoretieal founda-
. tions of bilingual education. - £
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QUANTIFYING THE NEED FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION ./ .

There are presently rio hard data w1th which to ma.ke direct! \
estimates of the need for‘bllmgua.l education. That is, there has been
no count of the number of persons in the Nation who ha.ve limited :
&nglish-speaking ability. However, 'data dq exist which can be used
to place a.reasonable upper bound.on the mumber of persons whé might
have difficulty speaking and understandmg “English. Moreover, work is

- underway to get better est:mat% in accordance with the oongressmnal

requlrements , . .

- ~This First Repor:t on the Condition of Belingual Education in the
Nation uses certain parts of the Survey of lLanguageS supplement %o the
Current: Population Survey, conducted by the Bureau of the Census in
July 1975 as a basis for population estimates. ‘Ihe Second Report will
draw upon a specidl survey conducted in the spring of 1976, and will be

. directly responsive. to the 1egis1ative requirement. &description of
" the second survey is given in Appendix A. The estimtes in the present

report are offered as preliminary data for use until the more definitive .
flndlngs beCome avallabl'e

THE SURVEY OF . LANGUAGES . B
_ A Survey of Languages was comflcted by means of a special supple- . .
ment to the Current Population Survey (CPS) of July 1975. The CPS is .
a é’nousehold) survey conducted rmthly by the Bureau of the Censys for
- thé Bureau of Iab‘BF‘Statlstlc’é&, Its primary purpose is to obtain
national estimates'of the labor force status of the United®States popu-
lation. A number of special questions about language use were added
to thé July 1975 CPS by the National Center for Education Statlstlcs

Approximately 42,000 households in every State and the District of
Columbia responded to the questions about language. The data were
collected by trained 1nterviewers~ who conducted 10 to 15 minute inter-
views with responsible, adult household members. jEach respondent: supplied

' «information about himself/herself*and all other household members 4
. years of age and older. Although there was no direct measurenment of

“~limited E}nghsh—speakmg ability, questlons were asked about placé of ol
birth, language spoken in the household, and the usual 1 . spoken
by each of the individuals in the househol swers to these questions
were then analyzed to draw inferences aboutWe number of limited- =
.Ehgllsh-speakmg persons in the country More details.about the su;'vey
may be Yound in Appendix B. “

. ¢ P
1 A direct estimate implies the use of obJectlve (psychmetmca.lly valid)
measures as opposed fo subjective, opinion-based measures usually asso-
ciated with household interviews or school-based, teacher Judgnents
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. ¢ (A) individuals who were not born in the Unit

* ‘
g W #
.
3 »
e e e ae e .. -

(1) The. term "lmuted Enghsh-spea,king abihty," wh :
used with reference to %n individual, means—

YA States or whose native language is a 1
other than English, _and
‘ \
\ “ . (B), individuals who came from envirgmments a.
: language other than English is dominant,
further defined by thé Commissioner by a-
tions and, by reasons thereof, have difficuity
) . speaking and e@standmg instruction Jin the
#k Engllsh language. o _

‘' (2) The term 'mative language when used with reference
to an individual of limited English-speaking ability,
means the language normally used by such individuals,
: or in the case of a child, the language normally used
¢ " by the parents of the ch11d _(Seetion 703(a), Bilingual

[ Education Act, Title VII, Elementary and Secondary

{  Education Act, as amended by Publig.aw 93-380).

The law tﬁus suggests that there are three kmdg,ofsmdividlmls
who may have limited English-spedking ability, namely, those who (1)

-usuadlly speak a language-other than English, (2) come from an environ-

ment where a language other than English is dominant, or (3) are

. foreign-born

An individhal in any one of these categorie# does ot nwessarily
have 'a limited command of English. For example, some foreign-born .

« persons come from countries where the predominant language is English.

and are, therefore likely to be proficient in English. (The 1970 -

‘Census indicatgs-that about 10 percent of the foreign-born population

was from the United Kingdom and Ireland. Another 8 percent came from
Canada, though a part of.this grouping would be predominantly French-
speaking ) -The-point is, howgver, that persons in the three categories
set forth in the law should include almost-all persons with limited
English-speaking ability (and, of course, some who can get along quite
well in English). A count of such individuals should put an upper limit
on the number of persons with limited English ability. This

‘upper limit will be called. (somewhat inaccurately) the non-English

background population, and a couht of that populatjon is what

language
the Sm?ey of lLanguages prov1des ‘ &

mem ccxrphéatmg factors, however. The first is'that a

.given individual may, belong in one, two or all three of the categories.

This is, not really a)problem except when it comes to describing the:
results t it makes matters samewhat camplex. The second factor is

\ 'y J‘,:‘
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more difficult to cope with. The problem here is with the second .
category=-persons coming -from &n environment where a language other
than Fnglish: is dominant, What cxactly.does that mean?

« . .

The approach taken in the Survey of Languages is to regard & .
person's household as the best indicator of the linguistic enviromment '
. and to ask two questions about language used in the household: (1)
What language is usually spoken in the household? (2) What other
language, if any, -is Spoken in the household? Having the answers to
both of these questions permits some flexibility in dealing with the
_ second category. ' ‘

‘To summarize up to this point: The main analysis of the Survey of
. Languages consists of tabulatingnthe answers to four basic questions .

(paraphrased): (1) What is the usual language spdken in the household? -’
(2) What other language is spoken in the househqld? (3) What is the . .
place of birth for each individual in the household? (4) What is the -

-, usual language spoken by each individual in the household?2 The-answers |
to these questions can provide an estimateyof the size of the non- o = |
English language background population. o ways of analyzing the data
are described below. - . * .

1
S . |

The first estimate is the count of \é.ll individuals who fall intx.)
one of the following categories: - '

) 1. Dersons who usually speak a1 other
R than English

' © 2. persons (other than the alove) who 1¥e in
o : households.where the 1 household” language - ‘
is not English | 1,287,000

.3. Persons (Other than the above) who live in <
house¢holds where the usual househedd language -
is English but where another language is '
spoken -

7,255,000

15,836,000  =°

. 4. Additional foreign-born persons not included . S =,
above . o 3,311,000

5. All others for whom a language other than .
English is the usual household language .. .

. ,or thé individual's. language, or who are ) L
' foreign-born | ' 231,000 ‘

~

» . ’ P4
2 s question was aked only if a non-English langtiage was spoken
in-the household. :

p .




. . . \
. 6 , Persons for ‘whom the usual household and Lo
’ R individual language was not reported but-
. .who live in a household where a non-English-
language is spoken dnd, who are native-born '\’ 735,000

PR
o !

.. 28,655,000 g °

.. Examimation of the individual categories is hélpful in judging the
nunber of limited-English-speaking persons likely to be found in this :
_population. It may be'supposed that many, perhaps most‘ of the rsons
“in the first category would have limited English-speaking abhlity ‘
pe in the second category usually speak English but come froam a.n
en t shere -a language other than English is- usua:lly spoken, * S0
some of them'may have limited English~speaking ability. The third
cdtegory is much more problematic: Persons in this category usually .o
s@k—i‘ngllsh and come from households e English As dominant, but ',
‘ where another language is also spoken. seems likely that mst of
1 these people would not have problemgs conversing in English. The fourth -
K category is camposed of Yadditional" foreign-born persons—that is, .
those who live in households where only English is spoken. It is unl:lkely
that many of these persons are of limited English-speaking ability. The
- fifth category is conpnsed of a smll population of wvhich many members
" are probably limited in English-speaking ability. The final category °
includes cases for which some data are missing and which are therefore
difficult to assess in terms of language prof1c1ency Lo

Overall, it is likely that a substantlﬁr nmbe;' of pergons in this
population are not 11m1ted in their English-speaking ability; conse- . -
"~ quently this estimate will be referred to as.the Broad Estimate. However,
by being hroad, his, population; which totals almost 28 million, must .,
certainly include almost everyone of limited English-speaking ability.

A second est\ te of the non—English language. ba,ckgrotmd popula.‘

tion is based upon the following categories . C -
\ ¥
1. persons wha usually speak a language other ! .

than| Engllsh 7,255,000

2. persons (other than the ‘above) who live in
households where +the usual language is not
T . EngllSh '1,287‘,“) ' .
| .

3. foreign-born persons not included above 6,424,000

4. ‘all others forblhom a non-English language
. is the usual household language or the .
individual's langyage, or who are forei‘-—

‘born: - . " 231,000




Categorles 1 and 2 m the same as'in the precedmg rist of .°,. -
~=  categor¥#es—many people in thém probably haVe ‘limited Epglish-spesking ~° - -
: ,ability. Category 3 includes forelgn-boxrn persons in ‘circumstdnces '
, " where probably few have limited English-speaking a.bllity Category.4 °*
* probably includés ‘many lmlted—mghsh—speaking porsons o
~ For gase of reference, this estimate will be known as the Narrow '
- Estimate even though many people in category 3 are probably not ’
. Iimited-English speakers. .On.the other hand, the Narrow Estimate does' -
. not include pérsons residing ‘in households in which the usual language . o
is English, but in which a non-English guage may be spoken. Quite - —
possibly,’some of them would Kave limited English-speaking ability. :
All things considered, it seems likely that, of the two estimates, the ° P
g - Narrow Estimate is the more reasonable. Th1s estimate; which gives a _ *
. . population. ¢ 15 million, also seems to correspotid cloéely to what the
. ~ legislation defines as the preconditions for limited Engllsbrspeakmg
abmlity It will be used in the rest of this report

- SIZEOF'IHEPOPUI.ATIO‘JBYAGECMJPS v y ’

- ' . R 4
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The sizes of several Jmportant age groups are sunmarlzed be!ow 3

‘ Age T ¢ L. Nmber of Persons
R : ’ . R e
' 4-5 ) /7, « +481;000°
5 . 6-18 : 3,118,000 -, -
‘;@k ; 19 and over. . 11,597,000 . ' Yy
— 4 M [ .
_ 15,196,000 .

ok

Thus, the-number of persons af school age (preschool elementa,ry
. “and secondary) is about 3.6 million. Since the total school age popula-
_—  tion 4 through 18 years of age is about 57.8 million, this means-that
6 percent of the total have a non-English language background. This
analysis also shows that 76 percent of the persons with a non-English
language backgound are 19 and over. For persons of school age, the o,
¢ - need for education can.perhape be best met by bilingual education. For ”
persons 19 and older, it may\k#, assumed that many are not seeking furt:her
education, -but for those that a.re, bllmgual educatlon may again be the 'z "
best response

"
SIZEOFTHEPGJULATIONBYLN‘JGUACEGKIIPS L -

The next point of interest is the prevalence of various languages .t
among the nen-English language background population. Table 11 shows the

* nurber of persons in each language covered by the Survey of La.ngﬁages .
¥ . . ' .
7 3 -The sum hy age groups does not quite correspond to the total given '
-, earlier because:of round—off error. £ {
‘ 1




TARIE 17 T K :
,‘SIZEnFPopULATImBYLANGUAcEm S -

Persons Whose Usual Household La.nguage Is Not Enghsh or Whose Usual Ind1v1dual Languz.ge Is Nof English. ¢
Including Persons Born Outside the United States, a.nd Forelgn-born Persons Not Included in These Groups,

- by Language Background and, Age Group: United Sta.tes’ July 1975. .. , :
. i\ o B B ’ ._\» . -
o _ .. - - by selected age_@oup (lggthousaxﬁS) 51 ¢
. LT ' - . - l ¢
#IOUSEHOLD LANGUAGE «4-5 6-18 _6—13/ 14—18 . 19—25' . 26-50 over .
BACKGROUND . " Total T - >
L R & \ y . . .
=-.Total persons '~ 15,497 481 ’?3,118 2,003 , 1,114, 1,540 5.145 ‘4,912
o . ’ . .
. Selected European . .. -t o ~ ] -
. French ‘ L64 . 7 9 a7 47 © 70 192 263
~ German . . . . 760 10 "85 57 29 53 . .. 269’ 342
Greek . 248 3 45 o~ 33 13 - 18 . 93 83 :
1 Italian = 993" 15 ~ 126 86 39 . 56 . 257~ . 541 .
N  Portuguese ® g8 10 44 23 - 21 o7 8 . 0y,
) R Spanish ' . °5,851 _,.301/‘, - 1,834 1,249 - 586 706 2,092 916 .
* M ‘e ’ . AN ' vt . i N . ’ T ) 3 .
Selected Asian & . . e . o
. .4 : , . ot P . : +
Chipese . ) 411 - 17 - 70 . 38 - ] 62 - 161 ' 101
Filipino 292 5 . 8 * . 586, : 19 120 61
. Japanese : . 216 8 26 ! 19 7 14 103 64
, . Korean . - 179 15 i 48 . 37 10 14 78 22

. . . . - , . . ' . A . ’

. Other .’ LT 2,07 Ny ;22\, 139 > 82 140 . o702, . 93
Foreign born and otbers \ /“ - -t ‘ ) : . ) ‘
whose language backgrbund / L ‘ ] , ) . N

© is not detemnned 3,399 50 , ¢ 437 2200 21.. .~ 338 1 000 1 531 ’

]

Note: Estimates of less tha.n 50 thousand persons . are not oonsidered statlstlcally reliable and are AT

. expected.to change considerably as a/result'of further surveys and analysis by thggelN atlozl Center for28
', Fducation Statistics. A vepbrt.to the- Congress on the results is.due July 1, 1977, "and will be used in.
2 { a second report on lhe (bndition of/Bilingga.l Education g,the Nation, due Februarslz’ 1, 1978.
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The table clearly shows #at the Spanigh language is by far the
. most common non-English language spoken in the United States, both in
total and across all age categories. For example) an estnnated 5.9
~“million persons 4 years of age and older usually speak Spanish or live
in.a household where Spanish is the dominant language. Some 2.1 .
million of them are of school age, 4 through 18. Among the population
for which a language is: 1denti‘i'-iﬁd, sh thus accounts for 49 :
percent of the qverall populﬁ‘tlon 9 percent ‘of the school-a.ge y
group. Italian is the next 1 language group, but it accounts for
only 7 percent of the ovetrall tdtal and 4 percent of the school-age
. group. Other than Spanish, just fivé lapguages are represented by
more than 50,000 persons each in the school-age population: Italian,
French, Fifipmo German and Chinese. '

SUMMARY .
A survey of 42,000 households in 1975 provides the ba51s for
eStimating the number of persems, age 4 and older, with a non-English
language background. This estimate, which may be regarded as an upper
]fimlt to the nurber of limited-English-speaking pgrsons in the Nation,
about 15 million. The corresponding school-—age populatxon 4 through
18, numbers 3.6 million. vy )
"
" * Aside from adult education or postsecondary education, the mumber
' of personls who might benefit fram bilingual education should be some-
what less than 3.6 million. A special 1976 survey should provide more
/’ precise estimates. The number of imi ted-English-spe persons over
"/ 18 who are seeking further education and therefore might benefit from
/ bilingual educapon’ is~not knownm.

‘L _ Among persons likely to have  limited Enghsh—spea.km% a.b111ty,
" Spanish is by far the most prevalent language-—49 percent ‘of the group
/ -4 years,of age and over, 69 pertent of the school-age group. No other
single lang'uage acoounts for more than 7 percent and 4 percent, respec-
t1ve1¢y—=-01\21e 15 million, the Spanish language was, represented by over
2.8 million, and all other lax)guages accounted for gboyt 6 million. For
" "over 3.3-million persons in the 15 million total, the domlna.nt language
was either English or was not determlned .

< . ’
. . ) 4
L ” f £ . . -

~‘ ‘ * /’ -
£ = -l- . e . * ¢
4 The Jlast in Table 1 indicates the nurrber of persons for whom R}
language was.i ntifled
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e RESOURCES REQUIRED TO MEET JHE EDUCATION NEEDS
- OF LIMITED-ENGLISH-SPEAKING PERSONS ' : '
: v oo - e . i “

In the previ?aus chapter,, estimates were made of the uf)per limit
of the nmber of limited-English speakers in the Nation. It was also
mdlcated that mifte precise data are being gathered and that the results

will be reported in the Second Report on the Condltlé'n of B111ngua1 o P
Education in. thé Nation. -
- » . b
To determine the resources required to meet needs there are other
data problems. There are no good estimates-of human and material °

resources presently ‘available for meeting the education needs of limited-
EngYish spea.kers Although it is reasagably ¢lear that there are not - &
enough bllmgual educa.tlon teachers or instructiopal materials, limita- -
tions in the data prevent-quantification of these shortages,® The

approach then, is to' determine the upper bounds of'the needs. The

Seconq Repoxﬁt will provide more precise estimates of the size of.'the

resource shortaggs andeestimates of the costs of eliminating the )

. "

> ~ \5‘
) Based on ltlk;g?rvey of Languages as reported in the previous
chaptér, the'n of persons of school age who might benefit from

bilingual education should be less than 3.6 million persoms. There are
an additional 11.6 million persons 19 and over, but resource estimates
will not be made for thit Jopulation at this time because it is not

known how many are seekmg further educatlon

1]
! . , ~

o .- : \ ¥ .
. To estimate the number of teachers needed for elementary and
secondary education, several assumptlons must be made. They are sum-
marized below: . s i .
(1) The size of the target population is 3. 6 million limited

English-speaking children distributed ng languages as

indicated by table 1 in chapter IV. That is, the current

‘ - upper limit of the target -population is taken as the es-

. timate of the population size aver the next few years-

- s

r

(2) Twenty percent of the target population"{vi]rl be so isvlated
that b111ngua1 programs will not be feasible for them,
This accourrts for' situations where there are very few‘** .
limited-English speakers in a given school at a g\iven grade
1eve1 " .

e




S . ~ .
* (3) In the average bilingual classroom, $hesrs
+  English daminant to English dominanfjgiftudeits is 3:1. 'Ihis,

» of course, iicreases the number of ¥hchers required but -
avoids segregating the non-English danim.nt students. There
is some limited ev1?1ce that the current ratio i8 slm.ller. .

(4) The average pupil-teacher ratio is 24.1: 1 in elanen 7
. schools. 'Ihismnberisusedasasurrogatefqraverage
+ © classroom size which is more desirable but npt.ava.ilable .
The average classroom size is always sanewhatlargerthan -
- the pupil-temher ratio. )

(5) The averagei-pupil-teacher ratio is 19.8: 1 in secondary.
schools and one out -of every - three teachers of limited-
_ English—speﬁung students is bilingual

With. these assurptions, it is possible to estimate the number of
bilingual classrooms fequi and therefore the nunber of bilinguﬁ
‘teachers needed. The ts given by language in table 2
considering the estimates, it 1s important to remember that unknown
numbers of persons are preﬁeutly work:ing as bilingual teachers,
available and qwﬂﬁed for such jobe, oi are in college, training t%
teach bilinguall¥. * To estimate the size of the tegfhér shortage at’

time in the future it will be pecessary to make estimates of the
n r-of teachers likely to be a able and subtract from the numbers
in téble 2. Such estimates will be/madé in the Second Report on the
Condition of Bilingual Education. :

With t assmptions given, it is estimated that 129 000 bilingual
education t rs are needed to meet the fieeds of the target popula-
tion. The tjo most striking featured of table 2 are that, of the total
teachérs uired, 61 pergent are needed for the Spanish language and
84 percent Of. the total required are at the elementary school. level.
The large nuibers for “other'' indicate that many.teachers are needed
f6r the many languages _which occur with relatively low frequency in the
population. This is supported by-the fact that the ESEA Title VII
program operates projects in 44 languages, of which only 10 are reported

.on table 2. Thus, there are 34' other languages, and probably many more
than that, for Whlch b{lingual education teachers are needed. It seems
likely hat the number of teachers required east for the 10
1 s reported in table 2, are of suffi ently large numbers to
mer ial programs designed to prepare bilingual education teachers.

TRAININGPKXIRALB

’

« The need “for 129,000 bilingual education teachers means a potentlally
large market for' proper,ly trained persons. The market is potential
because it cannot be assumed that school districts will seek to hire as -

?rm;ny bilingual teachers as may be needed. However, it does appear that

A
4
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. ' ‘ . _ ‘
. the demand .forfbilmgual tpachers will grow and the next question is:
Where will they come from?
. . TA& 2

-“Q{mmmnormamsmmmmmnmermmf o
¥ MJSE—-SPEAKIMPERSIB«INTHEMA@PMMTIQ\I 2

.
-

Spadish - - 67 760 . 10,523 - 178,283
‘,I‘—tal'ian SRR sas. . 5,115 |
* Gemn‘n‘ . 2,929 - T e oY 350 ¥
Filipino - - 2,667 | 539 3,206
tntnese . ” /| :’2,-404 R 2,997
“French "7 2,361 ¢ a4 3,205
Korean - °- . 2,213 . 180 T 2,453
“Greek © 1,79 - | 233 2,025
. portfguese, < ' - @,443 : © a3 1,820
{ sapanese - 1,180 126 1,306 i
other3” . “iodes ™  53% 24,979
. o .'o , g ‘. i . ’
. \ Total 108,852 .+ 19,987 128,839 '
I A S T /
1 $#vgment is deflned for» se f this table as } A
ary purpo o 91 as-ages 4~13.. ..
inclusive. |, ) ‘ ‘ . « i .
2 Secondary is det“slned as ages 1'4-18 mclusme ; L,
e 3, 'I'bls categor¥ was based upon persons whose language Wa‘s not

detegymined or for wham the language reported was not one of the 10
reported md1v1dua.11y in the table.

f
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. A survey conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics ./
" in 1975-76 found 218 institulions o higher education 6ffering some

form of training in bilingual;education for elementary and
schools. A breakdown by language and type of training is in
table+3. The offerings in these- institution§ range from a fo& specialized
courses to ocnplete programg offering degrees or certificates in

- bilingual educatjon. A followup survey is underway to classify the

institutions more exactly ,é.nd to estimate the nunber of bilingual -

‘teachers emerging from tb,eir programs: The results will be presented

in the Second Report on fhe Condition of Bilingual Education

‘ "In the meantime, /he Office of Education is taking steps to :lncn'ease
. the capacity of institutions of higher education to train bilingual
teachers by providing title VII grants to institutions to stimulate
them to éstablish or imprové bilingual education departments. In 1976
' it is planned to award Program Development’ Grants to about 40 institu- - o
tions of higher education at a maximum of $100 000 gich. I

. “In addition to grants to institutions, in 1976, 38 institutions E
“" in 16 States were selected to award Office of Education fell ,
‘to-bilingual education teacher trainers, Appr&kimately $4 million
‘is being provided for approximately 670 fellowships to master's or
doctoral candidates to qualify them t¢’train others.as bilingual educa~- v
tion teachers. Ten langua.ges are rep ted in the fellowship program, y

for preservige or -inservice

.

: Most title .VII training funds are

training. Preservice traineeships’ for roximately 856 undergraduate
or graduate students planning to serve local school system bilingual /
education programs will be awarded in 1976 at a meximm cost of $3,500
per trainee, for a total of $2,995,000. In addition $9,375,000 is
.budgeted for inservice traming of staff associated with loca.l clasaroom

. projects. It is anticipsted that about 25,000 persons will receive
training in this program. The number of Resouroe Training Centers will

" be expanded to 13 in 1976 at a cost of $5,000,000. ‘A major function )
-of these cenfers is to provide training to local project staff based IR

“on a needs assestment. It is anticipated that about 8,600 persons : s
associated with local projects will receive training’in the next °
6chool year.
’\v. - . \ }
/ A Y
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. * MMPERS OF INSTTTUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION TRAINING BILINGUAL
‘ SR EDUCATYCN PERSONUEL, BY LAKIAGE AD LEVEL OF ASSIGRET, 197570 ./ -

.
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| . , ' Elementary/Secondary /[ - . Postsecondary

m-aﬁl " } ‘
'l‘eachersAdninistntive 1 omg;-2 Teachers Others -~/

s .
Support. Staff, including counselors, psychologists libfarians, etc: o
tmraides C . ‘ . . -

Chinese, Filipino,hJap?apeae, and Korean p . - / S
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BILINGUAL INSTRUCTIONAL MA’IERIALS 9

Bilingual mstructlonal materials are, lge teachers, generally-

‘ in short supply. ?Apperently because of the 1imited market conmercigl
educational publishers have until recently hesitatell to comit them~
selves to development cogts. In the past few years, same Spanish/

ish materi have became commercially available; but the small size
of the target lations in other' languages.will prob@ly cause
publlsbers«to _proceed cautiously, if at all. ‘

, Y& Mo déal with problems of the small market, the Federal Govermment,

! \primarily thmugh the Officg of Education and the National. Institute of

. ‘Education, has supported deVelopment of bilingual materidls. For ~

exanple, since 1969, over $21 million in ESEA Title VII funds have been

spent in the development and dissemination of materials, Although the

greatest development has been in Spanish, materials azo béi.:g
ian 1

developed in French, Portuguese, Greek, Italian,
and many, Native Amerlcan languages. - Most of materials are-
ready for widespread classroom use. ' .

' Two Other sources of materials for schdpls are possible. Commércial
materials developed in f®reign countries are sometimes available.
However, they may have Jimited usefulness because the content qr -
language form is inappropriate for United States schools.

Materials may also be developed in the local school districts. Although -

limitations of funds and gualified curriculum developers tend to
peverely constrain logal 'development, this approach may be appropriate
for supplementary materials and may be the only feasible approach for
the less common Native American languages.-

. . To date there has been no good compendium of bilingual instruc~

o ‘tional materials availabley This lack will pe partially remedied soon
- by publication of a study nsored by the National Institute of
Education, of materials available in five languages. It will later be
supplemented by an ongoing Office of Education study which will extend
the scope to include -additional languages and dnscribe materials under
development as well as those already available.

Although the overall dlmensions of. the materials shortage problem
will be brought into clearer focus by the above studies, the Federal
Government, as noted earlier, is moving to fill some of the gaps.
Materials e1ther developed or under develo;ment in Federal pro:jects
include: ’

s - Curriculum for grades K-3 in Greek and Italian ,
- Social gtudies, h, science, and fine arts materials

-for les 6-9 in Spanish
- A multimedia so¢i Studl% program in Spanish and '
4 ) English

s .- Navajo curriculum for grades K-6.

. B ' b-
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}

3]



" - The first Nava,]o—Engllsh dlctlonary
- -~ Materials in Chinese, Japanese, Korea.n, Filipino,
and Samoan for. prekmdergarten through grade 3
- Materials in French and Portuguese for gradek K-6
- Criterion-referenced tests for. Spanish. children in

gradesl—G v,

L]

In 1975 the Office of Education funded a network of centers to
develop, test, and disseminate bilingual materials. Until that time,
developmental "activitles had been carried out by a few centers and by
local school districts.  The network of centers concentrates the

" developmental ‘activities in a more intensive and extensi¥ve manner and
promiseés more systematic development of higher quality materials. The
network will be expanded as necessary to fill identified néeds.
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_~  BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS - A
OCTTON ‘ B ‘ )
mmotthischptériatodeecribeedmatianmm
carried out in behalf of persons of limited English-speaking ability.

Waile the enphasis is upon bilingual programs, information about other
activities to meet the needs of the target population has also

_-been incl to present a more camplete picture.

Federal programs, which probebly are most directly con-

* cesmed with meeting the special educational néeds of 1imited-English

spoakers, are discussed. Some of theee programs, such as ESEA Title VII
and ESAA, have legislative requirements to support bilingual education.

“Dther programs, such as ESEA Title I and Right to Read, were.not designed

apecificdlly to provide bilingual eduction but may of course do so as
necessary to accamplish their om objectives. -

Another way in which Federal programs differ is in the way they are

. administered. Scme, such as ESEA Title VII, are discretionary grant

programs: the Office of Education makes a direct grant t a%gca.l
school district. With such a program, it is relatively &sy pursue
a particular educational strategy and, since the Office of Education
administers the programs, substantial information is aviilable about
program activities. At the other extreme are large programs like ESEA

. Title I or Vocational Education, which have broad purposes and are ad-

ministered by the States. The Federal administrative role is quite
limited, and emphasis placed upodl a particular educational approach
such as bil education varies considerably . the States. Also,
in State admihistered programs, little is known the exact nature
of the activities or what kinds of-children benefit: data reporting

are minimal in keeping with the limited Federal role. One -
side effect of the differing administrative modes is that the apparent
importance of various programs for limited-English speakers is distorted
by the relative amoumts of information available. Thus it is possible
for a large program like ESEA Title I tolnveagreattmtypknown (and .
therefore unreported here) impact upon bilingual education’. /

. -

The number of State programs for bilingual ediication has increased
gradually over the years, but little is currently known about their scope
or the mumber of ‘persons served. Available information is presentgd in
this chapter, but a thorough treatmént must await the Second Report) which
will include the results of an ongoing study of-State programs. )

Bilingual education programs offered and financially supported by
loalaqbooldistrictsmmmhomfwbor. Itishopedtlntustudg
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planned for school year 1976-77 will throw light on the extent to whi[
the needs of school-age, limited-English speakets are met by loca.l : :
programs. At this time, ho*evér data are not ayailabie.

Television affords the opportunlty “to expose 4 large nmber of -
people to bilingual education in at least a minimal way .and at rela-
tively low cost. It.also offers a partial solution to the shortage of
qualified bilingual educators. This chapter looks at the progrhns

. currently offering bilingual instructdon.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT, ESEA , VII l
/It is currently estimated that approximately 3.6 million school- _ -
age children in the United Statfs have a non-English~language background. {).
This number includes children fram homes where a language other than - '
English is spoken' and children who were foreign-born or woose parents . !
were foreign-born. . 3

- }\ i

To provide -an equal educational opportunlty to children of limited L
English-speaking ability, and to hélp local education agencies (1EA's) .
start prograns to meet the needs of these children (3 to 18 years of age),
Congress in 1968 enacted Title VII of ESEA (the Bilingual Education
Act), which encourages the establishment afid operation of educational .
programs using*bilingual education practices, techniques, and methods .-
at the elementary and secondary levels; encourages training of persons .
planning to participate or y participating in such programs;

. and encourages iculum ref and innovation. . The .act authorizes the

Commissioner to provide financial assistance for the following activities:

| .

-* discretionary grants. to local educational agencies or
to/ingtitutions of higher education (including junior
or commmity colleges) applying jointly with one or ~K,,
more local educational agencies for the..developnent e
/ and demonstration of bilingaul education Jprograms.

. R -
- g‘ants or contracts to(carry out trammg act1v1t1es by
. - : (a) institutions of higher education (IHE's) which apply,
after consultation with, or Jointly with one or more, i
local educational agencies; (b) local educational agenci&e
and (c) State educational agencies (SEA's). -
- the establiskment publication,- and-distribution by the

Camissioner of suggested models of bilingual education °

with respect to pupil-teacher.ratios, teacher quallfica-

tiopgs, and other factors af ting the quality of instruc-

tion offered in such p . -
.

.~ fellowships for study in the field of tramlng teachers

-/ for bilingual education. .

- s
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| . < development of materials, curriculums, and othe*steps -

i leading to the development@f bilingual education ~ . .
~ Programs.

, Prgggxpphilosophy _ d . - ) — .

"It values cultural differen Sy it-values the Tparning the child receives

- refonn, innovation and inpmvement in graduate
education and in the strucﬁme of the ax:adenic
profession

In addition this title authorizes the Corrmi&sioner to mke Pay-
ments to the Secreta.ry of the Interior to carry out programs of b
bilingusl educatfon for Indian children on reservations served by .
elementary and seoondary schools operated by the Department of “Interior..

-

Sehool distri®ts and othegr a.pplicants a.pply directly to“the U.S. A
Office qf Education for grants. Applicants submit proposals whit¢h are - «
Judged on the basis of the need for bilingual education, the quality
of the proposed educational approach, and the quality of the plans for

istering and evaluating the project. Proposals must include
zgilsions for the pa.rticipation of children from nonpublic schools and
for participation by parents and other comumnity members.

'Ibe philosdphy underlying thJ.s legislation holds that chlldretr -
with limited English—speakmg ability can be gui from the "known to ’
the ‘unknown.'. This guidance involves instruction in thé dominant L.
language while helping the youngster gain conpe ce in the English _ !
language. The bilingual education technlque then -makes use of 'two T
languages: English, and the one the ild uses at home - .

N L4
" This approach does not involve mere translation instead it uses
the languages interchangeably, one at a time, often :ﬁt different times™ - & °
of the day. The student performs drills in listening, , reading, :
and writing, in both languages, learns the history and'cpdture associated
with both languages, and acquires the skills and knowledge necessary to “

academic development and progross regardL____gﬁ lagguage.. L »

Biling'ual education is not viewed

comggnsatory effort boxb
is a ‘peckssary part o&
struetion, it is not sufficient to establish a bilingual education

izes the need to provide -
) .skills to the extent necessary =
to enable a child tQ progress effectively through the educational system. -

at hbme and in'the gomunity$and it values la.nguages as a transnitter of

- qu.lture , e o “
‘PmnBidggtandScope v " .. - ‘_- -
Since its inception, the a ppropriations for bilingual programs ander ’ \’
FSEATitleVlIhavegrownfmn$750Q000to$962700001n1976 e
\" . : _ 35.- 1 . . ) ‘.
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. Table 4 shows the scope of the program for those years. */w\a;\
.~ An examination of the table indicates that Trom-fiscat~yBar 1975 o g

|
v
P

. appropriations; a total of $84,825,274 wag obligated. This fount » . -
includes $52,836,176 awarded to.LEA's for 319 classroam demonstrations,
of which 68 were new starts. An-estimated total of 162,124 students *.
benefited diregtly from these demonstratiens. Projects are located in. s |
;35 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,jfthe Trust Territory ) ’

. ¥ pf~the Pacilic Islands, gnd the Virgin Islands. degonstrations
‘cover 44 languages, ‘including 17 Natise American, 17 Asian and Pacific,

- 48nd 10 Indo-Furopean” languages. An’ amount of $5,245,416 supported the
inservice training of 13,985 personnel associated with these ¢ ra-
tions. Additionally, $6,846,000 supportéd preservice traineeships for

 3,273:pergongel. - - :

1

r, »

- © ~ .

. Tab also shows that for 1976 approximately $59,864,000 will be
awarded t0 LEA's for about 425 classroom demonstrations, of which 176
will De new starts, and serving about 190,000 students. ' Approximately -
$10,231 800 will committed for inseryice training of about 30,000

. personnel associat8ll with classroom demonstrations.. In eddition, it is
anticipated that 275,000 will be obligated for rting preservice
traineeships for aboyt/ 856 pgavsognel. .. g ’ .

1
.

Other program fuhds supP®rted griduate fellowships and grants to
institutions of higher educatioh to develop or expand and improvee
‘their bilingual education training capabilities. They also -supported
a' network of centerg'jto assist funded projects and to develop, ¢agsess,
«and disseminate instructional matesials- information. The trajning
and centers network cAmponents:of the program -are discussed further in
the rempining sections of this chapter. T + ca
. ) " AN . 7 d
. This program is _fm‘wa:?ﬁf'unded. Cansequently, funds appropriated
and -obIigated in.one fiscal year are used by grant and contract re- .
cipients the succeeding, year, e.g., fiscal year 1976 funds will be used -
by recipients during fiscal year 1977, i.e.,, academic year 1976-77.
. “ ) £ - “‘

1y
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TARIE 4 (con't) = S
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FUNDING HISTORY OF ESEA TITLE VII BILINGUAL PROGRAMS 1969-1976

: 198.00
—0- 0=
0o g
5 =
prom -
= > ,
_ TOTAL PR TE VELLOWS : - o 3,000, 2,000 |
= OF RECIDIENTS o= o TR
- -mw%pmw —0- . O § 3,790,000 . $ 6,000,000
OF AWARDS . S N A 35 100
- RESOORCE CENTERS RS S - ¥ 3,560,583 3 5,000,000 .
o . . % & I 15 .
TOTAL FOR MATERIALS .DEVET COMENT & SR ' — ,
ASSESSMENT §& DISSEMINATION CENTERS : 0 . . 20~ $ 6,270,102 .$ 7,000,000
NOMEER OF CENTERS T 0~ 0= ) — 15
- AWARDS TO STATE D¥D P . . 0y — - — ~
- EDUCATION o0 AR R -0~ -0~ - -0- - $ 1,200,000
" NOMBER’ OF AWARDS & 0~ - , =5

R A— _ -
* Yy hthﬂhe exception of the authorxzation and appropriatiop, all uatals are estimated ﬁg'ur&s ’ R .
2/ These arg, estimated ‘figures of children .
3/ Includes $54,Q00 for the Adv:,sory Ommci] 3730 000 for a needs amessmnt and $2,797, M for Voco.tiona.l
Education Training. -
4/ Includes $100,000° f{ar the Adyisory Council MOO 006 for planning of bilingual education cl inm

~
/
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" Models for Bilipgual Bducatjon o
5 : . o ,

The Office of Education, through,a contract with the American -
Institutes for h (AIR); identified four bilingual projects that -~ .

skills, instruction in the.cugtoms and cultural history of the child's
home culture, and instruction in the child's home language to the“extent
necessary to allow him to progress effectively through school. In
of effectiveness, project participants had to show statistically and
educationally significant gains in English language skills, as well as
in subjetts taught in.the home language. The project had to have '
_ clearly definable and describable instructional and management compo-
‘ nemts. | . ! : . X

L

£

Candidates for the search came from program staff of ESEA Title VII |

- and of other ESEA and ESAA titles which support bilingual education

projects; from the files of previous.searches for effective projects;
and from State bilingudl educdition officials, school districts, and
regional educational laboratories. :
o - 6 ’
The bilingual project models égentified by AIR and approved by the
Dissemination Review Panel of the. Office of Education as appropriate,
for national dissemination follow: . .

(1)- Btlingual Education Program  ~
. Alice Independenté School District
Alice, Texas 1 , . . .
- In 1973-74 the project’ served 528 children
in grades K~4 in four schools. :

k.

» I [P

" - (2) Aprendemos en Dos Idiomas - o
i \ Title VII Bilingual Project . -~ ' . ;
‘ ' ..Corpus Chyristi Independent School District "
: _forpus-Ciristi, Texas : o . .
o . Spanish - In 1973-T4 the project served 519 children .
in' grades K—Q in three schools. . .
© (3) Bilmm Program ' .
Houston t School District
m' Texas - . , .

- Spanish --If ¥973-74 the project served 1,550 children °
‘ . in grades K-12 in 8 elementary schools, one junibr
y .-~ . high, and one high school. (Validation of the program
5 | was oraade‘sH,on}y.) o '

w

. , ) .
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(4) St. John Valley Bilingual Education Programs
Maine School Administrative DlStI'lCt #33 ' .

Madavyska Mame i .

French - In 1973-74 the pro,]ect served 768 children
in grades K-4 among the three ‘school districtg that
cooperate in the pI‘OJeCt .

of Public Law 93-380, which’ obhges the Commissioner of Education to’
..establish, publish, and distribute, with respect to programs of.

’ biling'ual education, suggeé¥ed models with respect to pupil-teacher

_ ratios, teacher quahﬁcat , and other factors affecting the o Y
qua.lity pf mstructmn offered inr such progran§ "o, ’ -

'I‘horough descriptions of the projects are being distributed
through the Title VII Resource Centers in order to provide educators:.
with models and i or implementing similar practices in bilingual .
educa.tion The proJect descriptions will include jnformation on the Lt
context in which the projects,have been developed and have operated, - -
and the educational needs of those district's children, $hich the
projects have helped to meet. The project descriptions serve as a .
\Source of ideas for project planners, teachers, administrators, school - ‘
boards, and PTA's. Also, they are the starting point for the develop— 7
ment of Project Information Packages for each qf the four projects,
providmgeducators with camplete mfoma,txenﬂd guidance toward rapid
development of nearly identical projects in school districts elsewhere.
. The Project Information-Packages are produced as part of the Office of

Such jdentification of ,the above models is within the language,
|
1
|

. E‘ducation s '"Packaging and Dissemination!' Program, which operates under

rity of the Special Project Act in Title IV of Public Law 93-380
"~ (Education Amendments of 1974). Plans are being made by the Office of
Education to field test the Bilingual Project Information Pa.ckages in
schools in 1977—78

-

4

The va.rlatlons in concentrations of 1un1ted-Eng11sh—speaking-
ability children in a district, the number of different languages in-
volved, the.ages of the youngsters, the degree of native language
oaxpetency, and the degree of English language competency suggest that -
different model approaches may be appropriate in different sittations.
Hopefully, through. ESEA Title VII grants for demonstrating various

of bilingtal education, the appropriate models will be discovered

for different groups of children who have non-English language and
.cultural backgrounds. . . A

- , ¢

Building Capacity for Bilingual Edfication - S ‘

The Bilingual Education Act, as amended, and the rules and regula-'
tions established to carry out the Act reflect, ir. part, theﬁo:perience
of the program's operation and the results of formal evaluatioéns con-
ducted at the national level by the Office of Educatior and at the 1ocal
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resources needed to inplement effectiye programs. 3
to adequately trained teachers for bflingual education; the)other refers
to appropriate curticular materials for those PTOgrams .
Jfucation's response, called the "cCapacity-building" st egy, ‘uses
significant amounts of title VII program resources to:

/

Q) encourage the training of teachers for bilingual
education projects a.nd of training the teachers of
thge teachers .

(2) promote-the nn.terials—develomlent materials- .
dissemination, -and tec.hnical assistance a.spects of
the natiohal pmgram

.,

~Teacher Tra.m:tgg; While the classroom demonstration projects have

always included some inservice training and curriculum development,

they reach only a smill number of students. The Education Amendments
of 1974 e!phasized training needs by requiring that $16 million of the
first $70 million appropriated be Uused for training, and that one-third
of the amount above $70 million be similarly earmarked. These funds’
should increase the capacity of the Ration's éducation systan to serve
the special needs of the non-English speaking student

It is estimated that almest 129,000~‘b111ngual teachers will be
to meet the needs of the English-language-deficient tdrget

population: (The basis for this estimate is explained in Chapter V.) .
While the exact number of bilingual teachers now available is hot known,
a large shortage is believed to exist. Toward correcting tHis deﬁciency,
approximately $22 million was allocated to LEA's and institutions of
higher education.in 1975 and $28 million. in 1976 to support a variety of
training programs These training programs include

]

(1) INSERVICE TRAINING - In connection with ongoing classroom
projects, $5.2 million in 1975 and $10.2 million in 1976
funds will provide training for about 14,000 achﬂ.nist -
tors, parents, counselors, teachers, and aides i-
pating in 1975 funded projects and abdut 30,000/such
participants in 1976 funded projects.

(2) SCHOLARSHIPS - About $6.5 million in 1975 funds provided
. traineeship.stipends to 3,273 personnel preparing for o
’ participation in local buingual education projects.
About $3.2 million in 1976 funds will proyide stipends for
750 trainees. These awards, made By the LEA's, assist
s recipients:achieve degrees and/or tation in the
. field of ‘bilingual education. ' o

d

<«




¢ \
(3) GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS - In fiscal year 1975 a total ,of 474
fellowships were awarded through ‘30 universities in 13
" States at a cost of $3 million. It is antieipated that
R $4 million in 1976 funds will support about 700" awards. -
v+ _ $his program is-designed to increase the supply of, and
- provide additional graduate training for, trainers of
teachers in bilingual educatior programs in institutions
of higher educatibn. These, in turn, w¥ll pnovid:e -a

’,"s resource for increasing the number of bilingual education -

teachers available for local school system prpjects.

\ (4) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT - Gr\a'ﬁts in the amount of $3.8
million in 1975 to 35 institutions of higher education
and $6 million in 1976 to 100 institutions will support the
. developnent of their bilingual education training
capabilities. -

- Resource Centers, discussed below, are another training resource.
Seven such centers were supported with $3.6 million in 1975 funds, and
it is anticipated that about 16 centers can be fun@d with $5 million .
in 1976 funds.

—Centers Network. In the past , the development of materials was largely
a local responsibility with the exception of a féw materials development
centers The materials.developed ‘by these centers were limited
-disseminated through infrequent conferences as well as by informal
means.

Under the new law, USOE's Office of Bilingual ‘Education is able‘to *
‘operate a large network of centers. There are three types: Resource
Training Centers, which provide immediate services to LEA's; Materials
Development Centers, which ‘provide materials in the language of the
target groups being served; and the Dissemination and Assessment .

— Centers, which X¥ssess, publish, and distribute the na.terials/ developed.

L]

-

Resource Training Centers are primarily responsible for (a) 'pro-
‘'viding direct services to classroom teachers within funded local
eéducational agenmes and institutions of higher education and (b)
- coordinating services with State education agencies ¢SEA's). After the
initial funding period from fiscal year 1975, funding priorities
concentrate on program planning, staffing, and development of procedures.
Resource Training Center services are expanding the scope of théir
services to include technical assistance in program planning and opera-
tion, evaluation of programs, materials utilization, staff developent
and dissemmation of information on effective program practices and
procedures. In addition, the Resource Training Centers will corduct
reeds assessments for the Matetials Develc t Centers and will be re-
sponsibte for coordlnatlng the field-testing 0f materials within a given
ion. ‘ B

4
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o ‘Materials Development Centers'are responsibile for developing
H bilingual-milticultural student materials, and materials specific to
‘ teaching skills in the languages of the target groups being served as -

—

determined by needs assessments conducted by ‘the Resource
«Centers. The materials developed at these centers are to be field-
terted by the Resource Training Centers, which provide direct services
to LEA's. The materials will then be distributed by the Disseminatior
.and Assessment Centers. & . '

: . .t /
Dissemination and Assessment Centers function both in supportive
and technical-leedership roles in providing services to the networkggaf
centers. Their primary role is to evaluate, publish, and distribute
instructional materials and to dissemingte professional information on
an'ric\llm, training, lmman resources, evaluation, and assessment. Their
function includes assessment of the appropriateness of materials de-

signed for publication and the effectiveness of materials utilized in

programs, and overall program assessment witky a view to possible identi-
fication of successful models. Lo

14

In 1975, 12 Materials Development and Assessment/Dissemination o
Centers were awarded a total of $6,270,102, and 7 Resource Training
Oeliters‘yre awarded a total of $3,560,583. Thus for thke first time an .
orderly ‘and logical division of lgbor has been established to get |
bilingual instructional paterials that are needed in the classroom. It

is expected tgat the numbér.of cegters will increase in 1976 to account

for more 1 : and.to narrow the geographical area that each lmsj:,now"
cover. ’ "
., EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT
[4 - -
b, - Overview v
P i

- . 'The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), Title VII of the Education
* " Miendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-318), was passed by the 92nd Congress
and signed into law on June 28, 1972. Un er its authdrity financial
assistance was made available far the foll purposes: -
- to meet the special needs incident to the elimination
. of minority group segregation and discrimination among-
students and faculty in elementary and secondary schools

=~ to eficourage the voluntary elimination, reduction, or < )
prevention of minority group isolation in elementary g
' and secondary -schools with substantial proportions of -
) . minority group students :

N - to aid school children in overcoming the educational -
__ disadvantages of minority group isolation. (/

FJ .
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" approximately 6.8 million students enrolled in these school districts,

quest of an eligible LEA.

* ESAA funds are allocated for specific &t;,vities authorized in the .
legislation, Eighty-two percent of each year's total ESAA appropriation
is made available for apportiomment among the States. The act allocates
$75,00Q to each State plus an additional amount-based on its proportion
of minority group=thildren, with no State receiving less than $100,000.
The ESAA State apportiomment programs include Basic Grants,cggﬂot <
Project Grants,’ and Nonprofit Organization Grants. TR ‘
The remaining 18-percent of the total ESAA appropriation is re- a
served for specific set-aside programs and discretionary projects which
" are administered by the Office of Education. The ESAA-national programs
include Bilingual Grants, Educational Television Projects, Special
Projects; and Evaluation Contracts. ,

- ’ * -

*In fiscal y€ar 1974 a survey was conducted to determine the number
of Spanish-surnamed students enrolled in school districts with ESAA -
projectd. Of the $233,355,147 total fiscal year 1974 ESAA obligation,
$86,351,199 (41.3 percent) was awarded for projects in school districts
which enrolled a substantial number of Spahish-surnamed students. Some
344 (31.8 percent) of the total 1,038 ESAA projects were awarded for
projects in school districts with' a substantial number-of Spanish-
surnamed students (24 States, Puerto Rico,, and the Virgin Islands). Of \

about 1.9 million (28 percent) had Spanish surnames.
. .

ESAA Bilingual Grants ‘£ ' ' f
Under Section 708 (c) of Public Law 92-31%‘“(as amended by Public
Law 93-380) ESAA Bilingual Grants may be awarded to Iocal education
agencies in which minority group children are not receiving an equal

-educational opportunity because of language and cultural differences.

. The ¢ants are awarded for the purpose of developing or implementing
bilingual/bicultural curriculums to impréve the reading, writing, and
speaking skills.of minority group children from environments in which
Englisk is riot the|daninant language. Th)t; projects are also designed to

* enhance mutual int ial and inter®thnic ufiderstanding. To qualify

for .a Bilingual Granttan-LFA has to be implementing an eligible de-
segregation or minortty isolation pian and meet the requirements for
a Basic Grant. Bilingual Grants may also be awarded to nonprofit

.organizations toWevelop bilingual/bicultural curriculums at the re-

ESAA applications .for Bilingual Grants are evaluated accordirng to
specific se ‘criteria by the Office of Education-regionel staff
and non—FeSral review panels with special expertise in bilingual educa-
tional pro 1d school desegregation., Following the review and

_evaluation process, the applications which receive minimally acceptable
rating scores are placed in rank order nationally and funded from top
to bottom until all funds made ‘available in ESAA's initial funding phase

3
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are exhausted. Bilingual applicants are also eligible to participate

in the suhsequent resubmission process during which low scoring appli-

cations can be revised and resubmitted for further conpetition for ‘
¢ ESAA set-aside funds. . .

Under’ the ESAA legislation, 4 percent af the total ESAA. appropria-
tion is authorized fox Bllmgual Grants. Following~“is a 3-year funding

-- analysis:
. Ap_propfiation Obligation . No. of Projects'
1973 $ 9,111,000 $ 8,888,013 39
1974 | 9,958,000 .1 10,857,968 . .47
1975 9,053,000 9,052,000 34
. $28,121,000 - $28,797,981 . 120 -
1

Amount in excess of authorization made pos31b1e through addition of
funds reserved to the Assmt%nt Secretary under section 708(a)(2) of L
the Act..

School districts receiving the 34 ESAA Bilingual Grants in fiscal year
1975 reported a total enrollgient, of 1,160,295 students: 680,385 0t -~
58.6 percent minority enrollment and 479,910 or 41.4 percent nonminority
enrollment. Of the total enrollment some 317,045 studenss or,27.3
percent have been identified as ''non-English dominant." .

School districts estimated that some 93,045 students or 8 per-
cent of the total enrollment in the LEA's ~,w1Il participate in the
*projects in fiscal year 1975: .

Black "~ ' 10,505 (11.3 percént)
v . American Indian : \/ . 155 ( 0.2 percent)
m  Spanish-surnamed 46,801 (50.4 percent)
Oriental - ) 723_ ( 0.8 percent) X
’ , Other Minority 113 ( 0.1 percent) )
- Other Participants. . ’ 34,658 (37.2 percent)
, . . I |
. e . * ‘ '
! . 32 ...
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Approximately 5,00045~;tuden_ts' from nonpublic schools parp'fcipatingin =
the .bilingual projects have been \identified put not included in the .
public school ,participation figures. . .

Représentat ive Program Descriptions:= ESAA Bilingual Projects “

o —  San Francisco, California. A bilingual grant to the San .
] Francisco Unified<School Pistrict provided support for T
bilingual/bicultural instruction in basic skills to elementary
students in four major language areas: Spanish, Chinese, .
Filipino, apd Japanese. - Additional program support for staff
and materials develppment was provided threugh State funding.

Special instructional features included miltiracial classes,

- English as a second language, bilingual instruction in

- conteht areas, individualized instruction in reading and
matHematics, and utilization of,bilingual teachers and L
counselors. Non-English languages were taught as subject S
areas and were used to instruct non-English dominant or non-

English monolingual students. Special emphasis was placed on
apgreciation and understanding of the.relevant culture in each .
_ethnic program through a multicultural and interdisciplinary
approach to the social studies curriculum. '

. -- Dade County, Florida.~ A grant to the Dade County School .

Board supported a bilingual program for gbout 3,000 Spanish- . .
‘gmoaking students. The objective of increasing the reading
‘01 of the-students was pursued through a high intensity

reading program, with individual diagnosis and counseling, and . -

home visits. Basic concepts and skills were introduced in the
students' own dominant language with subsequent reinforcement

~ in the secomd language. Training sessions and workshops were
éonducted to familiarize teachers with new, instructional
strategies which are offective ih multiracial and multiethnic
environments. o ' ’

VOCATIONAL EDUCATIOM ACT o

Bilingual ‘Vocational Training, Section 194 or Part J .

Authority to support bilinggal vocational trainihg programs was
aithorized in the Education Amendhents of 3574, Public Law 93-380. .
Title VIII, Paft D of. this-legislation amended the Vocational Educatiorn
Act of 1963~and, in Section 194(a), authorized the .Commissioner of - e
Education to make grants and enter into contracts with appropriate State
agencies, local education agencies, postsecondary institutions, and
private nonprofit vocational training institutions especially greated
to serv® a group whose. language is other than Epgiish. The purpose of
the Bilingual Vocational Training Program is to ptvidepersdns who )

)
9
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' have left or corpleted elementary or secondary school, and who are un-*
arployed or underemployed becausSe- they are limited-English speakers
w1th tra.lnlng which will enable them.to ,enter the labor market
- Evidence of the need for such a program is manlfested 1?the 152
applications submitted in 1975 to the program. fram 34 Stawes and- )
territgries. ‘languages proposed in the applications ificluded¢Spanish, ,
French, Chinese, Indian, Filipino, Eskimo, Chamorro, Samoan, and . ~
g Micronesian. . . ) ) ’ - ’ ‘ ’ ’

-
<

A The 21 projects, which were funded for a total of $2:8 million,
e located 1n nine States and Guam and are trammg 3 250 persons.
‘\g.nguages in the projects are Spanish, French, Chmese ’Indlan,'and
.Chamorro. Seven of the projects’are located in community.’or J?'uor
- colleges, six in local educatipnal agencies, four in instituti®ns of
‘ higher education, two in State educatign agencies, and two in private 4
nonprofit dgencies. The essential aspect of these projects which
differentiates them from a monolingual vocational training gram ig
the fact that training is conducted in both English and the non-English
lange; trainees acquire sufficient cgupetence in English to enable
P them to perform satlsfactorlly in a work situation. Examplee_of such-

pI‘OJ ects: / ) - - . -

-~

-- Two projects in Maine are offering programs designed for - .
older Franco-Americans who will be.trained to wor as . . S
geriatric aides. Trainees will be prepa.red to serve as ’
staff personnel in agencics.for the aging to facilitate
communication with.Franco-American clients and to develop

. specialized Franc8-American seryices. .

. - Los Angeles Harbor College 1s attempting to meet the.needs v

T of limited-English speakers and equip them-with skills&:o e
give them greater opportunitiyes for employment, _Areas of o
training include’several categories of bilin 1 clerical

~ work such as receptlomst clerk, seéretary, and tax accountant,

v as well as medical assistant, dental assistant, health science

worker, and 1ndustrial technoligist. (

-- Theé_tansmg School District 1s serving a portion of the Spanish ’. \
speaking population, many of whom are unemployed, by offering

- ‘ progrdms to train limited-English speakers to work as bllmgual

’ clerk typists, auto mechanics, and, machme shop operators.

-- Two programs in New York Clty are pffermg tr,alnmg to memmbers
of. the Chinese commmunity who’are 1imited-English‘speakers. The
China Institute 1in America’is providin aining for: service

C . as professional chefs and will place e trained blllngual C
i in restaurants cooperating with the”program. The Chinatown
s, Manpower’ Project, whlch ig the oily man‘ower tmmlng centér
a L N o ' e ' B L
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serying the New York City Chmese community, is offermg~
trhmmg~ in b()th para-legal and pa.ra—a,ccountmg sklll&

Bll‘mgual tra’lnm in 10 different .skllls is offetéd "t@
Spanish spedkers/in the program in the Rochester, New York,

i Vocational:areas-include plumbing, nry,
eetr1c1ty, welding, clerk typist, mirses de,
, gmephic arts, apd fire and police work

AT segment of the unenployed population in Guam are
S .+ limited-English dpeakéi's who have had no opportunity to "
. .. enroll in bilingual p The Department of Educakion
. + " '"is providing bilingual ' to Chamorro speakers in

X . hospltallty trades, constructign trades, service tridgs, and
. bus:,ness a,nd offi 1ce. 'trades ,

!’I udy of Bili

Sectlon -192
t retary of Jabo

cat10na1 'I‘raunlngL Sectlon 192 of Pa_rt J

Part. J. requlres the foner of Educatlon and
to ‘make an gnnual report’to the President and
the Congress- on status. and  impgct of bilin vocational. traingng
in the United States. The Offime of Education® ~1!?‘1t1ated an ex-

*/"ﬁloratory study to collect H\formatmjl for the report.

Data is being s?;lg,ht fre 150 States regardlng: exlstmg bilingual
»* vocational ‘triining -programs, enro}lments chara¢tertstics of enslullees
- cost: and. dther descriptive information. TO the extent Possibl
* &study will identify the methods and ‘techniques o programs which appear .
£ "0 be ‘successful as well as factors’vhich ismhibit success.
. of the study ‘will-be repoi'ted i™19%.. Some of the hlghhghts are

given’ below X ‘ . j, ;
Data EM the mvonton of b111ngua1 vQcatlonal tra}nlng progrants -
“for adults indicate there are 94 programs “in 19 States. for persons 16 or
dlder ¥he are'no Tonger attending-elementary or secﬂﬁdary schools.
Approxmately 13,000 students are enrolled ‘at y given .time ].P bilingual

progrants providing occupational tramlng in nearly 430 courses ‘in

LA 3

sé\zen ‘ma jor octupational areas.

»

Tlurty SRy ol (58 percent) oi

nme! (81 percent) "are 1n. eight States:

a, Pennsylvania, New Mexico,

The@largest
/ has ala()ut I7O courses in 35 d1fforent skills. P

a_réa trade and mdust

l

are in (‘ahfornia
Catifarnia, New York, Texés,
Massachusetts, and Connecticut::

the progr

r1a1

Slxty—
.

Mos1;'

- The results o
P

[y

'6/

rQEraIns are otfered by local education agencies, ‘junior and commnity

. ! Qélleges T

OI' MeLt 1power

jonal odcupational center s, ethnjc mstltutes,, Jco Corps,
’ Al . ' B

1’1('19‘3

N " One Q{* the 1ar gest. bilingual occupational training programs*
. , +ig conducted by the' Dade County publié¢ schesl system in
Florida in cooperation with the Dade:County \,omnunlty College.
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oo ¥ Approximately 1350 limited English-speaking personggre L
. Jenrolled in_50 occupational courses scattergd throughout.the -

county ‘in schools, the college campus, and 16 Adult Training™  *
‘Cgnters. These courses are in basic volapjonalygreas:® ©
‘ distrib®tion (incame tax preparation and man t), fedical .

. (nursing), secretarial and clerical, and, textile'wanufacturing -, e
- (drapery’and dressmaKing).. Most courses are open extryjopen

¢ ™ v
RS . » " ]
.

+  exit and fh& graining. duration varies widely. - . ) ‘

== Some programs are sponsared cooperatively 'by‘ vocati

- schools and the manpower consortium¢ Cleveland, Otri¢y has
‘ ‘-" "F»  operated such a program for 5 years sim a multicounty dres |, °
- = . for Spanish-speaking Puerto Ricans and Mexicans: The program « +'
. offers 26 weeks in machine.shop and related skills .and, 26 o
. weoks@hf elerical training. All language training is job DO
specifig afld takes place within skills classes taught by" ,

ro . bilingdal instructors. I , .
\ « @ L ., , -
- '--  The Texas Education agency, working with .school districtd ) .
e o in Brownsville, Laredo,” and San Antonio, has foryGyears . - -
- . conducted bﬁ\gual Office bccupdtions-programs for Mexican- i
» - 'Angerican ad®®s. TRese pregrams teach a wide variety of PR
courses jn office michines, ‘aCcounting, and secretarialland .
cleric%l skills to vlasses of 30 -traihees who attend 15] hours: o
a week for J yearé. Trainees#re required to speak and read s
"some English upon entry. The ¢lasses are conducted pr ly . -
in Spanish through a bilingual %"nstructar who provitles English .
-language training within’ tp;e‘%kl‘ll class. ’ R SR
&

*

.
» -
.

-- ,Bchools and ‘gommunity colleges in Galifprnia offer at leagt . -, ,C,
e 35 programs, more than any dtier Stasd. lesrinclude the -
s Vocdtional Training Center, affiliat ith Re College, "~ ..+ ' &7
which has operated a bilingwal training program *Spanish- . "
*., speaking Vlexicai-Americans sincc 1971. The Cent®r provides * -
* ~ ' training in welding, ornamental ironwork, blpeprint readings ! .
* auto’ bedy repair, furnit uphglstering, and a variety of & N
auto and ongine repair cdrses, and:is planning courses-in ° ~ | «

office occupations and .in child development and ¢are.” These’ -

~ ' are year-round open-endéd courses which vary in d\@@n;from PR

g .$-to 6'months. Current enrcllment i§ about 190‘ S .

- i~ The Santa Ana Unified School District is currehtly converting .’ 7’
) 'I J'\ many of its occupational training courses into muiltilirigual o
: ol (English, Spanish, and Vietnamese) gourses., The first courses
to be converted were programs to train ec%ronics tethpicians
> %.and dgfftal assistants. These began in 19y 60 students, = *-
Trainees will not be required to speak any English upon entry - %
r ‘ into the program, and the courses will be .taught solely or,

. N . oo, >
L] . R ’ . A ;. hd
PR
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e predmunantly in.the tidined's nat1ve language, with job-
a . , specific Engllsh instructlon 1nc1uded in each.skill class.

State—Adnnnlstered Vocat 1ona1 Educatlon PLOME

-~ - The Vocatlonal }:,du( atlori Act of 1963, as amended, authorizes

_ Federal grants_+o St"'ttes{o support existing programs and to develop -
e new programs of vocational education. ~ Grants-are,made upon approval

of*State plans by the Office of Education. Sectlon 102(a), Part A of
»  the act authorizes basic grants on a matching basis; section 102(b) ’
authorizes rnonmatching grants-to support programs "and sérvices for C o
- . persons (other than handicapped perspns) who have academic,_socio-
. eoonanic or other-handicdps that prevent them from succeeding in the
regulatlon vocatlonal’ educa ~program; - SeC jon '102(3) authorizes
" grants to support programs f rSons of 1 ed Engllsh—speakmg
-, ability.. . . . . ‘
* “The apptopriation ¥or the basic ts was $4B0,078, OOO in fiscal
. " year 1975; the program fgr students special. needs was funded at’ 7_ "
‘$20 pillion. " No funds were appropr under authorlty of section’ :
102((:) (programs for persons of 1121ted Fnglish-$peaking a,plllty)
* >
R 'Although the baslc ‘grants program and the program for students
WItS_k special needs may include services for persons of limited Engllsh-
ing ability, ‘AMhe ,State plans submitted to the Office of Education
do not necessar1lx address—the area of bilingual education. The annual
reports of the States,.€imilarly, do not necessa.rlly include informa-
tion ‘on bilingual components of programs Or on sérvices to persons of
. ® limlt'ed English- speakln ability. Some eV1dence of bilingual approaches

' ", are indicated, however: some State reports. ' Some examples from
) reeent reports mclude ; >
' ~- (California ted uge of bikingual instruction’ in some
g R projects.: The Santa 8arbara City High School District
- 7 © . . “%employed bilingual counselor aldes to offer career counsellng
0 L - +in Spa.msh and English.
" o " =— ™Made County, Florida, pr®vides tralnlng w1th bllmgual 1n-
: . structors in distributive education, health: gelated and public
. ’ * ..serviee 'ou,upat 1ons, industrial education, ping,
f T X typing, of fice practice, gonmermal serving, upholstery;
' nursm;, tr'umng, and other flelds‘ » )
. - ’
. — A progiram in Rx)chester ‘\Iew York serves 400 adultd with
- . - bilingual instructors, counseling, jgh placement, and follow- . o
T 7 up services: Training. Is of ferad ir®heal:h occupations, food . ¢

S ) _»  servjces, soc ial gervices, clerpcal occupations, autcmative
) ’ © ' trades, electr 1(‘&1 trades metal trades, and oonstfuctlon "
Yo occupatinns. .
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AIFILT EDUCATION PROGRAM® ' , ' R PR
.. The Adult Education Act (Public Law 91-230) provides Federal
assistance to expand educational opportunities gnd to éncolirage State-
administered programs of adult public education that will-enable any
individuals 16yedrs of age or older to continue their education to

at least .the leyel of campletion of seo,ond?ry school.

The act authorizes grants for, adult education to States that have
Annual Program Plans approved by the Commissioner of Education. For
fiscal year 1976, the Congress appropriated $67.5 Million for adult
education grants to carry out this authority. The Federal share of®the .
Aflt Education Program administered.by each State shall pot exceed 90 -
pe of the total .program cost. .. -

The ' Edueation Amendment® of 1974 énb]ic Law 93-380) amended the*: ° s
Adult Education *Act to prévide for bilingual adult edueation programs °
for perstns’of ‘limited English-speaking ability. The term "limited i

Engl ish-speaking ability" (as-defined by Section 703(a) of Title VII T
.- of the Elémentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) when used with
.reference to adults means adults who come from ehviromments where a * ., &

language other than English'is dominant and for this reason have -~
diffidudty speakingeand understanding instruction in the English language. - '
’ - NES . . , , ’ . . ' .
The act (Section 302) provides for programs of instruction that will * &
enable all adults to continue their education fo at least the level of )
campletion of secondary school and make available the means to secure .
training thdt will enable them to become.more employable, productive, .- .
4nd responsible citizens. - : e e

~_ ¢ o & . - .
The new amendments (under Section 306(11) of the Adult Education |,
Act) provitlie‘.fphat State plans shall (among other- things): "'~ .

provide that speciaf assi'stance be given to the needs of .

persons of limited English-speaking ability (as defined in -

section 703(%) of Title VII of thé Elementary ard Secondary, - _ -

Education Act of 1965), by providing bilingual adult educa-

1iQn programs in which instruction is given inyEnglish and

to the extent necessary to qllow such persens’ to‘.brogres;s .

pffectively through the adult education. program, in the native:
' language-of such persons, carried out in coordination with ]
&  progr®ms of bilingual education assisted under such Title VII oo

© ‘and bilingual vocational education programs under the Voca— | .
tional Education Act of- 1963. T

To impl&ment this new legislative provision, the regulations for ‘the
‘Adylt. Education State Grant Program (45 CFR Part 166.12(e)) require
each State to include -in ifAnnual Program Plan a statement ich de- -
saribes the policies, procedures, and criteria tosbe foll by the

Staté agency in approving local education agency and public and private’

~

4
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nonprofit agency programs for providing bilingual adult educatiga. o ] 1
. addition, theuidelines for the Preparation of State tions ‘

, suggest that the State Education Aéency describe:. RS '

|
?
( 1) the criteria to be uwd to 1dentify personiof ted g o,
: _ . English—speakmg ability; |

e -€2)' the methods to be used to.determine the appropriate dasign, .
* "and to develgp and implement relevant prograns of in- *~

L] o
.

struction, .. X - L

\ ' . N i

(3) the proposed level of act1v1ty, including the nmbe,r and ) .

« ' locatlon of persons to be served . h . 1

. 4y~ the rationale for the allocatlon ?a.f funds in terms ot dollars o
. (or percentage of allocation). . . |
Iocal education agencies, which.receive Fellera] funds°through State _ * |
_ agencies; carry out most programs and most assure the State education v
’ " agency that expenditures for bilingual adult education programs will - .
" - supplement title VII monies and not.amount to a diplication of effort. |
B idl Experimental Damnstrét)on Projgcts and Teach® Training
N ‘are authorized ufider section 309 of “the act. Authority for - |
‘.- the administration of this section of the act was transferred from the - .
: . ipner of Educatlon to the State education agencies‘by the |
Educatlon Amendments of 1974 In transferrmg this authority, the act.
. was amended to require that 15 percent of, the annual Federal allotment
to each State must be used for special experunenta.l demonstration
’ projects ald for training personnef engaged, or ‘preparing to’ engage, in !
" adult educatlon edn . .

\

) ™, J‘
The regulations for the Adult Educatlon Sta’be Grant Program have |
been amended (45 CFR Part 166, subpart D) to cover section.309 of the |
act; this subpart gives special reference to programs for and methods of ’ i
educatlng adults of . hmlted English-speaking ability. In addition, the |
Guidelines for the. Preparatlon of State Applications suggest that, in |
ecting pro;yects ‘for funding under section 309 pf the act, State‘s give 1

. sideration to special projects designed to "I t the spec1a1 |
P educational needs of adults, -including persons of limited English- ' |
1

~ speaking ability...;" and, to teacher training programs designed to ''(1).
meet the special tralnmg needs of personnel employed in priérity L
programs such as bilingual adult education programs for pergéhs of )

. ] limited English-speaking ab111ty Y . P

* -
Section 310 of the act is a.nother spec1a1 pa,rt of the' acf which
11s for educational programs for e1 y persons whose ability to*
- $peak and read the English langudge islimited and who live in an area .
*with a culture different from thelr own ’I‘h;s section o; the law has
never been’ funded, however. ‘




T There is V1rtua11y no 1xu’ormtlon with which to assess tm mpact <
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of the 1974 amendments to the Adult Education Act which were intended to
give special attentiop to persons of limited mgllsh—speakmg ability. . “
‘Annual Staté Performance and Fmancml Reports proyide very limited

+ , information on program partlcipa.nts expenditures, and outtomes at the

State 1lqvel. For example, the following summarizes information from the .
three most recent years,for ‘which data are available A : )
- -
e ¢ ¥ Federal American Indian, Asian
o ' ' Adult |, American, and Spamsh—
Expehditures (in- * " Education surna;nad ..
thousands) + . Program J Percent -
) Non - _ Enroll- - of lt:otal /
FY Federal* Federal Total ment ) Enrollmﬁt Enrol
1971 41,534 15,322 + 56,856 ' ' 62Q,922 - . '133,641 22.3 %
. - T : - T e .
1972 49,693 | 17,371 67,064 - 4 820,514 252,269. . . 30.7%
197'13 ' 50, 603 2, 127 70,820 . 822, 469 255,846 3

-

i It may be supposed that many of the’ Amerlcan Indlans Asmn
Ameri and Spanish-surnamed Persons .enrolted in, adult education have
‘limited ¥nglish-speaking ability, but no figures are’available. Also,,
. the n'mbér . 4 such persons who Jarticipated in bilmgual education - .
© programs is not known. Note, however,-that ‘the enrollment of Ameridan
. Indians, Asian Arericans, and Spanish-surnamed persons in adult education -
. is inc dgxg and at a faster rate than that of. othér population groups
. A moré iled breakdown for fiscal year 1973 shows the following en-
rollments: American Indiang 13, 800: Asian Americaps 43;954; Puerto -
Ricans 43,356; Mexican-Ameritans 79,328; a.nd other Spamsh—surnamed
* * persons- 88 348. ] R - )
After January 1, 19’77 examples of pa.rtlcular hilipgual educatlon i
" projects funded under this State-ddministered program will be available
from the Clearinghouse on Adult Bducation:. However, prior to the’ Educa—

“'tion Amendments.of 1974, sectiop, 309 was adninistered by the 1%,S.. Officé
Voot Educatlon Two projects dating fran that t e per1od‘a.re déscribet e
‘ mlm -~ . . . ' . . e

~- In Chitago, Illinois, the West Town Young Adult Blc;‘;lt.uralﬁ’ W ®

Bilingual Learnmg Celiter was set @p to dmnmtrate effective’
methods for dealsng W1th the problens of Spamsh-speaking

. dropouts. Bllmgual-blculturai instruction in commnications,.
Spanish culture,” and.'mainstream Amefican culture" i$ offéred
in a rﬁnmstltutlonal comunity-based setting. .The Ceifter: ."
also tries to provide followup assistance to participents, )
who seek employment trai and further educat,mq._. i

N . ) ». " _" . L] B N . ' - igg;: -
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. g Another progect in San’ Fernando Callfornla.y, opérates a N
© leaxning center for the Spanish-speaking parents ‘of children .
enrolled in Head Start ¢lassés. The Genter offers a bilingual

curriculum in family liying &ki¥ls. Two mobile instructional ’,
(J teams serve parents at lectéd Hpad Stamt Sites on a rotating

Jasis. | -~

-

- umsmwcmmodxwmmqgucr S ' o

The lera.ry Services a.nd Oonstructlon Act (I.SCA), as amended, is a -

. State formyla grant program, with requmed State mtchlng of funds. - P
The program is now in its 20th year. Its mdin thrust uider Title I,
. Library Services; has been to pramoté the extension of publlc library
serﬁf to areas without such services or with inadequate services;
to 11brary servicés more acgessible to persons who, by reason of .
distance, residence, language, physical handicap, or other disadvangage,
.Are unablesto receive the benefits of ‘public library services regularly
made available. to the public; to strengbgzeﬁetropohtan public libraries

~

. which 'serve as national or regiondl reso centers; and to improve and

N strengthen State library administrative ncies.\ The budget for LSCA

_Title I was $49 155,000 in fiscpl year 1975. \

. The act is administered in each Staté by the offlolally de31gnated

- State library administrative agency, which submits a State plah to the
U.S. Commissioner of Education. The State library agency, with the
assistanée jof . the State. Advisory Council on"Libraries and in consulta-
tion with the Office of Education's Library Program 'Officer in the . .

? approprlate region, is responsible for the development of a long-range -
"program which identifies-the State's library needs and sets forth the '
agtivities to be taken toward meeting thée nedds, supported with the '

assistance of Federal funds: The long-range program is updated annuall , |
as t‘he prlor year prograft is evaluated and the- new program’ planned. -

. The JEddcation Amendments of 1974 added’ a: sectlon to LSCA Title'I to
. give greater attention to meeting the library needs of peysons of limited
¢  English-speaking ‘ability. Tpe change called; for State library'plans to
. assure that priority would be given to projects serving argas with high ,
concentrations of people with limited English-speaking ability (as well
as high concentrations of low=-income families¥. Final regulations to
implement. tHe bilingual amendment to LSCA were published in the Federal.
Register on June 12, 1975.  States have submitted ‘amended basic plans’ to
incl the required criteria and have included plans for programs and
’pro‘]eqts to Jmplen?ent them im their Annual State Plans.

Prior to the Education Améndments of 1974, several States had in-
cluded serviced to_people'with limited English-speaking ability in
their inrograné for-the dfsadvantaged. For example, a review of the
fiscal 'year 1974.State reports indicated tha.t 15 States provided infor->
mation that identified programs reaching bllmguals These programs .
were funded at $2\8 mlllion From the State reports received to ddte .

0 \ * !
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> the State plapning and evaluation process. Based on a

for fiscal year 1975 it is antlplpa.t hat some $3.7'million can ke ~
1dent1fied for suppert of such progr L \

Foliovung is g descrlptlc?f of some of the typical actiyities
reported by the States in reaching persons wlth limited English—-speaking
ability. . } . -

r

Statewide: Services e

The érfey of statewide libra}y services developed for the benefit
of persons with limited Fnglish-speaking ability By State library -
agencies illustrates the range of programs suppor#® by ISCA

/ -

-- An asgessment of b111ngua1 bicultural needs #s part of

«t

Statd survey of American Indian library-resources and -
personnel, one State plans to double’the previous year's ng
budget for services to this group. Twenty-seven libraries .
-~ on Indian reservations will be strengthened. e "
* L7
-- Minority recruitment and training prégrams provided
scholarships to attend graduate library schools. These .
have produced, among others, Spanish-surnamed, Spanish-
speaking librarians and.library school faculty. :

o

. v ’

—- A workshop for) ibrarians working with Mexican—American

- ichildren trained the participants in the selection of
books in the Spanish language and about the Mexican-
American culture and also in the skills of bilingual -
storytelling. The sponsoring State library agency gave ',
book graffts to the libraries represented for the purchase
o33 Spanish materials: The State library ageney ‘is also
building a special Spanlsh-centened Juvenile collectlon

] £ e ~

-- Lsca provides for books and otheglylibrary services to -
residents in State-supported institutions, including
library services to physically hanggcapped persons, the
blind, and other visually handicapped persons.~ Efforts
are made to obtain materfals-in the language. spokén and
in whatever form can be most useful. For instance, recording
programs for the blind and v1sua11y handlcapped iﬁclude
native language materials, o e

Rural Serv1cee R : , S o

Blllngual and bicultural users of bookmobile services include -
migrant . families, Indians on reservations, rural residents, as well as
patients, re51dents and-immates of institutions located. in the areas .

.served. Mobile 11brar1eq have personnel who speak the langage and .

know the culture of the borrowers. Materials include Books and other
l. I . -
-55 - . : : —
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printed nnt'oer films, and recordlngs in the mother tongue of ysers,

and programs that suit the age and concerns of the group. les of
such programs are,bilingual stery hours and film showings, Job informe- -
tion, sttﬁent aSsmtance and reading guldance. g

/

" Bdoks-by-Mail is another delivery service ‘intended to méet the
needs of rural residents and others who are not reached by ]7ibrar1es
These pe _include the homebound, convalescent, glderly, disabled,
and instituti onalized. Postage fees are usually prepaid by the 11brar1es
and return-mail effvelopes are included. Books in the natiye language '
of the bilingual users.are included in the catalogs from ch the
readers make their selections.

_The use of mobile and-mail services does not preclude the establish-
ment of rural libraries that serve bilingual clientele.- These are
found in increasing numbers on reservations and in villages and towns.

"Urban Services

Many city libraries are—doslgnmg new services pmv1ded by
personnel who speak the language of the people in the b.rea to be served.
For example: ¢ , .

- A separate library was establlshed in a Po se-spea‘king ‘
comunity 'in a New England fishing center, ,vith Portuguese

- materials, and providing opportunities for/socialization and

education.' A library for the Spanish-speaking residents is
.being planned in the same city.

. . XY .
— On the west coast, a city library ﬂﬂdeveloping a library/
tural center for its Asian comminity, taking advantage
- of \the expeggence. it gained in establighing a nationaily
kni Latln—Amerlca}}\l'ibrary

-- Parent-centexred programs for preschool children re:aoh'iqto
public hous d low-income areas, offering special learning
experienc.es the bilingual parent and child.

<. Ve
—- Library-sponsored bilingual centers are located in community
centers and muliiserviceé centers as well as in libraries.
Yo people, especially, are "at home' in such centers and
involved in programs with opportunities to develop
-pride in their na‘cive language and background.
1Y
+ -— Mobile library serv1ces—-prov1ﬁad by vans and mini-bookmobiles—
give curb service and on-the-spot progrgi in neignborhoods,
parks, community ¢ ters, and also at fiestas and cther likely
places and times for maklng/gontact with people.y

1 . ’.;
3
K}
3
3
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT, TI’I‘LE IV , '
v Under the authority of sections 403, 404\nd 405 of Title IV of
the Civil Rights Act (CRA) of 1964, as amended financial assistance
is made avialble to provide awards for technical -assistance, “training
institutes, and grants to school boards in connection with the de- .
segregation of public elementary and secandary schools. .

For the purposes of this act the tem des'egregat‘ion has a dual
* meaning: - ' ’ ®

’ %

§
(1) The a.s51gnment of students to publq.c schools
, and within schools without regard to their race,
-~ color, rellglon sex, or natlonal orlglp a.nd \

(2) The assignment of students §o public schools and

. within such schools in a_ manner which will provide
all students uth an equal opportunity for effective
participation in educatlon programs despite any
English language deficiencies resulging fram

P . ‘,em&mmm;ts in which the domlnant language 1s . "
. , other English. ‘

"Non—Enghsh domma.nt minority group" refers to persons who have
been specifically determined by ‘the chnssmner to be frem environments
‘' in which the dominant lariguage is other than English and who are there-
- fore incapable of effectJ,ve partlclpatlon 1n the educational process.

. Title IV awards are made in the- followmg program areas and may . .
ude desegregatlon—related (Type A) activities, bilingual-related ’
( B) activities, and sex desegregatlon activities:

— General Ass1stance, Center (GAC) Type A .Desegregation
Type B...Bilingual

-~ State pducatlon Agency (SEA) Units Type.A.. Desegrega.tion
. Type B B'lllngual

k 4 - Desegregation Training Institutes.. .Desegregata,,on and
. . . . Sex Discrimination

¢

N .

-- - Grants to School Boards

— In fiscal year 1975 the $26.7 million appropriation (includjrg .
$5 million In supplemental funds) for T1t1e IV program activities was
obligated as follows: ]

“
t

’ .«
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Instj.tute

Gra.qts to School

$26,579, 546

,This .report wil'l address only the bllmgually Yelated or Type B
Title IV awards for GAC's, SEA's, and those Desegregation Instltut&s
addressing non-English dommant language prgblens

¥

General Ass1stanoe Cegtjrs (Type B)

The purpose of the General Asmstance Centers (’I‘ype B) ‘is to provide
relatively stable sources of desegregatlon assistance relating to the
English language deficiencies of students from environments in which the
dominant language is other than Enghsh Such assistance is offered.
within each of nine geographical service areas (see below) The activi-
ties undertaken by each GAC-B were determined by an assessment of the ¢
needs in each service area Based on the letters of request for assistance
submitted by school districts. School districts requested desegregation
assistance or training to meet the problems associated with the language
~deficieneies of non—mglish—damnant mlnorfty students in some of the
following act1v1ty areas: R

Assessment of the specific. language prof1c1enccy needs of
non-Engl ish-deminant minority group students

Assessment of the spe01f1c language proficiency related
to the needs .of individual schools

Development.of new akanlstratlve structures to accommodate
.chargres causg by desegregation in a bilingual or multi-
1Thgual situation, including the, development of technigues
for the 1dent1flcat10n and. recruitment of teachers and
other educatignal personnel with bilingual backgrounds and
‘professional skills
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-- Development of new curricular techniques and materials for
-use in classrooms containing non-English daninant minority’ —
. group students -

+— Develomment of techniques for school-community 1ntera.ction
" to help solve educational problems created by desegregation
in a bilingual or multilmgual setting

" — Training of supervisory persognef responSible for opnductlng
. training related to desegregation problems a.rlsing”’ in a
“bilmgual or multllmgual setting

- Assmta.noe in the preparation of applications for Basic
Grants,.Pllot Projects, and Bilingual Grants submitted
under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) which focus on .
- the language proficiency needs of non-?Ehglish dominant .
minority group students ‘ .

- Inservice ‘training of personnel actually inplanenting an .
ESAA or CRA Title IV project which has as a major focus =
the language proficiency: needs .of non—lihghshaggm‘.ﬁagt .

minority group students

y

— Guidance in the proper implementation and evaluation

projects supported under ESAA which have a 'strong bil
focus . ’
A .

Slnce the GAC's work with school dlstrlcts in an a.dv150ry capamty,
specific problems may emerge which require specialized training for a . ,r
district's staff members. The ‘Centers are able to provide eithep the
necessary training or to assist the district's supervisory staff in
their training écthltles . o
- . Y /

For fisdal year 1975 nine General Assistance Centers (Type-B) e
were funded in the following service areas:. . .

A , . .
AR%A: Maine, N. H., Vt., Mass., R.I:, Conn.,:N.Y.,’N.J.,, N

P.R., V.T. i

y B Teachers College L

Colunbia University o

- " New York N.Y. | -

AREIAB Pa., Det., Md., D.C., Va,Fla,WVa.,N!C s.C., * .~.
Ky., Tenn Ga Ala ) Mlss
BV S Univer51ty of ‘Miami - S mmn an :
- . Coral Gables, Fla. e
’ * t R
«/ -59 - ¥ % ‘




Ohio, Ind., I11., Mich., Minn., Wis., Kans., Iowa,
Nebr-. / . ' 4
[ 4
Chicago State University
Cmcago I11.

AREA D: Tex., Ark., la. - ' .

Intercultural Development
Research Association
. San Antonio, Tex.
AREA E: Mont., N. Dak.,QS. Dak., Wyo., Colo., Utah, Okld.
éoalition of Indian )

". Controlled School Boards
. _ Denver, Colo.

-~

- “AREAIX N. Mex., Ariz., Nev. .

. : '. University of New Mexico,
Albuguerque, N. Mex.
S
AREA G: That part of Cahfornla south of the jorthern bomda.rles
'of San Luis Obispo, Kern, .and Sa.n Berna.rdlno Counties

»

San Dlego State Univer 1ty
. . San Diego, Calif. \

3
EJ

AREA H: That pa.rt of-California not included in Area G

. BABEL (LAU) Ce

- : Berkeley, Calif.

AREA I1: Wésh Oreg. , daho Alaska, Hawa11,~ Guam Trust
Terrltory of the Pac1f1c Islands, American Samoa -

Center for Bilingual Educatlon
_Portland,. Oreg _
A ‘ ¢ -

*State Education Agenc1es (’Iype IQ .

= "13&,_

jon 403 of Pub11c Law 88-352, the C1v11 Rights Act of 1964, as
amended,\authorizes #he Conmissioner of Education "tupon the apphcation
of any_ $chool board, State, munieipality, schoel district or other ,
governmental unit legally responsible for operatmg a, public school or -
schools to render technical assistance to such applicaat in the prepara-
tion,- adoption, and Jmplenentatlon of plans fo;' the desegregation of
‘pubhc scht)ois " P .




3 . P

{

- 1

Almng o?:her activities this technical mistance may include

"making available to such agenciés personnel of the Office of Education .-

or other persons specially equipped to gdyise and assist them Jn caping
with special educational problems occasioned by desegregation. " The
Conmissioner may make grants for this purpose to organizations specially
equipped to provide technical assmta.nce, 1ncluding State educatiomal
agencies (SEA'S) .
In fiscal _year 1975 approximately 25,percent of the regular $21.7
million Title IV appropriation was used to support SEA project¥ to
assist school districts with desegr tion problems based on race,
national origin, or sex. . Iy addi , 25 percent of the supplemem:al
$5 million appropriation for title IV was used for SEA projects assisting
districts with the language proflclency problems of non-English
minority group students. danma&

r 4

School districts often lack personnel with the spec1allzed lls <o
required for the language\proficiency proslems of non-English
minority students in a desegregated setting. Modifications in ad-
ministrative, instructional, and curriculum methods, as well as in
counseling activities, commuiity relations techniques, and other ageas
may e necessary to make certain that high educational standards.are
maintained within desegregated schools. State tecHhical assistance
units” are staffed by persons with expert knowledge in solving a wide
range of non-English dominant and desegregation relatesl problems.
Because of their special competency in these matters, the SEA units act -
as an dimportant advisory resource for school dlStI‘lCtS wh1ch requeét
assistance. ) ¢

-

SEA activyities were detemuned by an assessment @)f the deﬁegregatlon-
related needs within the State, including the letters of request for
assistance submitted by* the school districts. Activity areas in which
desegregation assistance may be needed by school districts inckld&the
following: .

-- Training of teachers and other ancillary educational
personne? in skills needed to effectlve‘ly teach those
children whose dominant language is other than English,’ L 2
includipg *cultural awdreness, proficiefcy in the appropriate
non-English language, and teachlng of English as a second

- language . -

-- Development of b111ngua1 education programs, materiaLs, and
methods for use. in desegregated classroom situationg in-
{olving ndn—Enghsh dominant minority group students

-- Guidance to the district's administrative staff 1n under-

standing their responsibilities uffder Federal and State
desegregatlon guidelines " . y

.»—61—‘ 4
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R — Coordmat:.on‘lth other Fedeﬁ'al gnd” Sj:ate for more
. + + effective use of program funds Sassist the ?st ctls < e
s . desegregation effort, partlchlarly in the relél 11 o GAC's, - )
S Institutes, and 1qca1 .education ggencies funded under both .
L .CRATlt'leIVand}ﬁAATltleVII SR . U

“, - - \

,.demgned to make certain that, as a result of desegregation., administra

' et All State assistance, units are reguired to cénduct’ act1v1ties - f
, teachers, a.nd other educatlonal personnel are not demoted; dis-

ssed or assj o,ut51de their f1e1d cg\ the basxs of race color, o T
) . rel:.gién, Sex, ,or natmnal origin. ; “ ] LY S
- ’ The SEAf.s ( B) were approved at a fundlng 1eve1 not to e
. i 4 *,
the following : .- q N et L
.. ! . '_ L3 7 ‘ ‘ . . . - hd ' " ¥ - 2
u. . L e - _g_E-_A_ ) ,:! E.E.:!J Region . . E%g' E Level B ,
) z . . ) L LY < b p ; o \‘
| . VY swod
. R “ I ) ER ot .- -
Mexico ¥ s Vi e . 175,000 ° Cv
\‘L o.. P VI . ) " 250,0“3'
. ' i g . - ? -
j California . , IX - B e 250,000
Tt w . . . .
Utah- , = : VIIT- ( L - ... 25,000 \
) €olorado - \~VIII' .oty 75,000 -
P . Ohio o é.. v ,25,& .
. - - £ . . 2 R . .
. Wgshmgton S Ly S S . 50,900, - . o |
’ ) 4 ) " ) . ~ ‘ “ -~
‘4. . Iowa’ fan ) - S50 S . - 20,000
R . ' - k - ' ? . - ".‘Q . » P
s - Alaska - *x »ow.o € 25,000 - 1
. - land T . i ¢ s 25,00
A B fogle Bl T A :5\/_ I
- . ‘ VGW York - - A *\' II . L - 200,000“ .‘ e
* ¢ commecticutd . . - 1 . . 30,000 AR
B ‘ '. 7 . - . A,, ; .‘ s, . . v g‘. . ’ R i .
L e _Total s o \ T $1m,z.50,ooo, o N
IO Q‘egatlon 'I‘ralnlgg I’ngtltutes ' . . L "\) ’

- fz JSection 404 of Puollc, Law, 88—352 the Civil nghts Act of 1964 ds
nded authorizes the Oonmlssmner of qucatlop "to arrange, through
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| — ;,V gran!s or cont& ractga with instityrions of higher education for the

. % operation of ™ or regular session institutes.for special

| ﬂ*}; v traiming design improye the'abllity of teachers, superyisors,

*“ . counselors, and other elementary or secondary school Personnel to de

eft’ectlvely cial educatlonal problems ogcasmned by desegrega—-

tion.!' ’ e L '
Appli can request funds .for-activities ‘focusing 'only on : )

desegregation on the basis of race or national origigs for activities = =~ *

“focusing only on desegregation on the basis of or for acwi&s :

focusing.on both types of desegreggtion. Alt Training I tutes

may he short-term summer workshops of 6 weeks duratioh or may be’ con-

_ducted over#he course Qf a regular academic year, they must be Y

generally de51gned to ist a specific target-population in meetidg

*specific peggds. 1 te grants are not designed to prov1de general
desegregatlon assistance to districts on an ongomg basis.

&

L ' School districts involved in the desegregation process often .

. encounter .problems which its staff members may not have been trained: -
* to handle. Problems such as racial tengion within the.<schools, id- -
appropriate curriculums, ineffective counseling techniques, outdated

$nstructional and administrative methods, .and lack of commnity support
6’ for desegregatmn may create confusing _pressures for-the district's .
staff. Under such circumstances a serigl of training sessions for. ) .
-selectedr staff members may be arranged.” ' The training of &dministrative ‘
r supervisory personnel who can gffect substahtive' changes in school
J licies and procedures is es'pec1 y encouraged. Such training is
most useful when it asé®sts ‘staff members An developmg concrete "
strategies for 'solv1ng specific- problems whlch have been carefully
identified. Requests for training services must be imade in the form* °
of. letters from the school dj trict stating’ the spe01f1c problems for.
which, t}amlng is needed.

L3

' LY '(J}

3

The types of tra1n1ng act1v1tles were determined by the assemnt .
of needs related to desegregation based on ‘Race, national qrigin, or .
sex as outlined in_the letters-of request for assistance suhmtted by : .

ﬁschool districts. 2 y ‘. . “ L

In tlscal year 1975 a Desegregatlon Tralnmg, te to, ass
, school districts with the desegrega.tlon problers of%glish.daningnt .
minority students was”funded for $74;496.at Central gton State ~
\Gollege Ellensburg, Washmgton . T ’. '

-

a

EDUCATION'bF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN, ESEA TITLE I U P Y
T1t1e ‘I of the Element and Secondary Education Act of 1965 s , .
provides financial as ass1sta.nce to local educfitional a:genc1es to expand C e
and improve their ed atgnal programs by various means which contr1buxe -
particularly to meeti e special educatlonal needs- of ’educ,ationally ) .
deprived children. The program 1s State administered. ‘The States : :
o™ " ’ 4 » L
. . . .

s : s '4- , ‘_ 6370 ) '_ . . L
rd g . " A . " .~ .




: approve*local pro.)ect apphcatlons prpvl echnical afssistance to
. - locdl education agencies, monitor the p ts, and make required
C . Teports to the Office of Education.

e
3% A
=~

oy e SO Little is known about the extent of bilingual education imthe -
» ;) title I projects. Qné source‘of data is the Consolidated Program ’
: Informat+e Report for fiscal year 1973, the last year for which this ?’
i, - report is/vailable. - In ggporting expenditures by population target
S gups, it sbows somewhat over $39 million expended on programs for
©  "“chi¥ldren from limited+ or non-Ehglish—spea.kmgenv:ronments "_In :
.- ..y Tréporting expenditures by purpoSe, about $46 million was réported ex-
47 . pehded for reading (non-English), Other non-English language arts, -
s . English as a nd language, and bicultural enrichment activities.
A About, half this total was reported for English as a second language.
* SomdN190 thousand children from limited- or non-English-speaking en-
" vironments were reported as participants in t activites. These data
are based on estmatqes provided by the State catlon agencies - 7

o
a\-“'
L |

", ' The foregoing statistics do not permit’ : s‘l: tement about the pre-

. valence of projects in support of bilingual tion under title I.
However, such projects are known to exist because in an effert to * .
1dent1fy promising projects and disseminate information on.them to thé
States, .phe Office of Education conducted a limited number of tase -

. " education. These involved bilingual teachers, teaching materials,*and
NS ablcultﬁra.l approach C . L .

: ~ .The DJ,Vls‘lo‘, of Bducation for the Dlsadvantaged in the Office' oi
: . Education recently devéloped and, distributed for State education
. E agency use a .program support package on bilingual education. This
o4 pgcka,ge is used as a technical assistance device by State agencies in’
- their efferts to vide leadership serviges to local school: systans
and to 1.redt their attention to impoftant areas of need.
h ESEA T1t1e I makes speclal prov1 for chlldren of migratory
A agncultural workers apd fishermen. ds are reserved from the ti 1e b
s approprlatlon based on the number of rrugratof'y qhﬂm for grants to
% ' .States to,support either directly, or thrcth’ local ecfucatlon agencies’,
- ams a.nd projects designed., J #he special needs of migratory
. children of mi e‘ry agricul@¥al workers -and fishermen. . Funds
. Ailoca,ted for the program 1nrflsca.1 yea.r 1975 anf)un'aed to $92 million.
e~ T e Inasmuch as 80—85 .percent of the mlgra.nt agrlcultural work force
.+ in thé Ultited States have ' as, their primary language one other ‘than
. . + -English, title I migrant.programs spend a prop'ortmn' of*thei'r resour'oes
. to meet this partlcular educational ,peed _ .

3 a »

-
.

w. . .- - The most’ current study estlmates that 6’7/\ rcent of the total )
v, , higrant’ aLlocatlon is spent rﬁ du:ect 1nstruct10na1 serv1ces It is
Al - #, ; . . . . ' . \ - ; . . I
N . ’ v . ' . ,’ N ' - -
Y
- ‘. Y . .
” ' N : '

' . studies of title:I projects and among them found severa.l for hilingual ;-
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co further ?tmateg ‘that not more than $15 mllllon was spent on some
bllmg\Sal educat il - X

. “- ‘ 4 . . 7 -
’;S Although the methods by wmch the State migrant programs address '
the needs "of- )& 1imited-English-speaking studént may not he ''bilingual .

programs’ in the striltest titleWII sense of the term, a broad spectrum,
of instructiGhil and supportlve SeI'VlceS are provlded Two exanpl%
of State. apbroaches , ) -
~ I
- Tbe California Mastér Plan for. mlgrant education states that
- "{nstrictional programs will be'designed to develop the basic

v 3 1 communication skills®of 11stenmg speakmg eadmg
. and writing,.with emphasis on bilingual proflclency for °
Spanlsh—speaklng" and that ”suppiemehtary instructions for - ~
Mexican-American children will be plannéd with' a blhngual
bicultural framework,' Staf# develo;ment priorities ?s out—
lined in the.Master-Plan include' "El'ements of successful
bilidgual-bicultural instruction' and "understq.ndﬂng of .

.t

cultural differences. . , . ‘

'
¢
,;~ « LN

o " “The Ma.ster Plan also sets out in detall the prov1s1ons
' . to be made ¥6r @faﬁlsh-speaklng member;s of ,parent adv1sory

.. conmlttees . A I
4 ) . s ’ , ',
. Projget si’&ff menbers who work ditectly with the [« v . .
T chigffiren ‘and their parents rust spedk apish - O
-y~ =and English fluently. «&ll printed materials - ¢ . N N
" .sent to migrgnt farm families must be in Spanish . '
. and English. Meetings involving mi t farm . »
‘" families must be conducted in Spani ‘English
for tlie beneflt of any non—Enghsb, g . .3
: T
; . Dbgrent. _ ~ . '

- -

*=— Id ya.ryl“ad the migrant pof)ulatlon in recent years has -
been changing from English-speaking to non-English~-speaking.
. ' * .The need for a concomitant ctege in staffing gas been . ,
" .~ recognized. The Maryland ESEA Title 1 program application . -
states that "1t will be mecessary to hire teachers who can, )
speak Spanish in order to actommodate the non-English-speaking .
: students." The Maryland staff development component of “the - c i
) . appllcatlon has been instructed to address changlng needs.
¢ It° mcludes instruction in: - X

Al

3. Basm language skilld in cp'nversatlonal Spa.nish

Y _ particularly emphasizifig the ability’ to’discuss -
" . _ physical needs fam11y Qroblems and’ cultural :
j issues N . '
' ' . vt ” ’ ¢
s " . ) -
. » “\
- - ‘) / : ' [ . * .
jad - ‘ v , « . A ‘e N
» \v‘ o
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v .g-allotted funds“according

Y [
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¥

Knowledge of how to teach Enghsh to
. Spanish through a pro of analysis of
a.nd Spamsh and" the rudiments of a.pphed llqguistlcs ;

: c. Knowledge of Puerto Rican apd Mexican cultures and
’ . of the cultural dlfferen between Spanish-spesking .
3 chlldren and children'of their'ethnic groups in the
schools Attention will also be given to the re-
lation between cultural dlfferenc% and the learnmg
process ;

R .
[ « . , “

’ .
L ©od. Understandmg the nature of the preschool child, ¢
the way he learms, and the enviromment a.pproprlate

- to 1nstruct10n {or very young Spanish-speaking-
. childten : .

'Ihese are exanples of how Statg mlgrant programs attempt to meet”
_the special educatlonal needs, of the™ non-l'hgllshl-speakmg migrant child.
In.all States native langua,ge rmterlals are tised and staff of 11ke -.
ét 01ty¢are rured

- .

&IPPI.E&ENI‘ARY EIIJOATI(NAL CENI‘ERS"BM) SERVICEB ESEA TITLE I"II

Progam Purpose a.nd Strategz

Title I of the Elémer)tary and Secondary Education Act prov1des
tchlng ants to Sta.te education agencies to suppdrt creative
n% ican education through inmovati¢e and/or® exemplary .
projéets .and sugplanenta.ry centers and,to support -guidance, cmmselmg,
and-'testing. prograns These prOJects are based upon the results of a’
statewitle, needs assesament, and the mnovatlve a.nd exemplary projects
~a¥e inte to serve*as- mbdels w{\}lch can’ be adapted by local -education
" agerntcies ’ﬁi%h%&tate -and. in, ation. Under title III, States are
‘to'a~f escribed . in the Elenentary and
To receive funds States must submit 4 plan to

' A

-

. ‘e

Secondary Education Act.

the Office of Educatjon setting forth the propoSed strategy for project .
...

e

develo;ment seJ.ectlon and ma.nagement . _ -

Funds for “Special Progran‘s and PrOJects (Sectlon 306 of, the )
Elementaw ‘and Secondary Educatipn Act) which constitute. 15 percent of

each State allofgent, are used by the’ Comissiondr of Educlt

ion at- his"-

dlscretlon to support innovati ive ,and exempl

projects in lecal educa

4

. tional, .agencies. Thesp projects utilize research findings ‘afd demon—

strate Successful soluti

";to all'or to several Stdtes.

State Plan Prog'am a.dm.n

. to'major educationgl problems cqmmon elther
The projec also give directlon “to ‘the
red by the Sta .

Apppprla'tlons for the program in fisca

million. . Under'provisions of Title IV, Part C o 1tc Law 93-38Q,

)

v .-66 -

‘
. . ;
. PR’
.ot <

;
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50 percent of the funds - appropriated: for fiseal year 1976 h.re available -




g to the, States to carry out programs pu:t:suant to the titles included
in the consolidation of programs. .lnder this provision $63,781,000 .
was available for Federal administyation in fiscal year 1976. Begmning 5
-in fiscal year 1977, the total approprlatmn will be administ by )
the Stat% . . . N 1
™ . ’ . . . - e . .
. —-Descrlptﬁn of Activities Wlth Re@pect To“Persons of Limited English-
Ability. During 3iscal year_ 1975,,under the Stite Plan Program
of ESEA Title III, the States estimated that approximately 186,000 ’ \
Spanisti-surnamed students would part1c1pate A review of State Plans
. pevealed that ‘there were 46 ppajects in 11 States and 31 projects in -
) -Puerto Rico in whlch there a major focus on Spanlsh-speaking students
T1t1e 111 funds for these proJects were an estimated $6 million.
. Data from State report’s 1nd1cgted that activities supported for - o
children from 1i - or non-English~speaking environments included , .
.. reading in their ive languages, lish as a second languege, <7
bicultural ‘educatidn act1v1tles However, as with title I, it was not’ . £
pbss1b1e to report how many of theytitle III projects were truly bili

in. chara,cter 'Iwo proJects from the State Plan prog'am a.re d%crlbed *.-‘ ®
belOW' - ¢ - . ) ' ’

[y [ R ~ .

i a } ‘ ‘ ’ ) ) 4
. ~—+' A project ih ii:he Reaimg Pa. school ‘district for Spanlsh- _
- speakmg Puert‘o Rican elanenta,ry students was des:tgned t;) ’ :

3

a. teach English as a d Janguage #d the IIB,JOI‘ :
dlsc1p1mes in the 563:«; tongue; -

l\ b. Increase conpetency id' both the Engl‘lsh and Spam.sh
la.ng.lages o , ’ ’

»
L)
l .

. “develop a hlgher level of asplratlon o /k

>
(@]

_d. decrease t dropout rate; R
e

. increase the knowledge. and appreciation of the .
/ ‘ participants for the Anglo culture and the Puerto_ ) :
Rican langua,ge '

-— A project in a Preston Mich., €elementary school for prwchool
- . "through grade 4 chllﬁren was d931gned to

) ’ -
T a. raise achievement levels in readlng and nnthelmtlcs - {
3 T in the domma.nt language; - . )

{ ’

« . '

N . b, develop pride in “the native culture a.nd a.ppreg:lation
oY othe:;s,. ° )

; R +, C.: teach a second language- To assist' in cross—cultm'e ‘ -
. \ interaction; - o t

. -
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i ‘ “d. train a ca.dlag of instructors to eXpand the program
. SN : . 1nto other schools, . R 0
“ N ‘ ‘e. 1nvplve4 parents as reinforcing ag%nts in the
) - ‘instructional process. _ »
. >
.+ Under tle 111, Sectien 3086, in fiscal year 1975 approximately
.$80,000 was ted specn’lcally atemeeting the needs of Spam.sh-

.) ;nto Spanish
, self—concept,

OI‘I‘

and attitudes toward pdarents

'I‘be Berryessa, (San Jose), . Gahfonha ;}Yject served 340
_ students and wa$ funded at $30,0088 It ‘is a total
_ifstructional system in language. skill, literature, an¥ -
lang'uage systaxs based . upon the*Hawanan ngllsh Program
" .%‘ ¢ \ P
Foilow Through is an experimental program desighed to ist, in a
-, Tesearch setting, .the overall development of children fromylow-income
. %hesr enrolled in kmdergarten through third grade. More\specifically
purpose of the program is to (a) implement innovative edugational
approaches,” (b) provide compreéhensive services and special actyvities
in thé‘ areas of physical and mental health, 5001a1 services, nutrition,.
and” cher areas which supp'lement basic services already availahle
within the schgpl system, (c) conduct the program in a context o
effective community serv1ce‘H pa.rental involyvement, and (d) provide

- . ‘Goculmentation.on.those educa.tlon models which are' found to be
" effective. - g ..\ -

. Toe, experlmental eature 8f the -program is the. implementation a
. iety of educational approaches with gredter than aveia.ge amounts Of 0
e , lement services and a‘high degree of parental ipvolvement. The ’
+ factor whicl varies in controjled waysiand is thus subject t6 evalustion
1s the kind of edu,;atnonal approach‘sei:l. As an experimental prografn,
g&o 'ts to carefully evaluate the a.lternatlve approaches and thereby
in knowledge abamut those u'(xich work a.nd those which don't work for °

e chlldren of low-mcane fpxmlles., ,.t ) ,
e f
.., The Follow ’I'nrough prog'ram iss authorlz‘gd by ’Publlc law 93-644, ,\“:\
* the ”Heaglstart Eoono:mc Q)gortun ty, and ity Partnership Act of -

- 1974," v, . . ’I‘netoalflscal{yea.rms S
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"\.appropriation for Follow Through was $55.3 million, of which $11,172,778
. ‘was awarded to projeats with.sizable 1limited-English-speaking popula-
‘tions. Approximately $2.9 million was used in projects which were
t\ilingual in nature. .y -

- 7\ The experimental proffram involves 20 different education models
: whi\ch have been develope%}z;:?i are being tested in school districts . _
' .acrgss the country. Each Msdel is designed and monitored under a grant
+ to .a sponsoring group such as a university or an educational research
laboratory, and is implemented, locally by means$ of a grant to locdl
education agencies. There are 164 local projects, including 24
projedts which are rot associated- with any of the’ 20 sponsors.
Several of the models are intended especially for children of limited
, Inglish-speaking ability, and o are explicitly bilingual in
character--the model develdped by the University of California at-
and the one devely;ped by the Southwest Educational

v ’ < ,
The aim of the University of California model is to hawe an educa- -
tional environment consonant with the cultural and communication styles
~ of the children. It therefore seeks to identify cultural yériations -
in’-learning| styles and then to develop the appropriateé teaching .
- strategies and curriculum materials. -This model is implemented at one
" location, amonga, California. Two hundred children are involved in

w» the project;\75 percent are Mexican-American.: The school district re-

ceived a grant of $138,627 in fiscal year 1975.

The Southwest Educational DevelOﬁxnent Laboratory '(SEDL) Follow

&  Through model \ises an oral ] e apprieach to the development of

A}

-skiMs in mosticurriculum aread, Emphasis is also placed upon under-
standing the v
- community as a,
approach is bei
Two instructidn

*

forms are used: a true bilingual form in classroems

** where many, of the children are Spanish-speaking and an English as a

Second language form in other, situations ‘where children of Spanish, .
French or Afro-American ‘déscent speak i dialect form of Ingli The
languages used in the SEDL Follow Through model (other than gli
are Spanish apd Cgjun, Three of the SEDL sites are in the national

"+ longitudinal evaiWition of Follow Through, the résults of which wil

. be reported 'in*1976. Information on all SEDL sites is summarized in

e

t

-" . the tableyon the, next page. i
. . ¢ .

+ *Twd additional Follow Through prajects which include bilingual com-
ponents are self-sponsored. ‘One, in Van Buren, Maine, features an open
education insyructiqnal model combiged with a” Iocally developed bilingual

' approach for Acadian French children. The project received $173,927 in -
fiscal year 1975. A second project, insCorpus Chrjsti; Texas, is\ .
bilingual ‘Spanish/Engl#sh for Mexican-American childred. The Project
received $263,397 in fiscal year 1945, . : ..

P ' -

« .
’ . . * -
. . . R 69 - ’ . >
Vo (V) YN - R o
4 . . ‘
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.
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N School Form of
i Districk Model
- Lips Angeles, Bilingual
California
’I‘ula;ne, Bilinguﬁ
California
R &
. Philadelphia, Bilingual
Pennsylvania
San Diego, Bilingual
Texas
-
- ' ' > ’
,St. Martin's English-as-
.,’Parish, a-Second-
-I_"oﬁisiana Langtiage
v !
!
:. L '.
- 5
- =,
»
L4 ‘ | !
v
’ »

SOUTHWEST FDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY, FOI_J_I]V'IHRQJG{ SITES

-

-

‘ Limited-
- English-
Spanish Mexican-
American
~ E
Spanish Mexican-
American
s .
| $ .
Spanish Puerto
- Rican
Spanish ' Mexican-
American
" Cajun Cajun
[
[ ] N . \
.
- 7” - ! '\\\

- -

s

Number of « FY'75
Children Grant
1429 $654,482 - .
oTh ,
Mexican-. - S
-American
907 — $545,175'
» '
oan-"
rican
963 $227,268
65% Puerto -
Rican
376 $206,235
98%
. Mexican-,
hAmerica.n
532 $301,701




RIGHT-TO-READ
. 4 1 4
. The purpose of the Office of ¥ducation Right-To-Read Program is
to provide facilitating services and resources to 'stimulate educational
institutions and other agencies and organizations to improve and expand
their activitieg related to reading. The Right-To-Read Program is a
component.of a rational reading effort.” The twin goals of the national
. effort are (a) to make suré that children in school learn how to read

well and (b) to eradicate illitefagy in the adult populdtion.

. The program operated under authority of’ the Cooperative Research
Act untdl fiscal year 1976, when it came under the authority of Title _
VII, Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), National Reading -
Improvemcgg Program, as, nded' by Public taw 94-194. Major thrusts

of the Right-To-Read program to date have been: -

(1) leoeal edu,g:’ation agency programs for elementary and
preschool children and communigy-based projects for
youths#nd adults not reached through other reading
.programs ; : :

- (2) Statexx'lde"léadérship and training grants to SEA's
(3) teacher preparation programs
* . .
(4)" evaluation of reading umprovement threugh use of «
readlrﬁ specialists,

(3) developmént and dissemination of effective reading
materials and program models

1

\

| -Suppoyt for these activities was provided through discretionary
grants and contracts to State and local education agencies, institutions
of higher education, nonprofit educational institutions, and community b

* organizations. |

Although projects under the earlier legislative authority were not
-required to serve groups with particular cultural and linguistic’™ -- -
variables, they were encouraged to focus on distinctive tec iques,
such as the utilization of volunteers, satellite reading centers, and
community involvement for reaching persons with special needs, including'
bilingual and-other groups not served effectively by traditional
literacy programs. .

wos L, o
. Under the new legislation. the scheol-based projects as defined
through 1975 will be discontinued; a new program of reading improvement
projects will be. initiated under the. spongorship of State -or local
education agencies, nonprofit educational agencies, or child care- insti-
tutions for elementary and pre-elémentary grade students. These reading
" improvement projects must provide for the*use of bilingu71 educ¢ation

- 71 —7, ) /

(620




.

camunity-based and reading a,cadényl projects

methods and techniques to the extent consistent with the number. of
elementary school-age,phildren in the area served by the reading
program who are of limited English-speaking ability. .

For fiscal year 1975 the Right-To-Read Program staff identified 24

with bilingual education '

components, in‘addition to an adult televis'ign reading series project

Demonstration projects

and a parent education project. 4The commni
bilingual camponents received $70,000 in fiscal year 1975, reading !
academy projects with bilingual camponents received $400,000. . Thej adult
television readiflg series and the pareént education project were funded
at approximately $881,000 over a 2-year period. S

Total program fundihg for fiscal year 1975 was as follows:

y-based projects with

Sy

i School-based $1,284,669
o - . Community-based 2,013,367
~ Reading Academies 1,449,221
. . ! 5
. State Education Agency Programs, °5,215,122
- " Teacher preparation 1,496,497
National Impact Program .
Television ) 49,970 ,
. Dissemination 409,446 :
Total”’ $11,918,292
Examples of achivities in projects with bilinngaT‘eduCaLijLnr—
components: - . .
__ An Adult Television Reading Series is being Heveloped under -
, contract and will previde video tapes, student materials,
ahd a teacher manual. The series is being developed in two
: components—--one for teaching reading in Engli& to functioally
E - illiterate English-speaking adults, and thé other for teaching
reaging .in Spanish to tionally illiterate Spanish-speaking
adults. ' . o
- "» . . . P R ™~

1  Reading academies provide reading instruc

tion and assistanc:e 6ther-—

wise unavailable to youths_and adults through 'scheol- or coffmunity-based

projects . ,

<

-
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—_ ’Ihe Program of English Instructlon for Latm—Amerlcans in - ‘
the District of Columbia assists non-English-speaking adults e
in becoming conversant and literate in the English language. '
“ . It also assists the partig¢ipants in cultural assimilation .
from the Latin-American culture to the American culture. It., -
provides instruction in Spanish and Portuguese for reading .o
and writing in both languages.
_* - The National Puerto Rican Forum in New York provxdes a 15—@3
Spanish literacy-course for Spanish monolingual adults. A
/ sec¢ond component of the program provides-a 15+week Engllsh-as- ]
Co a-second-language courge for Spanish-speaking adults who are
literate in their own language, have little proficiency in
oral English, and are at the third grade br below reading - o
level in English. A third component is a 15-week pre-General = - -
Education Development course for Spanish-speaking adults who a v
are literate in their native language, moderately proficient - .
in oral English, and are at the 4 to 6 grade reading level in
English. . ‘
-- A Consortium of Adult Rea.dlng Academies ih Greeley, Colorado,
serves a large Spanish-speaking populatlon mch.lding a large
number of migrant families. Volunteer tutors and pdid teacher '
a1des provide individualized instruction.,
- The Denver Public Library program serves the Chicano population = 4
" in Denver. - As in the other programs, satel]ﬂ.te reading - . .
academies operate within target comunities. The prpgram in-
cludes English as a secdond la.nguage A bilingual librarian is .
provided for the-program. ) .
. —- In University Park, ,Los Angeles, Callfornla a Bllmgua.l/
4 Multicultural Reading Academies Network at the University of
ps Southern California serves the indeR city of Los Angeles. - -
Small group instruction and tutorial assistdnce are provided
‘thqough satellite academies in the target area. . . )
} . .
- The\gaxnenda La .Puente Un1f1ed ochool District in California -
® is sérving school dropout$ or potential dropouts, -homebound , ‘
, women, unemployed or underemployed men and women, and county .0 .
jail inmates. In the area the mingrity populatlon is 40 percenf RN
. of the total populatLQn but as high as 77 percent in some 0
: communities’. - -~ o
., »
SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR, STUDENTS FRQW DISADVAN’I‘AGED BACK(BHJNDS T -

) Special Programs- for, Students from Dlsadva.ntaged Backg‘ounds
.are ag%gized by Title IV, Part A, Subpart 4 of the Higher. Education
Act of 5, as gmended. The spec1flc progiéms authorlzed by the act -
are Talent Search, Upward Bound, Educatlona.l Qaportunity Centers and.
. & N 4

* . / ’ ’ ) . )
X . -80S
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Special Services for Disadyantaged Students. From fiscal year 1972 to
‘ the funding levels for these programs have remained virtuplly
t constant, with Talent Search receiving $6 million; Upward Bound, .
$38.3 ‘million; Educatiofhal Opportunity Centers, $3 million; and Special
‘Services, $23 million. The newest program,Educational-Opportunity
Centers, began® operatiqns Jwly 1) 1974. : J/

' These four programs have as their common goal the identification *
and the, delivery of supportive services to disadvantaged students to .
‘help them initiate, continue, or yeSume,postsecondary education. -

- Publjc law 93-380 amended the legislation for-the Spegial Services for
Disadvantaged .Students Program to incluge limited English-spesking -
ability as an eligibility category for participation. The programs J§

bafer"‘adninisgex‘ed by thé& Regional Offices of Education. ' oo
: ; . L . . ,

Pregram Purpose and Strategy . . .«

. Projects funded under the Spdial Services Progrim, located at insti~"
tufiens of postsechndary education, dre designed to provide supportive
services such as tutorial, academic, career, and pe.rsonal counseling,
.and reémedial or special classés that enable disadvantaged students to
remain in school and complete their educational progrims. ’

-~

To implement the legislation as amended, Section 157.8, .Bilingual

educational projects, has been included in the regulations (45 CFR 157)

for the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program, This

sectionglescribes the minimal required services that must .be provided

students of limited English-speaking ability.- . >
. hd ] .

If an applicant receives funds to conduct a Special Services

project that will servé eaclusively,” or a significant number of,- students .

~ of 'li.mited,Engfish—-s,peaking ability, the grantee must select the parti-
. *cipants on the basis op their difffculty in speaking and understanding

instructjons in‘ the English language. ' N
. . e
Rurther, the regulation requires that students of limited English-
_speaking ability be provided specidl instruction in the use of the* °
'nglish language, either through the project.or the institution's regular ..
program of instruction, to ,overcdme‘itr:e' ebstacle in order to pursue ’
successfully a postsecondary educati®n program. Sucl students are .
provided.bilingual personal, career, and academic counseling and guidance;
bilingual remedial and special classes to enable them to complete ~. .
‘required and prerequisite colirses; bilingual tutorial services; and othery
bilingual supportiye services nécessary’to¥llet their ‘educational. needs. )

=

he Special Services, Pr‘ogrém,

*’ .
. To'be eligible [for participation in t
- s ent of limited English-speaking ability must be: - . -,
. ; - _

(1.) enrolle'd or accepted for enrollment a.t-an'ir;stitutiorf which
._has a Special Services project

-, .
-

.- T4
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+ (2) a citizen or natiqnal of the United States or have V1§as
*  which identify the individual as a pérson who is, in the

country for other than a tegporary purpose ‘and mtends to
became a permanent resident . -

(3) an individus#vith academic’ potential with a need ,for -
' bilingual education, tedching, guidance, and counseling . \

in order to pursue successfully a program of postsecendary
‘ . education. , } Py
S

—Description of, Ac'ti» ities Concegning Persons of Limited English—
Speaking Ability. Public Law 93-380, which authorized bilingual supportive
services, applied to project activities effective July 1, 1975. Because
of the funding system (multiyear) adopted, by the ma.,]orlty of the Office
of Education Regional Offjmes, most of the Special Services projects
.were enterlng the last of their 3-year work program, which was - approved .
in 1973." Sinee.priority in funding was given to poncompeting continua-
tion pro,]ect,s limited funds were available ,to support new applicants.

In most cases, ongoing projects received the game amount of-funds
as in thé previous year; consequently, the absence of additional funds
prohibited major modifications ‘tp add, at this time, a component to ]
serve more effectively students limited English-speaking ab1l1ty s

Deﬂp})ef these limitatjons some a®ivities can be reported

o
— -*Region I, which\did not uti

system, funded three SpeC#
components to serve
ability. The n ’

the Specjal Sepv‘fces funds. supportmg edch act1v1ty ar
as follows .

— 5o
4

' N. Shore Conmumty College * 33 $10,500
- Beverly, Masg. - e,
) t. " - Bristol Cormunity College, . 17 - 12,000 *° '

\ Fall Rlver Mass. . ; L ] o
;_ et Sprlngfleld Tech. Comnumty College, 115 23,000
Sprlngfle—ld Mass. - . , .
=- Region IV funded Hillsborough Cormumty College, Ta:rpa Fla., . -
" to serve ,162 students w1th a grant of $73,000

. \ .
[N . R ’ . T « .

-

- x

LY

 Thése monies are from State funds; the Spec1a1 Serv1ces funds are
used to provide b1lingual tutors only

- \ g . 4 e
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T From Lhage and, projects in other regions where services 10 bilingual.

studentg, can bé idedtified, between 4 and 5 percent of the eligible" _—

students were receiving English language instruction or participating’. ’
-in+gpecial remedial bilingual classes as of December 31, 1975, .
: . L 1 - --

N, A%; indeterminable. nismber .of other students with bilingual needs .
are urre% participatd$ in ongoing projects. However, in the absence
,of regulatons, the aljffibility factor on which they.were selected-#as ¢
ipcome rather,than difficulty with the English language. Although -
te apd structured project.activities have not been designed solely -
. for their benefit, the students arg often’ counseled, tutored; and other-. T
wise assisted by profect staff who are, th?\selves,. bilingual. . @ '~ < ¥
: \ . ‘- 8. .-
) With the publication of Tegulations and with open conpetition for
funds during fiscal year, 1976, it is anticipated that more Special
_ 'Serviceés projects will be funded that incoxporate identifiable components ‘
which provide bilingual supportive services' to students of limited : I
‘English-speaking abilityi; 4 | - ‘ . .
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.~ TNDIAN EDUCATION ACT, TITLE IV

The Indian EducatloliAct is Title IV, Edncation Amendments of 1972,
. Public Law 92-318 (amended by Public Law 93-380 Title VI, Part C, Sec-
" tions 422 and 423). Bilingual education project ‘grants are authorize¢ .
under Part B, Sections (b)(2) and (c)(l)(G) The' overall, a.ppyopriation

levels. for the pmgram are as :fbllovls -
. : JEPE NN
‘ ’Qay ‘ ‘ Fiscal Year ' -  Fiscal Year -
- . ao- t , 1975 ’ s 1976 .
o r . - ‘ : ' '
3 _ i T _(in thbusands) . . : -

Payments to'lLocal Educational
* Agencies for Indian Education + _ ' C )
Part A) ‘ $25,000 - $35,000 C .
. ® R .

" Special Projeets for Indian L - A
" Children (Part B) . -12,000 . . 16,000 )
. ~ W \
" " Special Projects for Indian e S 7 . _
‘Adults (Part C) - . , 3,000 ‘ 4,000 .
Program Achmlustratlon - Coe "t s
‘- 0w (GEPA) . y » , 2,034 o" : 2,055 -
T \ UTORALS | $42,03 - - $57,055 -
. . . s -
Program Purposé and’ Stxg,dtggz " .. ) \
. Congressmnal intgnt in enacting the Indian 'Educa.tlon Act was to pnov1de
grexter éducational opp¥tunity for Indian children and adults. ' lLegislative ‘
authority for:working toward fulfillment of that goal was assigned: to parts A, ‘
: -B and € of-the law, "The follomng areas of precedence have béen” established
S Pa.rt A, de51gned to meet the unlque needs of- India.n thldnen iﬂy pubhc T '
schools _as.well as ig Indian~cohtrelled scho,ols w111 .* . .
(1) concentrate on increasing the per pugil rate of ¥ TR |

expendlture for Indians . :

- . -, . .

(2) ené‘,’ouragg ‘and strengthen the movement . toward

, G increasing Jndian involvement, authority, and T
L 0 .+ responsibility in the planning and general opera- . ’
_ tion of their s% . .
L e ™ ,(3) seek nmore atbqua e fun for teacheré “teacher EER .

nts, and. instruct*ional , )
Other subjects required ™ - ..

S e . ’ aides curriculum improv
: mtérgal‘s‘ in langyages

R s
s \
P, (N
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.




to help meet the spec1a1\ ee‘mcatlonal needs
of Native Americans

Part B, which authorlzes use of
_ Indian tribes, organizatioms, State ap local education agencies, insti-
tutions of higher education, and federally supported elanentary and
g secondary schools on spec1a1 projects 11: {

. . (1) f on such natlona.l needs
tgacher training, parent committee technical as-,
sistance, parent-based early

. : and educational materials develqpment, as well as , e
' _ on developing educational models in public,
. J alternative, and»Buregu of Indian \Affairs schools
« to be funded whder Part B; o -

“(2) docvment package, agd dlssanmate models .
and practices .and provide the techn 1 assistance$ v ;

{ .State and 1 and local agencies plan, dﬁ:mnstrate and opera prograns for improv-"
P K ‘mg enployment and educational oppoﬂ:unltles for adult\Indians, will:

o . (D) ccmcenftrate on teaching to ach'leve 11teracy
‘ . 1ncrease .the mxrber of General Efiulvalency iploma

. v ’ * trai nlng,

) . *(2) stress social supportlve skﬂls through the use f
ot . . culfurally relevant erials and curriculum to"
‘, ' . + promote a’ sense of self-pride based on Indian

-# history and culture: T

(3) place enphas’i?o the d8e ‘of curpiculum most needéed
L 1 by Indian comunities, such as legal education, ’
X, consumer educatioh, vbcational counseling, and
) o commupity educatlon . .
A N
-—Descrlptmn of. Act1v1t1§§ Concernlqghimlted— g 1sh-%k1ng Popu}ation.
The followihg is a 1isting of Part B blhngual prOJects ‘funded in fiscal

Year 1975 » A b .

. e A N .o ' Indian .

. . . . Ages of © . Student |

St ‘Pro'ect,s\ Teom _Amoun > Studemts ° Enrollment
e L ’ L V. .7

 Alaska Native Edfcation Board o ,
, * 7 "Alaska Natiye Bilingual/Bicul- - T

g tura.l Prog'rams . , $190,000 K-8 585



a,z

la Jol1a, Band of’mésion’

-

. Navajo Community College ‘ ) . Y . -
Tsaile, Arizona . : -
"Navajo Educatmﬁ Center. for = , ¢ A - e

Training Bilingual and . Vb ‘ .

) ~Jdndians °,
_ Pauma Valley, California

"CblppeWa-Cree Research"
) B

' "Cultural ‘Research and Currlculum e R .

Bicul Teachers for - - s S
Navajo. t.ion" . $128,000 . Adult - - 24

00V€10,'Ca11fo ia, I S e
I'Cultural Developﬁent N : . s

. f"‘
~ Project" " L ¢ . $88,855 T K-12 o150 e

‘

D Q Unive ity I s : ‘ N

Davis, R fornia ‘ .o : P ‘ ‘

-'Native American Language > ‘ et o y

- Education Cent‘e:" , . $175,540 ,,%'3—8 > ., 500 /-
. R "‘}p; e

"La Jolla Reservatlon pplemental .o o
" Education Pro;uect K La Jolla ’ v . . . . -
Indjian Education Center)" $ 28,060 1-6. .35

Wanpan'gag Tribal Council of-Gay Head . ' _ . '
Chilmark, Massachusetts . S - . : !
."Native American Cultural and - & e, -
. Education Program" - $ 45,000 - R-12 ° 200

Rocky Boy Elementary Schooi°< ) .- L ol -
Rocky 'Boy, Montana - - . :
$168,120 2 .. k-8 .. 400 _

Northern Cheyenne Research ’ o .' . o
¢ Hyman Developm,htpAssoc o - . .
. /ASHland, Montana e C . L

.

«vaelopnent Project" ‘, - $99,3£20“' . K8 300

San’ Juan ,Pueble Tribe . S Lo . .
Sa.tffJuan Pueble ‘New Mexico . \ . L. . . )
""San Juan Pueble-Bllmgual Program" 3 70 OOO e K6 . 250 e %"
bleoilZunl' L . S ) . T
ni,:New Mexico SV . N
"Zini Languag® vaelopnen‘t/ T v N Lo / .
EQucation iject" - - T

“

-
»




Q!e1da Indian Nétmn of New Yoyk /7 ' ‘ R
.'Oneida, New York’ - -', : .
. ''Oneidd Pre-Sdhoot Bllmgual/ C AN .
o Bicultural Ehmctment Program & 50,000 . - ’ T,

) 'Cherokee Tribe pf mmma - Cy e
*_ _and ¢herokee Woneﬁt‘lub of . PR
- Qookgon - P o
‘ v 'l‘ahlequah (klahoma C PR . L
, "Bilingual Child Develoment A T -
| Mter" ) , $ 65]&000, < <7 3%5 ' ‘ 19° .

L/ '\ [

Plains Apache Indian Trlbe T S , SN
Apache, (klahoma - A
"Language and Culture Px‘ogram $ 24, , o/ )

Wichita Tribe of Gkldfiim - \ /| tL,
- Anaddrko, Cklahoma . % U - '
"Wichita Cultural and - o : I

Language Program . . $ 55,100 N K—12_ s v’ S(X)

. Tribal Council = . LT .
. Ogalala Sioux Reservation ° .

: Pine Ridge, ®uth.Dakota S, o - ‘ N
. ' "English-Lakota Pmmnr%‘ e - . ' . ‘ -
o Instruction in Health Ca . )
' .S 2 K6 . B0

o Education K-e&* T .~ $102,690
L 4 . . ‘' . B — . .
Quileute Tribal Council , .
" La Push, Washington - -
- "A Project, for the Accurmilation * ( .
> and Recording of the Quileute ' . . e T ’
o Language" . ~.'$ 25,000 K-12 . 200 ‘
‘ (llelda Tribe of WlSCOl’lSll'l R A -
. DePere, Wisconsin ol é ’ ) v
.« "0’181da Eanguage Project” 75,386  ° K-12 7000
: : K v - . oo . - -
Great L.a.kes Iiter-Tribal . " A . S ;
Cr)urvll ws . - Lo , v
‘ Mae du Flambeau, Wisconsis - = ° . - ,
. "Wiscorsin Native American T *
Languages Project: Phase IIT" - * $160,000 - K-12. .. 185000
> |- <t . ’ 'Y v . v , ot
. |~ X . . . . . . ” . ~ N
- ' The following are represéntative descriptions of the bilinglml.pfojeéfs
N funded under tbe Indian qucatlon Act . ’ , , o
. ) ) « -
N --'I‘he "Alaska Native Blhngual/Blcul‘tural m” groject will -use
an emstmg modeT to demnstrate the devel t and implementation
. ’ ( g’ ) . . . ! ‘ !
o , ) > - #u.; ’ ' ' 7 , L "y -
T - 80 - .t
] - ~ . Q . . . !‘ )
- ~ \J { . -




' ‘ of b111ngual ‘and bicultural learnlng naterlals and 1nstruct10na.1 e
: * gervices in six-rural Indian Aleut and Eskimo schools serving 585  °° .

¢ sstudents. The overall, goals include: st t competency in two | ‘

c ) languagés improved student self-image¢ and social skills; narrowing . o

- _ the gap in parent-school, relatlonsh}ps hiring Native Alaskan people '
= as instructors and moviag ‘towhrd .teacher certification; .and.develop- ~

ing materials in. each language”for. ifproving reaiding skills,
: . Training activities include bilingual instruction trainipg, inservice
‘ training, and .classroom training. A"lmgulst will work th Native
. .people and educators to develop materials Vo ¥ . .

—The’ "Navajo Fdu tion Center for Training Bilingual and Bicultural
. Teachers for Navhijo Edutation" program is designed to meet the
Associate of Art degree;reququnents at Navajo Community Coll
) . Indian graduates will be equipped tQ teach Nava.)o hlsvw cult T
o and 1a.nguage in- e,lementary and seoondary schools y
--The "San Juan Pueblo Bﬂmgual Program” has as principal obJectlves
a) tc increase Tewa and ' ish cormunlcétlon skills, b) to design a
,Tewa social studies cq.rr un for gmdexK—B c) to prov1de staff
developnent in blllngual education. .

T, chvelopment commmty pa.rt1c1pat10n ‘staff developmertt, and
classroom instruction.* The project receives the cqoperation of a ‘ |
- Macal college, which’ grants college credlt 15 pmgect.‘sta.ff for - R o
1nservlce mstructlon s < . . . o .

¥
‘ -
The deslgn for operation con51sts of four ‘main oouponents materla.ls O ‘
\

S’IRFNGI‘ENING DEVEI.OPING IN§TI’I‘U1"IONS PRQ}RAM HIC:HER EDUCATION ACI" RPN
- TITLE III o

¢ 1
r ‘ -

- . The Hl»gher Educatlon Act of 1965 T1t1e 111, as amended, provides
for assistance to developing institutions of higher ed&catlon which ' .
damnstrate a desi and a potent1a1 to make a substantjial oontributlon
. - to higher educatlcsn sources, of thé Nation but which, for financial
&a.nd otfmer reasons, are struggling for survival ‘and are isolated from-th
‘main currents of academic life. Act1v1t1es supported my mclude effoé
to.<improve’ the quality of deurriculum,” faculty, student , ices; admin-.
. istratipn, an,d’other areas of institutional operations A_ppmpraations s
‘ , for the progrim were $110 mlllm in 1975 with the éwle appi'opriations :
. provxdec{ for '1976 . i p cee g
. . - ' : J‘;'-.._
. Ellglble mstltut.lons must meet tpé requlremen lﬁ;:f the Office of, .
" Education for pa,rtlmpat;on in programs sipporting itutiens of Ggr. "
. education for a S5-year period preceding:the grant. Ipthe legislative
-, - amendments of 1972 and 1974, Congress expresse@/ its concern for the « -
' special. eéds of ,Indltx and Spanish- people by authorizing the * - ~
. . Commissioner to waive these requirements for institutions which make ' |
‘higher education more available to- Indians. and t{ waive 3 years of ghe
requirements for mst‘ﬁ;gtol,ons when this'would result in substantially -

) mc‘reasing educational opportumty ,for Spanish—speal;mg people. oy, .
. . .. 8’ - S . N " -
. ' ' e TR . . T . "

¢ \‘l 'D_ N » - N Y , ) A N . . .' ‘
. ‘ 53 ~ 4 : ' *
EMC h B Moo, 8 S R : s




igible apblicant insti
. -in the form of "advanced" msutuh grants ang/'basik™ insit
_grants, Advanced grants are multiyeaY, Qi

- for the dévelopment of comprehensive’

agning, manggemeny, and VRl
capabilitjes, for undertaking specml programs g jmvave" o

projects, and for activities directed tq

- of institutional Operations among a.ppl'

Basic grants in thé amount of
~ 1975 to 207 institutions. Among
: serv‘ing Arerican Indian students, ar
se substantial mumbers of Spaxﬁsh—speak \students. hes
in the*amount of $7.9 million to.the-50.institutions involyed.

, supported various areas of mstlt-ztlona,l opérat i The gmount directed .
varieb consn‘se\rably frgm Estituti n_ to

specifically to bilingual educat
- institution, .ranging fram supporté of counseling ahd tutoring

students with English language -difficulties to axiolqymen af ‘bili_ngual im- ",

structors or develomlent of blhfi?]. tem.cher educm:ion piag
A

least some «components of a bili ngual educatlon P n\werg:

- " 0 ™ “=nd counselors were to-the staff’ ‘with' title '\[II
: funds. .. i\ .
( ] -q y Lo ’
.—The College of Sante Fe su,pported %\;elqment Qf ai
. teaches _training progzzm including ‘preparation of|
’ _ «' teachers of Spanish, deyelopment of a new minor, inj, .\
"biTingual education;’and thé addition of g blllngdalj- v
. b1cultu?1 education major. 4. . ¥ o

‘Q Lt
(R .
’ . —-At Laredo Junior Coll (Texas) 12 blhzigudl structors ~ \‘
|
1

—gt. Edwards Un:wer%ty (Texas) supported bllj.ngual
. tutoring Semces to students N . L

s
- A

—Southern Cahforrua College increased&eCrulting
effortss for Spanish-speaking students and pr’ov1ded
*tutormg semces for them. . ..

[ }

- ' Advanoed Instltutlona.l Devélo;megt Progra?n -

-+ Pis program has awarded .$10 milli,on in multiyear grants from fiscal’ .

year, 1973 through fiscal year 1976 -to colleges and unlversn:les
subsfantial nurbers of Spamsh—-speakmg students

S &0, " Theé following are examples of funded actlvities:
’ ) : . ' , 2’ !
L , o oo N ) o

. . . -
. c. T , ‘ — 82 - ° ]
-

self—s.lffmiendy . The basic grants pro¥ide assistance in ': cas. " \ .

Some exaxrpIes of the range/o a.ct1v1t1es sw(tppdrted ch J,nvolved at -

t

e eenean E) -
- e e -

serving '




K . - ¢ L)
. : o ot g * j ° . o
. —-Fast los Angeles College, Ins Angeles, Calif., is focusing " ./,
cffortg on Ufproving bilinpunl/blcultural education®or. | -1
students. This includesrevising and strengthening cur- | |
- _riculum, developing bllingual 'ﬁaterlals for the leayping
“resoufce center, and provi¥ing intensive course$ in English - .
for Students whose dominant language is Spanish o -

*

.

 —Pan hnerlcan University, Edinburg, Tex., is estabhshinga .
' langljage and linguistios research center which will studg.- - .
. the Tanguage and learning problems of local Spanish ;
. ‘students The results will be applied in redesigning e v
courses and mprovmg services prov1ded students whose
dt;m.na,nt language i anlsp, 2, i oL

&

—Texas Southmost ‘Cpllege, Browmsville, Tex., is refining . L
" and expanding its SFEFD (Special Services to Educationally- )
and Economically Disadvant Program. One hundred AR
Mexican-Americang with minority/poverty backgrounds are |, .
recruitéd annualfly and provided with a-highly personalized
and ud1v1duahzed program in_the ‘camunication and-comp-, T
ytation skills prior Ejachussmn to non-SPEED college L

. c es. Includ@ed is intensivé program of counseling. o
<Also funded are a study center’gnd a program to develop v
bilingual materials so, that students may receive. mstruc-e
tion in thelr dominant language Lt o N

; ‘——The John Jay College of Criminal Justme, New York N.Y.

“, Thé college"s target population and open admissichs - Co
~  “students include substantial murbers of-ihs‘ganlc*studentS“"

o To assist these students in. attaining success in the- -,

. . flelds of criminal justice and public safety, the college ~ .

" ' _1is providing diagnostié¢ testing, -inStructional and skills

development programs, and speeial 09unse1mg stra.tegles

- - . . »

~F1 Haso Carrmn};cx Collgge El Paso, Tex is focusing S :
on curriculum development and. urprovement programs which e

. will result in b1‘llﬁgua1 courses in the arts, sciences, o
and té¢hnical and vocational fields. Supportmg. s '
urrlcul development to further imggove the academic . e
* Success o the predominantly‘bilingual student body are : - S
@ career a ss resource center, an efpanded placement
office, a testing center and,an mproved faculty -
advising progmm , .. R

0y

. *Cocfise Colle Je Douglas Ariz. , will devglop materials .

and testing instruments ‘in order to. prov1 an intensive, ‘ T
«performance-based language immersion program in both - ' . :
Engllsh and Spa.nlsh to, non-native speakers. To further '
. serve the needs of- the large number -of ; Spanish-speaking

students, media materials and soundtracks®in Spanish will
be produced for courses, pa.rtlcularly those in the colleg;e Lt
. development program. ¢ ) '
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~ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATICN: EESEARCH IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION

4 . ’ )
The National Institute of Education was guthorized under Title III

of the General Education Provisions Act of 1972 (Publig law 92-318). The " -

legislation includes a strong mandate to Support egual-educational op-
. portunity through research for all children regardless of ''race, color.
religion, sex, national origin, or social class." Oonsﬁstent with this
- mendate,. the Institute established an Educational Equity Group among
five other priority areas, and ident¥fied within the ity Group a
Multicultural/Bilingual Division. o ' . N

_The National Institute of Education Multicultural/Bilingual Dividion
carries out a broad program of research and development-that responds to
the authorization-in the General Education Provisions Act. Products end
information from Division projects will be actively disseminated ‘and, in
many- cases, hlready have been field testéd or adopted with substantial

nurbers of children. Among these projects are the following: _
/ .« o

!

_4Catalog of Bilingual Curriculum Materials. The Catalog contains
a descriptive and contrastive analysig of numerous curriculum
_ materials presently used in bilingual programs for Spanish and
Asian American languages. : o o

A4

. . /-
+‘——Teacher Training. A research-based teacher training workshop
' 15 under preparation that focuses on attitudes toward language-
minority,childrgn and knowlédge of procedures for -instruction in
- language arts (oral language and reading). : '

¥ . : . -
,, —Catalog of Assessmspt Instruments. This catalog will contain-a .
/ descriptive and co tive analysis of assessment instruments
used in bilingual education.for language assessment, Jincluding
reading, and for content area assessment, including social &
' studies and math: The need for new. ipstrument development will
be reviewed. - ‘ ' :

N
[y

v
' \d ¢

—-Reading Assessment in Spanish. " Assessment ins‘tmnen!L have been
produced .to measure progress in learning to read in: Spanish.
Further instrument development is presently underway. . .

- . ” . \ - - \ t . . /. .
——Supplementary Readers for American Indians.. Readers are being
developed for American Indiah children that are baged on

i * cultural input from Indian ties. Panels’ of educators
’ and cormmity leaders also actively review the products as they
are developed. A . .

v - : . . & .
The Institute is also authorized under Title VII of the EIaménta?y‘ Co-
-and Secondary Education Agt of 1974 (Public Law 93-380) to tarry out a |
program of research in the field of*bfilingual education “in order to
- . enhance the efféctivenéss of bilip education programs' consistent

9

-




with the prov1s1ons of its own .authorlzatlon. The Nationdl Institute of
Education mltlcultural/Blllngual ivision was established\in part to ’
| respond to this mandate. {tionally, the act aythorixed the: o
Y  Director of the National. In 1tute of Edwcation and the Commissioner ‘
, of Education to | ) ]
" .(1) undertake studl to determine the -basm educational . . 3
acquisgition characteristics of,
and the mos effective gdonditions for, educating - .t
/ limited English-speaking ability; '

(2) develop and disseminate mstmctlonal naterla.ls
and edujgment suitable for use in bllmgual educa
‘tio /p'ro ; and ’

i

(3) establish and operate a natl.nal clearlnghouse of .
. information for bilingual education,.-which shall T
. collect, analyze, and disseminate information about

bi‘liing'ual education. ' )

Activities associated with the mandate are scheduled to begin with the

clea.rmghouse for which a study already has been completed on-design con-

_ siderations. Development of the clearinghouse will be initiated following
additional analysis of user needs. Studies on language acquisition and the.
, most .effective conditions for educating children of limited Ehglish—speakin%

ability will also be mltlated as w111 the development and-dissemination

mstructlonal rraterlals

- ¢

STA'I'E BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Introductmr} ' I ‘ . v

Iy

< 0
’ &=
' o

& The scope of b111ngua1 educatlon as measured by State legislation and
~programs, is increasing. Seven &ates gd the Virgin Islands now require N
, bilinguai education under certain eq i . Another 30 States either bave
- legislation’ exphcltly .permitting bi educati’bn or have no speciﬁgc
“  provisiQns; one way or andther. Twelye Bates etill have statutes which pro-
» hibit bilingual education. With respect financial support for sucb X
‘programs, the pitture is more bleak.. Only 12 States, 3 territories, gnd .
L3

the District of Columbia reported that they provided- funds for c’lassroom
instructlon—m bxlmgual education’ in 1974—75

\ [l

~ These: oonc}usmns are based’ pruna:c].ly upon two studles one by t .
: Lawyer's Committee' for Civil Rights Under lLaw and published by the
’ for Apphed ngulstlcsl, and the other by a survey of State education agenCieS

’ .
v
. . - ) . . . .
” . .

r) R

lgetteM, H.N., et al. The Currenx: Status of U S. Bilingual Education .
LBgislation. Papers in Applied Linguistics, Bilingual Education Series, 4. ’
,(krlingbon Virginfa: Center for Apphed Linguistics mT

P -

~
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-
h and U. S. territories undertdken by the National Center for Education;
- Statistics (NCES) in the f#l1 of 1975. The Office of Education is

supporting a tore detailed study of State bilingual programs,.the ' - ‘ ¢
resylts of which will be reported in the Second Report -tg; the President
and the Congress. ) . ’ ’ ‘.

MY . ) N
. State legislation Pertaining to Bilingual Education

.., —Mandatory %vgvisla'tion. Seven States->Alaska, Illinois, Massachusefts,
Y gan, Jersey, Rhode Island,and Texas—and the Virgin Islands
" now have legislation requiring bilingual é&acatiow to be
provided under certain circumstances for limited- i sh-speatdlhg child-
_ren enrolled in their schools who come from language backgrounds other.
than English. Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey,and Rhode Island
require such programs if.there are 20 or more children from the same
language background in a school district. Texas requires a bilingual . .
program for 20 or more from the same languagg background enrolled in '
a given grade level in a school district. I1linois requires @ program
if there are 20 or more limited-English~speaking children from the same
language background in a school;®the Virgin Islands, if there are 10
or more in a school; and Alaska, if there. are 8 or more in a school. -
‘ In add%%mﬁ, the Pennsylvania Department of Education has issued’ regula-
tions T8quiring school. districts to provide bilingual /bigultural or
Ehglish—as—a—sqoond—language programs for all children e dominant
languages ave other than English. The California bilingual education
" legislation requires School districts to provide special assistance to '
all ndh-English-speaking children but does not require b}'lingual ' R
education. ‘ . ' . E '

3

. -

« - - —Permissive Leglslation.' .Ip nine Statesv—-@rizona, C}alif‘omia.,’ Coloradzl‘.;

. . Comnecticut, Louisiana, Maine, New Mexico, New York, and Oregon—-as
‘ well as in thé territory of Guam, there is, legislagion which authori
school districts or schools to develop bilingual education programs to $
* meet the needs.of limited-English-speaking children.. In addition, the
State program for minority and disadvantaged children in Washingfon
includes, as a priority, bilingua}) cation programs. T

(\
e B e

< 2-1974-75 State Funds Fof Bili Fducation. Twelve States, "three’
territories and the District of rovi
funds specifically for bilingual, ! _ .
‘their jurisdictions, in 1974-75. ‘A{See Mble 7.) The States were Alaska,
Arizopa, Californiw, Colorado, Itiinois,4Louisiana, Massachusetts, New
‘. Mexico, New York, Texas, Utah,ahd Washington. The ] rritories were Guam,
\ , the Trust Territory of thé-Pacific.Islands,and the Virgin Islands; - In .
4. addition, Delawhre, Maryland,'anéRhode Island reporied that tﬁi provided
sml] amounts for training of ‘teachers and other personne} to wark with |
N 1imi ted-English-speaging persons. *Georgin, Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas

% s

. ¢ and, Virginia reportey§ that some State money supported programs or b \
. ° . , dtraining activities for teachérs of this group, but that the exact i
) amounts and the nature of ‘the training activities are unknown. . ‘,"~
.‘ ) . ’ ' . . » i ¢ E., . ‘ . . . x . 3
L - ! * ‘ - : ' ' - 86 - {' . ) °
VO » - . . r
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e The 15 Stat¢-level jurisdictions that provided funds for classroan
bilingual instruction reported a tota] of prebably ovet $40 million dolla.r
(The exact amount is not known use some States did not separate money ¢ -
for classtbom instruction fram vy for teacher training.) It sholid be
noted, however, that the Trust Territory alone accounts for-over $1 :llion, .
probably 20 to 25 percent of the total, and that four mdffe States—
California, Hlinois, Massachusetts, and New York——account tor another)50 to
60 percent. Only nine States were able to report the amounts spent by local
““school distriéts for bilingual education,and four States—-Massachusetts, - .
New York, Penrsyivania, and 'Dexas—f-acoounted for approximtely 93 percent of
the total. With respect to locals. funds for-bilingual education, then, the

' .

. picture is .very incomplete. ‘ . ]

F* ) EXPENDITURES IN 1974—75 PU%IINH'I‘ED—MJIS{—SPEAKING PERSI‘IS
, . AS REPORTED BY SEA's

. 4 % 3
) ' w - STATE FUNDS . LOCAL FURDS
i _ TOTALS $45,089,080% g $56,753,132
. , . - »
Alabama . . . N a
© . Alaska * . . 800,000 b ® APY
- Arizona - : . 738,825 b a

. Arkansas —_ * ’ . -0- ‘a

- California . 7,161,370 b’ , a -
Col¥rado ~ - ' 199,000 - a =

+  Comnecticut - . =0- - ‘ 1,652,045
+  Delaware 2,000 ¢ 107,200
. District of Colunbla ) d. - 700,000
*  Florida . -0- . a -
Georgis - , . a a
Hawaii ' . : a’ a
_Idaho - : -0~ . a
Illinois .- . -8,280,000 b a ,
Indiana . ' : a &,

' Iowa ‘ -0- a
,Kansas ‘o s @ a
Kentucky . ° - R S a
Louisiana = | 1,360,000b - ° a

' Maine L0 -0~ a

- Maryland 2,500 ¢ . a’ .
- . Massachusetts’ - ¢ , 4,000,000 -10,000,000.
Michigan - ~0- ar

«*" Minresota 4 -0~ " a
Missisgippi ~ : -0- - . a
' Missouri ‘ -0- B a
See footnotes at end of table. . -
< ' [
- 87 94 :
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Q
tana -0- 8 .

' .g;!‘lska‘ . =0- A
Nevadd: . -0- a | )
Mew Hampshire . . .8
New J ) -0- . B .
Now. Mexi T ) 1,220,300 b . ° , B o .
New_ York - . '8,477,151' b _ 113,001,5%0
North Caroling RN o0 , CE
North Dekota - . - ' RS | od 8 .
mio, " e . ¢ R
Oregon . PR SO A 345,000
Penpsylvania . B 14,677,200
Rhode Island 50,000 ¢ . 4 A
South Carolina ! ~0- 2.

South Dakota ' ~0- R -
Tennessee ~0- \ a .
Texas ‘ .7 1,228,000 b 15,770,148
Utah . . . ,000 b .
Vermont —g— ,.: %
Virginia i - 8 )
Washington ‘ is;’oooo S ) «: )
West Virginia - N
hecr e P
mng S C ‘a | a :
- can 3amoa - 3 . e o
Guam . 52,343d . ., g g

ierto Rico ' , =~ a_ . |
mmst Territoy - 10,185,600 g "\
Virgin Islands -, 10,000 .- ,
Canal Zone , .

. a .

& . ’
¢ v

Dats unavailable S

173 ‘ - a . P ) N .

’ b- Amount dncludes funds for teacher tratning
¢ Funds for teacher trfning only  -* )
d Inapplicable i L

e
i.
. . -
. -

i

t 3
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—Participation in Programs to Meet the Needs of Limitedl—bxgﬁ%g_k_h_;g
- Persons. Of the 1jurisd1ctions which reposted categorical ds Jor

', -, bilingual education or’other special progfams to meet the needs of -

limi ted-Fnglish-speaking students, all ex the States of Colorado,
Utah, and Washington were-also able to provide data on the mubers

of individualggparticipating in the .State-funded rog}‘hrrs However,
the States were much less able to provide data on|participation in .
locally funded programs. Furtherhore, becauge. ial programs in

a given school or district are frequently funded from various sources- -
—including in the case of bilingual educatidn prpgrams, the Emergency
School Aid Act, Title T and Title VIT of the Elementgry and Secondary

. . ‘\
~88- & . L.
. Y
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‘ Education Act, and the local amd Stafe contribytions—-it is difficult . '
" to obtain an unduplicated count of children who are being served with
a given type of program. Nevertheless, the yearly censuses of Massa-%
chusetts, Pennsylvania,; and Texas and the'statistics of Guam, the
_ Territory of the Pacific Islands, the Vi'rgin Isl , and the District e
© of Coedasubia pmwvi.de total participation data as reported by these jurisdictions.
’ California undgrtook a-special survey of all school .districts in April -
" ‘1975 which ptovidedsimilar data for the reporting schools and-districts.#® . ,
" The results of the regular censuses and statestics cited and the-special ° -

“suryey_in California are reépoiged in Table 6. .
: e :

-

- - . KIS . . ' ~ S Y
Le !Oont'muiné problems in gathering reliable data omr program pa;t}cﬁatl;}\ .
Y ¥ for limited-Fnglish-speaking persons are the vapiations in objectives’
and typeg?’of-, programs and in the definitipns of bilingug.l/bmultural . ‘
education. In«addition, even State agencies administerdihg manddtory ., - - .
. pP with relatively, specific legislation and guidelines are cften - -
* untab}€ %tor individual programs in al¥ their school districts.
‘To date i been impossible to obt#in data from State agencies in such
a.form that the kinds of services ﬂ&"ovided a given group of partigipants .

f _, ¢an be determined with any assurance., ’ e A

o - R ) h ) s -
. TABLE 6 Lt o, e
. e Y . ¢ , .

. ” PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAMS FOR LIMIT‘ED;MISI{—SEM(I]‘JG CHILDREN ,

oy

JURISDICTION = . » ©  , NMBER OF CHIIDREN  ~

» California - - . 113,074 ,
. District of Columbia o, 816. , Vo

Gham - o 3,280 “* ' R |

Massachusetts ¥ 2N 3 10,421 . R

Pennsylvania o , 8,881 ) -

Te 26,845 — R
Territory of. : - T

. . . the“Pacific ISlands 53,501 - ‘

*® . » Virgin Islands - ~ ~ 300 : . -

. . ¢ .
- 4 . . -

—-State Bilingual Teacher Education Activities. Nine States and Guam
* reported that certagn institutions of higher qdu;;tég{in their
' Jurisdictions’ were roved to éffer training p far teachers . '
and others’ preparin work with limited-English-speaking persofs. ) .
"The States are Arizona, California, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Mjchigan, ~ =~ *
New Yofk, Pennsylvania, Vermorft, and Wisconsin. In the case®f . e
Massachusetts,the State also approved seven institutions of higher -
education, to serve as verification cemters for the linguistic and _
cultural competence of candidat‘es for bilingual teacher certificatien. .. S\

- fteen States provided funbis in 1074-75 to train teschers.and */ ,
ot to work with 1limited-English-speaking persons: Algska; Artzona, L

! Ayt o -

¢ . *

' . ’ " .
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-California, Delaware. Hawaii, Illimois, .Indla:na Louisiani, Marvlénd,
New Mexico, New York, Rhode’ Island, Texas, Utah, and Vlrglnia _
/Alaska provided somg of -the support for the University of ‘Alaska
Native.Language Center,which develops materials in Eskimp and other
Alaskg Native lanpguages. The Uenter also trains bilingual teachers .
to wirk with Eskimb_and Alaska Native children. .-
\‘ * > . - .
—Certificatipn of Tegchers for Bilingual Education Programs.. Eleven -
States--Arizona, California, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Michlgan
/.Massachuse.tts New Mex:Lco New Jersey, Texas, and Rhode Island—have
developed special requirements for teachers seeking gmployment in
“bilingual education programs. In six of th'States—-Arlzona Delaware,
Illinois, Massachusétts, New Mexico, and Texas—-the requlrenents involve
+a separate.certifigation for bilingual education teachers.” In the cases
of Indiana, Michigan, New Jersey, and Rhode Island,the requirements
involve a bilingual endorsgment-or specialization in connection with '
regilar certification to teach in the elementary or secondary ‘school,
Lalifornia has both a.separate certification.and a basic teaching«
credential with a b111ngua1—cu1tura1 emphasis for its teachers. In
keeping with its goal of promoting proficiency in French and other
languages as "'second: languages," ‘Louisiana has a second-language -
specialist certification but.has not yet ‘developed certification for
bilingual education. . , .
‘ . v
The National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education
and Certification (NASDTEC) approved common standards for all programs

b

" preparing teachers for bilingual/bicultural education programs in Ynsti-.

tutipns of ‘higher education. The Nebraska Department of Education, )
while it has not established certification requirements for b111ngua1
teachers, adheres to the NASDI'EC standards for bilingual teacher
preparatien .

- t‘ R -

EDUCATIONAL SICN

Introduction < co ~ ] y '
B’i-lingual television pyograns have been developed to address problems
resulting from minority isolation--whether linguistic, cultural, or racial.
The value of b111ng1‘a1 telev151on lies in its potential for reachlng a.
wide aucience’ in breaking down minority isolatYon while maintaining the .
dudl theme of the bilingual student as a member, of an ethnic group and as,
a menbor of a larger and complex s0c1ety &

The aim of the- prograns is to prov1de limited-English-speaking

. children with an experience-that helps them learn English, strengthens

their self-confidence, instills a, deeper pride in their background, and
helps providé llngulstlc and cultural- bridges between the home and

schoo} and commnity. For Enghsh—spea.kl)g children, these programs

offer an opportun,lty to became familiar with.a second language and culture.
For all viewers, the programs help demonstrate the- diversity of this

v - - ' ¢
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" "6 to.10 year old$,but the prodycers were also interested in appealing

country's languages and cultures. . ‘ ' Lo
' . . T ‘ |

Current Programs

. Bilingual felev;lsion'.prograirs noted below are currently funded by
the Bmergency School Aid Act. (ESAA), Public Law 92-318, Title VII.
Several also have nongovernment support. Sections-711 and 704 (b)(2)(B)
of ESAA provide public or private.nonprofit organizations with funds to
develop and produce educational television programs. These programs are _
available tg commercial 'and nencommercial b?adcasters for.a nominal - *
charge to defray the cost of duplitation and distribution. Schoo.
systems in areas where a series is being broadcast by a public of” com-
mercial station are free to copy it off-air for subsequent use.. All
ESAA television programs are‘available for school use without-any
addiﬁipn_al fee.; . - . . . _ ‘

—Carrascolendas, ¢ %olendas was at first intended primarily
for Mexican-American children in central and southern Texas but has .« -
developed into a'national bilingual/multitultural television series
over the past 6 years. Its initial funding came in fiscal year 1970
in the amount of $215,000; thirty hlack and white programs were .
$Mmed and shown on stations in San Antonio and Austin during #and ’ .
after school. ~ . ' ' ‘

_The series received 2 more jears of funding under Title VI, ESEA
(Rilingual Education Act): $260,350 in fiscal year 1971 and—$537;200———— —
in fiscal year 1972. Thirty color programs were produced each year
and were shown on 45 public stations in the 1972-73 broadcast season .
. and 99 &tations in 1973-74. The aim and format of the series remained
basically the same although the non-Hispanic child also became a part of
‘the_intended audience. N . '

LY

. In the fourth year, ‘fiscal year 1973, the ‘series received funding
under Title VII, ESAA, in the amount of $1,268,730 for 30.programs which
were carried.on 151 public stations in 1974-75. It was still aimed at

to various Hispanic cultures--Mexicgh, Puerto Rican, and Cyban--as well
as Anglos and Blacks. ’ ’ * ¢

- ' X - . . . [

FSAA funding was obtaifed for fiscal vear 1974 Tn the amount of 5_
' $1,852,079 for 48 programs ajred in the 1974-75 seasof. In fiscal year

1975, ESAA funding amounted to $1,674,000 for 52 more programs. -In
recent years, the target audience was expanded to include 3 to 5 year
olds. In March 1975 the program was' carried by 139 public television
statiops (a.nd, approximately ‘a dozen oargneri:ial stations).

According to a Nielsen survey, the program can be seen’ in 57 to 58

. percent of 4l U.S. television households or b% approximately 40 mil-
lion of the total 70 million households. No informatibn is available v

. on the number of children who. view the program either in school or at

. . \ - - - :
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: | - 9] -~

) -

.
' - w h
D | . . 4

® a~




- - [ 4 T Y
home, Evidence from its-current Public Bro ting System (PBS) .
airing indicates that Cdrroscolendas appeals 11y to both English
and latino youngstérs. N / .

Coe . ’

The- series is produced by KIRN-TV, a nor%ofit public television
station in Austin, ‘Texas. e .
—¥i11a A%EE. Like Carrascglendas, Villa Al is a Spanish/English

series Intended for both latino ard mmlatjﬁchildren 3 through 9 -

years of age. The series uses both languages about equally in each

show and the latin-American cultures as a context' for the educational

content. : ;

.

Since jts inception in'1972, through fiscal year 1974 Villa Alegre's.
producers have been funded by the Office of Education™in the amount of
$5.7 million. Title VII of ESFA made the original funding, but since

. fiscal year 1973, ESAA funds have been used. In fiscal>year 1975, the
series received $1,660,000 for 30 more programs. Foundations, principally
Ford and Exxon, have also provided funding. An additional grant of $1
million has been mage by the Exxon Foundation to underwrite production
of 35 more prdgrams, for a total of 135.

" Each of the Villa Alegre shows concentrates on one of five content
areas: food ,and nutrition, interper$onal relations, energy, enviromtent
and man-made objects. The non-Spanish speakérs are given an opportunity
to become familiar with the Spanish language, and all viewers are helped
to recognize the advantages of speaking more than one language.

The program is broadcast over 186 PBS stations and, according to a
recent Nielsen survey, 65 to percent of all U.S. television households,
~ or approximately 45 :\nillion persons, are within range of its coverage.
' The program is being carried on approximately 20 Spanish language and
other commercial stations. s ' R /'
/ . o .,

This series is produced by Bilingual Children'STelevision, Inc.,’a
nonprofit organization chartered in Oskland, California. .

—-Mundo Real. This billngual Spanish/English series for children 7
", through I2 and their parents id built-on a continuing drama format,
focusing on a fictional, mainland Puerto Rican family and the problems
and opportunities-faced by the children in it.

The series has received $250,000 for each of fiscal years 1975 and
1976 for the production of 20 qne-half hour shows, 10 of ‘which are
available now -and 10.0f which are in production. It is produced by,
Coflnecticyt Public Television in Hartford. - e

-

~ Bilingual Television. Programs in Production C .

-—La Bonne Aventure. lLa Bonne Aventure is a French/English bilingual

” r -




- of the MAaine Publ

/ Broadcastmg Netwark (Ml—"BN) at the Un1vers1ty\of
Maine at Orono. .

>

’f'he major goals o  the propgsed series are to foster self-esteen and -
to ‘increase knowledge and understanding of Franco-Amerlcaq peers in
Maine and other parts of New, England in order to reduce plnorlty group
isolation and entertain children in the French language while exposing
them to simple elements of their rich Franco-American heritage. la

. Bonne Aventure is geared to the preschool and K-2 audience—the for-
-mative years during which cultural and educational bridges to the
.existing educatlonal ‘system can more easily be constructed .

[

-

'I‘he’ SEries,is being, produced under an ESAA award of $249, 402 to the
5 MPBN.

~—Que Pasa, U.S.A. Station WPBT-TV in Miami (which operates under. the- P
" corporate name of-Community-Jelevision Foupdation of South Florida, Inc.).
and Comunity Action and Research, Inc., have received $250,000 fram .
ESAA for the pr;oductlon of 10-one-half hour television programs. The
purpose of the series is to reduce the cultural isolation faced by °
Cuban-Americans as a Yesult of bicultural pressures and to, ipcre
- the awareness of non-Spanish-speaking téachers ‘concerning the fn?s
' trations” experienced by Cuban adolescents as & result of language

probrems in the public school system ¢A: “situa‘tlon*caredy‘ type—'fbmlat*'““ T
will be used, focusmg on the generation gap iw a typ1ca1 Cuban—AtnaTman
family. {
—la uina. This is a television series for Mexican-American Righ school
students des1gned through the improvement ©f human' rglations ski]ls, -to )
reduce mlnorfty isolation and problems related to alienation. Action will .
" take pldace jn‘a restaurant, 'la Esquina,' frequented by Chicano and
Anglo adolescents, around whose problems the series revolves, The
" Southwest EdUCatlonaI Development Laboratory of Austin, Texas, is prg;tucmg
4 the series underaa.n ESAA grant” of- $250 000. A

. v
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EVALUATIONS OF BILINGU mJCATIm Co : /

~ 4 - RS
) / N Federal bilingual ‘education programs my be evaluated at three
' different levels: local, State and Federal. In some cases, as in

* ESEA Title VII and the Emergency Sohool Aid Act, local school districts
are required t6 evaluate their projects and report the results to the
Office of Education. Although such evaluations may be useful to local
authorities and "Federal project officers, the data are not cofparable
and it is not possible to aggregate the results across projects and
draw overall conclusions-about the programs. The same is true of
prograns which entail State-level evaluatlons .

Federal—level evaluatlons are thus the only ones from which broad
conclusions can be drawn; therefore, this First Report on the Condition: .
of Bilingual Education in the Nation will be“ largely restricted to -

. .evaluations of Federal programs. Exceptions\are two Federal studies

'which describe State bilingual education pro - and bllmgual
vocational training programs. It should be nho ‘that this chapte.r
does not include the results from research studies; an effort will be
made to synthesize research results for the Second Report. : -~

THE ""PROCESS" STUDY OF TITLE VII SPANISH BILINGUAL PROJIECTS
) o
The first major study of the title VIT program was designed by the
"7 Office of Education in 1972 and implemehted under contraet to Develop-
- ment Associates, Incorporated, of Washington, D.C., in 1972 and 1973.

" The study was an exploratory efiort to_provide\ scriptive information
about a representative sample of title VII Spanish bilingual projects
‘and tocprovide data.for program planning. Its specific objectives
includg '

- < -

LN

(1) descrlbmg sample of title.VII projects in terms
of character{stlcs of teachers, students, curriculum
materials, instructiomal act1v1t1es and parent/
commnity mvolvement

analyzing the appropriat'eness of 'folr "special

. ' projects" in research; development, and dissemin-
at10n,3 and determlnmg the extent of use of their
products and services by local bilingual projects;

determining the impact of the Office of Bducation
policy on the management and operation of tltle/J o,
VII projects; ‘ { ‘ \”’

’ -four projects were the forerumiers of the network OK centers
funded in 1975. - See chapter VI.  *
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(4) compiling a list of attributes of projects that
. _were spbjectively judged as successful; ~

¢5) ‘déterm'ininthhe extent to which project\s‘\‘gghered

' to the Office of Education guidelines and whether
such gdherence: was related to. apparent project
success. o)

i . Yo .

. v . 4 IS

© This evaluation found that the title VII program did appear to gve )
prodiiced emthusiasm dnd commitment among personnel involved and to have
-foatered institutional change in recognition of the needs of non-English-

. speaking children. Most administrafors felt that their districts would"

. continue to support bilingual/bi education, at least partially,
-after Federal funding had énded. Regarding project needs, most directors .
expressed a need for more technical assistance in such areas as mahagement e
and contracting, ldnguage training for teachers, curriculum development , L
and identifying sources of materigis available. Staff members of projects
generally indicated that lack of adequate materials had limited, their
activities, particularly in the fields of culture and history. There
was also widespread dissatisfaction with materials that were already
available. Field visits to the four "special projects” mentioned above

. indicated that large amounts of curricular materials from a variety of
sources do exist; thu# the problem may be in dissemination of materials
and of information about materials as well as in ayailability. There was
considerable development of curriculum .ma.teria.ls-a?t most local projects.

‘ One of the most pressing needs of local projects was recryitment
and dewelopment of a trained staff. Fully 80 perc¢ent of project .
- —————directors-in the study sample referred to significant or severe shortages -
. . bf qualified teachers in their districts. Various short-temm orienta—- " 7
’ tion programs or, on some cases, indepth training programs, had/been _ .
? organized to help prepare teacher$ for work wigh bilingual chiZdren.
" The training areas most often mentioned as essgential by project

-

. adninistrators included the culture of the ts, second-language
- . training, and instructional concepts and met of bilingual education. _°
. Régarding project teachers’ themselves, however, nearly half of those . ’
interviewed felt that they had not received adequate preparation for .

their work. The study also found that projects varied im linking -
. _'teachér dévelopment: to career ladders. While %tre profjectsoffére’ .
' similar assistance to teacher aides, others did not do so at all.

B
g ~
«

. - gFoups. 'Iﬁese_groups generally reflected the ethnic background of
project students. Attitudes among teachers toward advisery groups
. ranged from active encoyragement to the view that they areé a legal p
t + ¢ requirement ‘to‘héionored in lettér but not in spirit. ‘ \ '
. ’ : R

Most, of the projects studied did have paz‘é;lt/gamnify advisory

T . '

.+ . At the projects.visited at the time of the study, 62 percent of .
..the students were reported as dominant in the Spanish language; . -
however, this -judgment was sometimes made hy schools-en the sole basis’
of surname. Of the children listed as ish-dominant, 79 percent ,
were described as speaking limited English g}br: no English at all. ,

. , ., . | : . -
* t ; ’ ' + :
. ) . 4\ ,,““ ' ‘ . —\96_
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" The rnedi"an percentage of low-income students over projegts was 80
percent. To the extent that project data on children's language ~
dominance and competence are valid, the study showed that the title VII

" Program is well=fdcused on the children whom the legislation was meant
to help, although this is-somewhat limited by a high degree of mobility

4 1]

by children ig and out of,project schools.

«~ Most projects based their teaching arrangements on a combination of -
a bilingual teacher and a bilingual aide, less such qualified staff was not
available, About 23 percent of the study-sample projecis_were using
mondlingual English-speaking teachers with bilingual aided at all grade
levels. At some projects, paraprofessional bilirigual aides were doing
clerical tasks, whereag in other projeécts, the aides had an important
role in teaching activities; especially in-teaching the Spanish-dominant
children. Most projects were teaching from one to four subjects at
least partially in Spanish to English-dominant as well as Spanish-
dominant students. . :

1) A
N

The analysis of the researchen's subjective judgments of project
.success and adherence to the Office of Fducation guidelines showed
that (a) there is iation in project effectiveness as well as in
adherence to guid@lines, (b) high scores in guideljﬂes—adherence tended
to correlate with high success ratings, and (c) the gutdelines which seemed
to be the best prédictors of success were those on materials acquisition
and development,’ staff recruitment {nd development, project planning,’
and project management. ' .

p; .A_basic goal of the title VII program is to dérﬁnstrate approaches

————to.bilingnal: education which, if effective with children, ‘cap be

imptemented elsewhere' at local ‘expense.” Most projects im the study
sample (30-out of 34) believed that their program could be copied, but -

" ‘theré had been.few attempts hy State agencies or local districts

-~ elsewhere to do so. Exchange of informmation about projects seemed to be
on an informal, project-to-projec¢t basis. Yet, despite the lack of
formal disseminatigh activities, the study found that bilinguil educators
wanted to receive such information. A good indication of this was the
fact-that 31 out o6f 34 projects had been visited by other organizations
-interested in bilingual education. o

| THE "IMPACT" STUDY OF TITLE VII SPANISH BILINGUAL PROJECTS

F0110W1n§ on the expleratory, ''process" study, the Offite of
Education in 1974 designed an "impact® study of. Spanish bilingual C
projects funded under .title VII. Implementation of the design wids '
contracted to American -Institutes for Research, Inc. (AIR), of Palo ‘Alto,

California. ’ ;

‘ . »
. \ to 4 <o
" The-objectives of the impact study are as follows: - T
4 ¢ R .
(1) to assess the effect of the title VII program on
the school performance of Spanish-dominant and

English-dominant childrenh enrolled in a nation- - e
ally representative sample of bilingug} projects; . )
‘ - - 97 - . T
i co " -
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) (2) dentify anl describe urf)ortaht cha.ra.cterlst,lcs
v ) ) ject _students] staff, school'context, and of
Fious 1n<truct10nal approaches in use at the

progeats - . .

7’
(3) to adsess the efTects of these imstructional approaches
and of student, sthff, and coﬁtext chara%terlstics on ot
students outcames; - «

(4) to determine the cost and relative effectiveness of
- theser Instructional approaches; and
(5) to assess, as far as possible, whether cognitive and
affébt1ve outcomes of students are affected by the
socioeconomic and ethnic composition of the clas i
- The evaluation focuses on 37 title VII projects in their fourth or
fifth year of operation. The study design involves ''comparison' class-
rooms of children whose socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds are
similar, but who are not participating in b111ngua1'education projects.
For both kinds of classrooms, data are belqg gathered in the following

areaS v
4 .

(1) student perforﬂance at school in Eng11sh and Spanish
langyage arts, reading, and nnth

(2) student attitudes koward themselves, school, and
education ih general;

.

~——T-—4————————~€3}——st§dent—background_characterlstlcs,_sugb gg‘language

5
pa—
-

. proficiency ang parent expectations in education’ for
" the child;

. (4) characteristics of teachers and staff with reference .
.to training, experience, attitude towards b111ngua1
education, ind degree of involvement in project planning
and implementation; .

" (5) classroom activities, 1anguage used qurlng 1nstruct10n
and interactions between students and adults;

' {6) characteristics of the school and the dlstrlct related
to the bjlingual project and *

) (7) community charactéristics and att1tudes toward bilingual
' education.

o * A preliminary report on the impact.study, bdsed 6n data gathering
' and data analysis during the 1975-76 school yesr, is scheduled for
sompletion in early 1977. A final report, including additional data
collected in the fall of 1976,  will be completed later in 1977.
'

X J
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THE ""EXPLOBATORY'' STUDY OF TITLE VIT PROJH:TS IN NATIVE AMERICAN PACIFIC \ '
AND ASIAN AND RUROPEAN LANGUAGES OTHER THAN SPANISH fe -
o . ; g i1 - N J ‘ i
*" | 5 part of the evaldation of the title VII progam, the Office of ° -
Education in 1974 designed an "exploratory" study of title VII projects . #
other than Spanjsh to see if the less prevalent languages posed’ problems
not common to the Spanish projects and thefefore not uncovered in other b
', evaluations. Implemeptation of the design was also contracted to,
American Institutes for Research as part of the broad evaluatign act1v1ty
1nclud1ng the impact study. Site'visits were made during thé spring of
1975 to five projects with bilipgual programs in Native American languages,
two projects in Pagific and Asian languages, and three projects in ")
European languuaces Other than Spanish. The study's findings,,conclusions,
> and recormuendatlons were reported in September 1975. - . .
L 4

The purpose)_of the exploratory study was:

(1) to identify unique features of the languages and cultlres
involved in those 10 projects which have resulted in
v . dlfferlng approaches to blllngual education; P
¢ . I3 -, :
(2) to attempt ko explainsthe relationship$ among those ) . -
. unique features, the approaches that have been- used,
. and the appa.rent "degree of success of the projects;

(3) .to document any systematic difference in the avail-

ability of such resources as quallfled teachers and

, appropriate materials; . . . . .

(4) to document any systematic\difference a ‘g the - ot
costs for bilingual projects for dlffe . lingu- ’
istic . and ethnic groups; .

, (5y to identify.concerns and issueb which appear to be *
"
common to any linguistic or ethnic group or to be .
commen to more than one of ¢ \gm <
The study found that all 10 preojects had reviewed at least some
materials produced by other bilinglal projects, and most projects
indicated some benefit to them from materials produced elsewhere. 'I‘he
benefits noted included ideas for déveloplng their own.materials, basic
materials that could be modified for yse in their own projects, or
‘supplementary materials that could be used in theé classroom. The study
also ‘found, however, that the ''special Projects" funded under title I
through fiscal year 1973/w1th a "capac1ty--bt111d1ng" mission to develop
curriculun materials or to assess and dlssemlnate them, "and to prov1de .
techrfical semces to school projects, had not generally played an '

mportant role in materials development or’acquisition at the sites “
. ‘ s A LI
v o ] - gq -
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visited. Rroject staff repgrted that the unique dialects or other
. linguistic variggions, cultural considerations, and currifulum needs of
‘their sites roggired that miterials developmentebe an individual project
effort. This Qti‘tude; toward curriculum development seemed to.be Shared
among most Native, American, Asian and Pacific, and Indo-European language
" groups, judging at least from the. study's smll sample. Because of the

"\ acute lack of inst_f'uctional materials appropriate to the local language

- and culture, project staffs spend a greatt deal 'of time ‘developing
materials——a, task for which few have adequate training?™ L
} is an obvious contradiction betweer, on the one hg.nd, the *
expressed n for assistance in materials development and the interproject
and withindistrict sharing of materials and techniques found by the
* exploratory study, and, on the'other hand, the attitude that modt of the
eff in curriculum and materials must be done locally to ensute
appropriate content. Reconciliatlon of this contradiction segms tqQ lie in
the fact’ that the-sharing of materials produced by other projects appears
to have, as’tts prime benefit, the. spreading of new ideas, concepts and
techniques rather than ‘the specific materials themselves. The implication
of this finding for the newly funded (fiscal year 1975) materiais develop-
ment, resouree, assessment, and dissemination centers for these language
groups is that, because of variations in languages and dialegts, there
should be¢, at least for languages other than Spanish, greater emphasis
on the exchange of ideas and téchniques in materi#ls development ratfler
than on specific materials which have been r(IJZveloped. This involves
concgpts of curriculum content, procedures to use in materials develop-
ment, resources available to materials developérs, gnd (possibly)
training"specific' to materials development. ,Under tRis approach, the
dissemination.centers, wbuld periodically provide projects in lan S
other than Spanisf with information about new materjals, new technigues,
and new resources which have been “developed by othe% projects or h& K
. been made -commercially availablé. In addition, center staffs would help *
to trdin projett staff in matertals development, and could provide
technical assistance in such areas as editing, printing, design, amd
graphic reproduction. ™

. N . £ »

Other fikdings of the exploratory st pertinent to the service
activities of the Title VII program. are’ sumarizéd below with the
recommendation of the contractor. T . .

N

~

/

Differing Approaches to Bilingual Education -
) I vy ,
Because children's léarning needs require differing instructibnal
approathes, some projects have developed a "transitional' approach in '
which children move as rapidly’as possible from working in their home
language to working in English, while other projects have felt compelled
to work initially toward maintenance of the home language and their
children's skills in it. A cas® in point for the latter approach would
be the several Native American langiage groups whose educational practice
has jnvolved* lea;'ning an oral tradition, developed over centuries, which -

~ 1004 | Lo .
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is passed on to children 1n da¥ly unstructured learnlng situations that
involve various members.of the tribe or village at different times.
This procedure contrasts witl the tradition of formal e?iucatlon in the .
United States Wthh uses English'as a medium of instruetion, spoken . T \
afld written, in'a classroom Situation that has the teacher as a model = VT
and. facilitator.of iearning. ¥n an effort to make the two educational . ,
traditions work together for=the benefit of their children, a number of -

" Native Americar communities have given priority in their bilingual. o
" projects to the development of writing ‘systems for their languages. -t

" 3ccause otf, 7y situation, the report recommends changes 1n the

N

They believe that what children have learned thro oral traditions- ’
before coming to school will thus beé reinferced an contlnued at the- . /
school. They also intend that new concepts and ideas'can thus be- ' , //
presented to the chil without his first hav ‘to learn a mnew: la.ng'ua%e ' o 7t
% ing legisla- 7

tien to permlf alternative approaehes td meeting the tltle VITF program/ ’
A

. , _ /ﬁ
. S

Some schools have mixtures of various racial and lan groups
The report recommends changes in legislation so th: so that children in bllmgual— )
bicultural projects at a school my be grouped:as necessary “for .those . e
progpct%-mthout v1olat1ng the intent of 01v11 rights la/ws b
4 3

mw«mment nf OQprogect‘Sta.*ff e o 4 /; ) - -

.basm goals.

Ml}ffd “eeds of Children

fhe study alse fourd that b111ng'ual progect,s/ are often not well

/ integrated 1nto the district's educatlon systems Teachers who are not

~

~

. P;‘I‘J(“t F‘u.ndlrig . L// ) . »

part q4f thegproject may not feel either®involvéd in or, comm,tted to it
Recormendations fon improvement include gre;fer enpha31s on ' comunication
with the.dastrict's staff about the pﬁrpos/e , plan,” and status of the
title VII project; increased part101pat10n of nonproject personnel in

T Lannmé and instruction (possible through &eam te ); and anticipa- .
- ot siuch problbms as dlsplaceme'nt ©of nonproiject personnel or lesser ‘
©woonveniences to them. / :

Proge cts often fmd 1 1/ff1cu1t to plan the next year's activities
and’ Lo retain qualified staf/dbecause Jfunding has been typically for I ~ - -
vear only and notlflcatloryof funding may c only shortly before the . -,
start qf the schoot year,” The report. rec ds that the Office of .
“rhicatton consider 1ncpéasmg the period of funding and rm.ke evety *effort o
to antify di strmts/alﬂout ‘funding decisions, ea.rller - . . i

= - {

The desvnstration obJectlve of the title VII program results in a
limited peridcd Q’f/ pro‘)ec&-tundlng and, consequently, of services to

children. Sc 1 districts often find that they do not have the funds

ntinue écts as awservice activity with fuiding of their own. - , '
The\%rrt nds that national program staff assist projects ln - '
searching for oth@r sources of* funds and that appmprlate changes be ¢

. * . L]

-‘u,n - o
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nade 1R the }eglslatmn ~in order to provrde sn,applenental fundlng in
communit ies guch ag ;eservatlons which \ not have a tax bast.. . .
LY \1 . [ . , ., . .
MWM :‘“. L

Loae . K

'Ihe Of}lﬁeuo,&h\m\mathn has Tong been 1nterested in identifying *
projects funded with federal monies which ha%e demonstrably increased~ /:
the rate of achievement gains for thelr students: Several studies have
been- conducted, 40 identify effectlve or ”e:cenpiary" projects in compen-
satory educatlon, focusing onw studgnt- achievement in the basit skill areas.
d math. As a part ‘of th&evaluation of the title VII ’
igned in 1974, a sunllar study was untertaken 1ook,1ng,not ‘
only at title VII projects but #lso at blhngﬂal eddcation jects. under
. other programs,. £.g., ESEA Titles III and IV (Indian vEduCat}On .and
the bilifgual pnog:ram under the. Energency School AsSlstan -Act . (ESAR), \ ,

The obJectlve of t study was' to ,pr0v1de useful g'uldance to prog\ect

rs in ~bilingual ion, to patrent and combuhity adyisory groups,

tq boards of education,: and to t‘eachers .and administrdtors on what| has
n effective for chlldre. of  1imitéd English-speaRing ility anft can

»

presumbly be implemented elsewher® with rveasonable expectation O similar

benefits e similar children. Although the exemplary study predates -

/ ~enactment of Public law 93-380, that legislation contains some u1rements

whigh are parallel to the objective of the study.- Sectio# 703(b) mandates

that the Commissioner ''establish, publish; and- distriblite, with respect .

‘to programs of Bilingual educatlon suggested models, with respect to pupll—
teacher ratios, teacher qua11f1cat10ns and otheY. fa.ctors affecfing the
auality. of instruction offéred in suca.programs." Another pertihent: pandate -
is contained in section 742(c)(1); under which the Commissioner land. the. .
.Directqr of NIE must undertake studles to determme hasic educational needs

-

and ch teristics of -laguage acquisition by '"and the xmst effective condi—'

tions ,for edueatlng chlldren of limited English—speaklng ab111 y Mooe

. The exemplary study completed in 1975 a.nd resulted i ‘the 1dent{f1— ’

_cation of* bilingual edueati .projects bié o ‘which there was evidence of
‘success. The projects are listed in the title ViI ,section of pter VI
that section also describes the speps.the Office of Educatlon S taklng £
disseminate the progects o .

- .

'IHE STUDY OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS SUPP(RTING EDUCATIG\IAL CHANGE

* -

“ + In 19Y3, the Offlce of Educatlon de51gned a multiyear qtudy .pf NN
federally funded prograns which are intended to. introduee and spréad-

Ainnovative practices ip public schools. Referred to.as '"changeé agent" i

- programs, they are meant to offer Federal funding on g temparary basis K

to school districts. The assumptlon is that successful 1nnovat10ns w111
be continyed and disseminated districts through other funds after )
( Federal "9®d money'" is no longer available. Implemented under contlract

*»+ to the RAND Corporation of Santa Monica, California, the evaluation |

focuses on the ESEA Title IIT Program, but als¢ includes "the Title.VII

~ - " ’ » §
o
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Bilingual Education Program, Part D of the 1968 Amendments to the. s
| Vocatjonal Education Act, and the Right-To-Read Program. The objectives °
© include (a) the 1dent1f1cat10n of .factors which, tend to.pramote or not
to pramwte Various kinds of changes in the schools), and (b) the- description
and analysis of the nature, permanence and extent of dissemination of* .
1nnouat10ns which are ‘assocjated with these Federal- prograns and with L.
varlous “Federal, State,.and local practlees o )
The flndings from the flrst yea.r of the study_ ‘support, those of the

"process* study described above. Yl‘hels‘e was’ very 11tt1
dissemination of project models from one district to : )
operational characteristics, although thé concept of ifigual educatiofi-
did cross district and State lines. -Despite funding by tjitle VII of the ‘.- . 7
"Spécial Projects" for that. .very purpose, tHe flow.of ideas about o .
instructional techniques and matertals was. asseﬂsed as "mordlnately S,
‘weak.' o, . v .

L
~ a
- -

N § : 2 o

Dlssemmathn w1th1n dlstrlcts wasmw}ﬁnnre in &menee- partlcu— :
- la_rly in Ia.rger districts where the title, Vﬁ project served only,a smll =~ - AN
proportion of €ligible students. The ben.efits of staff training, manage- .
ment experience, materials, and exper;ence :with such characteristics of
_ instructional-models as staffing pattems‘and pup11 sﬁhedullng were sha.red ‘ .
within t.hese dlstrlcts , .

’

4 ]

e

. A

Another f;ghng from the study's llmlted sample of projects, was . j -
-~ that commercially available bilingual materials were generally unusable '
without sigmfma.nt adaptation. (@e result was a great deal of apparently |,
redundant materials develqpment by local districts; and ,.llttle systematic
exploitation' of this resource by thg-title VII pmgram na,tlonally Still
another finding wis thei severe undersupply of teachers whmbrogect
_directors jdertified as "b111nguaIly qualified." “The'shortage of teachers o ’
who match local eligible students on ethnicity was an even greater cause * * . '
for alarm State mandates fo‘r!bihng'ual educatien were seen as poss.1b1y
hax ing a negative effect on cross-cultural-bilipgual projects funded under\
titie VIT. Conpetltlon for qualified staff could lead to "pirating' of.
. the volun,tary federally funded program in order to satisfy the gtaffing &
of theRbtate-mandated program. The rapid expansion in the-number | ., s
‘lingual education .projects urider title VII and other progpams.; ints .
f t e urgent need fof an expanding supply of adequately tratned-¥¥aff. .
ndeed the plea for expanded trammg programs for persons interested
1n workmg in" bilingual education was a common. response of persons

i 1nterv19@¢ in the ﬁ;.eld . . -
R
' Furthex‘ site visits to b111ngua1 education projects were mde -
duﬁmg the 1975-76 school, year. The fmal report is expected .m .
. Januar'y 1977 .

A s'prY' OF STATE PROGRAMS IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION « ' C PN
' ' i, : * .

In 1975 -in urcher response to the reportlng requlreuents of Pubhc




14
[

4 N R ) ) . ' “

~ . B i

+ . Q .
Law 93—380 Wgardlng the condltlon bf bilingual education in the tion ‘ |
the Office of Fducation designed a study of.State bilingual ‘education ‘
programs for wh1ch there is a leglslatl.ve mandate or State :l‘undfng, =
. or other conmltment of State resources, or some combination of these.

[

v

. 'I‘h1s study 1S being implemented under ;:ont&‘act to Development Associates, Inc.

* (DA), -of Washington, D.C. One perspective of the study is the effect on’

» a State's activities of the: Federal bllmgual educatJ,on programs operatipg °

within the State * These programs-include not anly Title VII of ESEA but also
-Section 708(c) of .the Fmergency School' Aid Act, Section 306(a)(11) of the,
Agult Education Act Séction 6(b)(4) of the lera.ry Services and Construc- 4
tlon Act and .ESFA Titles I, III and IV (Indian Education Act).

. .o ’ ' -
, - 4

. The_study's objectives 1nc1ude , ' - &
(1) a descrlptlon and analys1s of State prograns for
. « persons of limited English-speaking. ability of any
‘ age level or occupatlonal status, foe 1 _—

(2) analys1s of the statue and acoanpl;siments of those
' programs;, . . .
g ' . AR [
(3) analysis of State cdpabilities a'nd activities for
. ‘ coordination of, and technical ass1stance te, bi- - -,
: b 11ngua1 educatl'on pro,;ects L N
. Rgy

detenmnatlon of the-participation of eligible :

children enrolled in nonprofit, nonpublic schools .
in 4#he’ area to be served by the Federal and State ’
i programs; ‘ o

(5) assessment of the impact of Federal policy in bi- . .
lingual education upon programs and projects for
. language minorities im the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American,Samoa, T (
and the Trust, Territory of the‘ Pacific 'Islands; v v \
(8) " preparation of a critical analysis of the current
activities and future prospects of State-initiated .
-activities in bilingual education and deveyment
of policy-relevant recommendat ions regarding the
improvement of State efforts in bilingual educa-
. - tion and the coordination of those efforts with

4 ~
. the Federal programs and with other State programs -
in. conpensatory educatlon, ‘
(7 development of reconmendatlons ap rroqET State stat- -
utes’ designed to promote, equal educational opportunity .
for children of limited English-speaklng ability .
through bil~1ngua1 educatlon,
A
7 . ¢
N ‘ .
. - lm - *
4 . '
) “ Sl




prepamtmn of 20- case studies on noteworthy pro-

Jjects or” practices in State regional,or Federal

programs which appear to be particularly effective
"in addressing the issues deflned prior to a.nd during
+ the study : .

L]

The study is scheduled fot campletion in the late fall of 1976.
ion in  of .

o ANASSESSJENI‘OFBIL;I‘KXJAL V(IJATICNAL TRAINING = . ‘;

-In accordance with the reportlng requirements of ‘Public Law 93-380's
Part J (Section 192), the Office of Education in the spring of 1975
designed an exploratory study on the status of bilingual vocational
training in all 50.States. The study is being implemented under contract
to Kirschner Assoc1ates Inc.

* The obJectlves of the study inélude'

@) 1den¢t1fy1ng and describing current bllmgual
vocat10na1 traming programs;

T |

reviewing the 11terature evelluation gg&rts the'
reports of research, experimental and demonstra-
tion projects, and other data on enrollments,
characteristics o{ persons enrolled, expenditures,
and ou’toomes N

providing useful informatijon to p m staff on

methods and techniques of bilingual tional

projects which appear to contribute to, or te.
# inhibit, prOJect success;

through a feasibility and des1grr study, developlng o
techniques through which legislative requirements
for assessing the impact of hilingual vocational
trainlng prggrams will be met in the future

" A report on the first three study objectives iisted above was
- completed ,in the fall of 1976. The feasibility ang design study was
mmpleted in the sumer of 1976 ) . -
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The focal point for ¥gf
Office of Bilingual¥Fducatior

Atmmslmnm OFmERAL BILIN(I{AL mJCATmN PROGR.@QS .

!
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ral- support of bilingual educatlon is the
in'the B °S. Office of Education. That

office administers title VII of the Elementa.ry and Secondary Education
"Act (the Bilingtal Edijcation Actgane'llwelve othej USOE programs ,
.described in chapter VI, -are to extent invdlved in bllmgual
educatlona ~In some. & these auf,horlzmg legislation requires bilingual
education, or st legst reggrres consideration o e needs of rimited-
English speakers as rpgj,ram priority. In some' programs, bitingual
" education is s1rup1y o way of a.écomphshmg the program goals.

Since the B111ngua1 Ehucatlon Program relies heav11y on a capacity-

bulldl.ng strategy to hel
educational needs of pe

.State 'and local governments to meet spec1al
ns 0f Fimited English-speaking ability, thé’

coordination of programs among the levels of educational governance is
an important goal of- the Federal effort. - Coordination among other

Federal programs which serve the. 11m1tedr)Ehg11sh-speak1ng popu],atlon is
* also a respons1b1h ty of the“Offwe of Bilingual Educ;atlon

v

OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION \ !

As noted above,the Offloe of Elhngual Education a.dmmsters the
Bilingual Education Act itle VII, Elementary. and Segondary Education
Act, as-amended by Public Law 93——380 Education Amendments of 1974)..

Until 1975 the program:was administered bv- 2 Division of Bilingual Educa-

tion within the USOE Bureau of Schoql Systems. (This Bureau was

recently renamed the Buregu of Elementary and Secondary Education.)' In

Public Law 93-380 the Congress provided that '"There shall be, in the

Offices of Education,an Office of Blllngual Education.. héaded by a

“rector. appomted by the Commissioner....'" As a result of this mandate
o fhes Offlce of Bilingual tion wag establl ed withinp the Office of

the Comnlssmner supgxsedgg the D1v1s1on of ilingual Education.

~

Functlons of the Office of- Bllmﬂlal Education

The Office of Bllmgual Education provldes natlona.l leadership m

development and administration of the policies of bilingual educat of
" the Federal Government and for the coordination of the various p
which, in whole or in pamt -address thetrse]:ves to the needs of persons of
11mlted English-speaking ability. 7Tt is directly respons1b’1e for }Fe-
adminis tion of the Bilingual Educatlon Act, Whlch authorlzes 8!
‘(1) the establishmant, opera,tmn and mprovement of’

prograns of bllmgual educatlon, ' .

i
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(2) auxiliary and supplementary cammunity and educa- - T '
) tional act1v1t1es _designed to.facilitate and expand * ~
the' mplenentatlon of b111ngua.1 programs;

(3) adult educatm#progrwrs; : . -

(4) * preschool programs ‘preparatory and supplementary ‘ .
to bilingual educaiion programs; , .

(5) "the’ establishmgnt, operation, and improvement of .
train,tng programs for personnel preparing to - . ‘

- participate in the conduct of programs of bilingual -

education and auxiliary amd supplenenta.ry trainmg 1

programs. .. L

L o

-

. !
. -

__ggnlzatlonal Structure . S o

SN 'I'ne Office of Bilingual Education is a.dmmstratwely orgamzed 1nto
’t.hree divifsions and seven branches ‘ :

—-The D1v1310n of Bilingual Education Elanentary and Secondary Px'qggans

This D1v131on is responsible for, managing demonstration in local °
1 districts.. It determ;mes needs and initiates and : isks the §

elopnen.t of new,or dimproved analytical techmiques, standards pollcies

ieprooedures for implementation of bilingual programs. It makes on-
analyses of funded programs for the purpose of identifying. model

programs and for the purpose of determining campliahce with.title VII

regulations. Functions are performed through three Program Operations

Branches for the Central, Eastern, and Western areas of the ‘United States

LIRS Bt

and its terr1tor1es . o ~k
o ' ;
——The Division of Bllmgual Education Postsecondary Progans ThJ,s D1v1$1on i
“adiministers a program of graduate fellowships through its Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch. It also administers,through a Professiofial -Development o
Braqch a program of grants to 1Q§t1tut1ons of higher education, local oo
tion agencies, and State education agencies for training a.ct1v1t1es )
"related to the ca.pacny—bp,ildlng objectives of the 0ff1ce. N

. —The Divisiofbf Bilingual EducatloMram Development .- This D1v1$10n '
administers an¥ coordinates Office of Bllmmﬁmt1m activities

related to ‘State educational assistance and .equal-education opportunity .
activitieg through its State Assistance and Equal Opportunity Branch.

_ A Supportive Service Branchadministers a program of support for )

" bilingual education naterlals-development resource, and assessment/ | ’
dlssamnatlon centers. N ‘

-mmuwmmmmsmmmwm ‘ \ '
1

K Several. units of the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Educatio
(BESE) administer programs with bilingual education components. ;

. . - 108 - [ P
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* The Associate Camnissioner for Equal qucatlons.]\Opportunlty
Programs is responsible for programs under the Emergency School Aid Act .
and title IV of the Civil Rights Act. There is-a special, set-aside of
4 percent of the ESEA appropriation’ for blllngual grants and spec1a.1 ‘.
provision for bilingual education television projects. Congress also

.provided supplemental funds for Title IV, Civil Rights Act bilingual

programs, beginning in fiscal year 1975, to support General Assistance
Centers and State education agency. pmJects to provide school Systems with

problems of non—Engllsh-danlnant minority group students. ,

’I¥1e A.“S()Clate’ Commissioner for Conpénsatory “Educa 10nai Programs is*®

respons1ble for the ESEA Title I program, including the\sgt- .

migrant students and the Follow Through program. Pro operations are
carried out through a D1v1s1on of Education for-the Dlsadw.ntaged and the
Division of Follow Through.., - , .
The' Aséocmte Comissioner for State and Local quca¢1ma1 Programs '
is responsible for ESEA Title III projects, which are a.dnlnlstered through
the Dlwslon of Supplementary Centers and Serv1ces .

-

Each of thesg three g'roups of programs includes sane 'a\spects of
blh,ngual educat:;on . .
' BESE's Offlce of Libraries and Learnmg Resources adnnnléters .
‘programs under the Library Services and-Construction Act, which requires
assuragce in State library plans that priority will be given projects

, " assistance i meeting deéegregatlon problems related to language prof1c1ency

"/ervmg areas with high concentrations. of 11m1te§'—Eng11sh speakers, as well
as

v
.
E
-

_BUREAE OF (ﬁIUPATI(I\IAL AND. ADULT EDUCATICN

areas w1t,h high cencentrations of low=-income families.

-

N Ak
. Grants for State \%catlonal Education Programs a.nd th,e spec1a1
mpt‘opmatlon for bilingual vocatlonq,; training pmg;ran's are ‘administered
t' ,ough two divisions of the.Bureau of Ocdupational and Adult Education.

. "The Division of -Vocationdal}'and Technical Education administers the State
plan p under ‘Part B of the Vocational Educatlon Act, and the

Division of' Research and Detmnstratlon is responsible for the Part J
b111ngqa1 vocational training program. The Division of Adult Education
is respgpsmle for prograns under the Adult Educatlon Act:

~

OFTICE OF II\QIAN EDUCATICN

'Ihe Office of .Indian Edication admnisfqé grants’ to State 4nd 1oval
education agencies, tribal and other Indian conmunity organizations, and
mstltu‘tlons of higher education for elementa.ry and secondary, adult, and
teacher training projects incTuding billngua.l and b1cultu,ral prograns
and prq,]ects : .

.
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’I‘he Division of Student Services apd Veterans Progrgns is responsible

- for adninistermg the Special Services for. Disadvantsged ‘Students, .
" and the DiVision of Institutional Devel t edministers the Institutiona.l
Develo;ment Grant program. . o7 ) St /-
mGm-Torem | L ,' ST Co

[3

: The Right-To-Read Office,.'ig the Offick of the Conbhissiouer- admin- .
isters. programs including canmmby—based a.nd readhig acadaw projects
with bilmgual education carponents. o S . ’

ormcsoivpm}mm BUfhErmG Am,Evm'rIm.u, o

b 'I‘hg Office of Plannlng, Budgeting, a.nd Evaluation is’ resﬁonsible
for.naticnal evaluations of 411 programs administe)‘ed by the Office of
Educatiqn, .including those authorized by Bilingual Education JAct as
WeII as b11,ingua1 educatlbn camponents of OE programs.

mmmmmxmowm I S - 3
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General aSs;stanc:e to mdlvmuals bf 11m1ted Eklgflsh-speakmg ab111ty
is currentiy provided through Regonal Oﬁices in four, categon&e
/(1) spec;flc program techuQal asmstance 1mder the
} - bilingual provisions of the Empergency ‘School .
A ' Ass1stance Act, cdmpensatory -education wnder
\ ' title I.of the 'Elementary and Seoonda.ry Education
. . Act, and Student Speclal Services under the provi- *

” sions of the H1gher EdutcatlQn et o= . - ' - 5

(2) staff servicés .’o State’ and local educatlon agen-' - - -
cies utlhzmg ‘'on<poard'’ staff knowledge and . , .
’ eXperlence in. bzlmgua,l educatlbn .
. (3) cobrdmatlon of' oonferenceﬁ.and consUltatlon
act1v1t1es _with: State" and local officials ‘to - )
i céss to-Federal-resources fox; mdimduals .
, ‘of 1 ed Enghsh—speakmg ability .
(4) acqu1s1t10n and dissemination o} n'aferlals and o N ’
B 1nfdmat10n o the activities of the Education
ivision which impact on educational opportunlty : .
T J,ndlviduals of limited Ehglish—speaking - o
ab:,hty . . ) \ , S
PR : ’ .
.. Approximately, 30 professmnal staff menbers a.re currently assisting
with bilingual education activitdes in the 10 Regional Offices. - Additional
, Staff resources are utilized when appropriate, partlcularly in technical-
assistance and dissemination e,fforts.

. v . - 110-
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Lt trammg, and recommend

- The Reglonal Offlces have the potential, a.nd ca,pa.blhty to become B

heavily " myolveq in bllmgua.l pregram develapment The level of felebant

expertiSe in the field ranges from proficiency- in at leasf one language

other than English to generak knowledge of the culture and. lifestyles of

various minority groups and experience ih effectively dealing with the’

problems of comunities where minority ch11;dren reside. «
1}

- Most of the Reglon/al Offlces~ have at 1east the. following sourees of

.

ihformation dealing w1th bilingual and related programs: . -

-

* — Education Research Infonratloh Center documents

— Federal Rgglster

- Reco’rds of federally funded prograns* i LT .
-— Informatlon‘ from the D1v1s1on of Bilingual Education,

-- Information about the Hrergency School Ald Act and ' )
i " other Offlce of, Education programs . J

" The' Reglonal Off1Ces can also utitize other‘ State and regional resour-

‘ces such as’ '\

- ESEA staff members responsible for the d1ssemlnat10n of
information on bilingual educatlon / ‘ . v

.- The Civil Rights Act, Tltle IV, Genperal Assistance Centers
established to prov1de technlcal assistance t@ school districts
which need help-in oomplymg with Civil.Rights Act requirements
-to provide equdl educatienal opportunity for school children
w1th limited English-s 1ng ability. .

i

practices and programs: ' o

‘e

- ’Ihe ESEA Title VII Centfe%s for informatien on materials,

{7 A . '

COORDINATTON . | . , v

The responsibility for admini
most of the major progrdm or

ration of theSe programs: is located amng

In recognition of the. itude of the Federel bilingual education
effort an?ﬁ{xe complexities of organization and administration of Office
! , the issioner o Education has esta-
bl \shed a Coordlnatmg Counc1 for Bi 1ngua1 Education.

The Counci] is c¢harged wlth respons1p111.ty for developing strategies
/F‘ . ' '. . - i

_lll-

* ’ . llb ) . *

iZations in the central and regiopal offices:




to deal with problems of coordination, canmmcatlon and cooperation.
among programs identified in the legislation-as well as those*whose

admihistrative respons1b111ties mclude areas -affected by one er, more

v aspects of the total bilingual educatmn effort.
é ' The menbershlp of the Council is as fovllows
! . Chalrman - Director,’ Offlce of Bllﬂmgual Educatlon -
-— ) Menl')ers Deputy Oomnlssmners and Directors or their: desigaees from:
] . . | Offlce of Ma.pa.gement
g \ " . Office of Planning !
e ', :;@u of Elementary and, Wdary Education
’ .- Bdfeau’of’ Education for the Ha.ndlca.pped
cT N Burleau of Occupational a.nd Adult Education
’ . hOfflce of Indian Education - ‘ ‘“; )
) ' Teacher Corps o ' - , .

- .. Regional Liaisoft Unit

Nationail Institute of Education

" ,/ ' Regional Cormissioners' Standing'fhnnittee on
s Bilingual Fducation .
3 ’ ' ]
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" APPENDIX A/

ACTIVITIES OF THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS
RELATED TO THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION FERCRT

The primary role of the National Center for Educa.tlon Statistics -
(NCES) is to meet the Congressional mandate for a count of tthe number of
hildren and adults with limited English-speaking ability (LESA). In
éﬂdition statistical support®is provided to the Commissioner of Education
for his mandated report on the need for bilingual education, the staff to
provide it, and a 5-year plan, including cost %t:ma.tes, for meeting
the need. T

»

Specific projects of NCES' in this effort are

P

1. 'bilingual" supplement to the spring 1976 Survey of Income
and Education (SIE) Y ’

2. "Survey of Languages' supplement to the July 1975 Current
. Bopulation Survey (CPS)

3. fall 1975 Survey &f Institutions of Higher Education (IHE)

‘4. fall 1976 Survey of Teachers' language Skills - - .

. 5. fall 1976 SIE Pupil Survey -

' 6." fall J@Z5 Survey of State Education Agencies

Two of these s}x surveys, the CPS and SIE surveys, relate directly to
the legislative mandate in section 731(c)(l)(A) of the Bilingual Education
Act, Title'VII, ESEA, as aneeﬁed by Public Law 93-380, to report, not
later than July 1, 1977, the results of a survey of the number of children
and adults with llmlted English-speaking ability (LESA) fram non-English-
dominant environments: (Section 501(b)(4) of Public Law 93-380 makes
NCES responsible for the survey.) The SIE, to be conducted by the =
Bureau of the Census in-spring 1976, will be the vehicle of response to
this mandate and will prbvide State-by-Sta.te estimates by language of
the number of children and adults with LESA according th leg'lslat1ve

ycriteria. Dafa from this survey will ‘also be used in the Camiissioner's
mandated report to Conhgress due November 1, 1977

. The CPS supplement, conducted by the Bureau of the<Census for NCES .
in Jyly 1975, served as a pilot study for the SiE and also provided
national estim‘,’tes of the maximum numbers of children and -adults in the
population fram non-English-dominant environments Data from the CFS is
included in tl'iis report. .

The other fou}& HCES,J?ilingual activitles stem fram requests fran the

P
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Of fice Education @nd will provide data to be used in the Commissioner.'s
second dated report, including an assessment of ''the number of. teachers-
and other educational personnel needed to carry out programs of Bilingual
education' for the'target populations.: The SIE will 1dent1fy the potential
child dnd adult populations in need of bilingual education. The SIE Pupil
Survey will-provide national estimates of the number of elementary schoo
children, ages 4-13, identified in the SIE sanple as meeting the legislative
LESA cr1ter1a who are not being served in a bilingual education pro or
who are being served inadequately. This number will constitute the base .
number in the needs assessment.
- L d

The number of teachers and other staff regu1red to-meet thls need w111
be calculated, using a selected teacher/pupll' ratio. The number of teachers
available to meet the need will be estimated“from the IHE and the Survey of

_Teachers' language Skills. The THE survey will prov1de estimates of the

nunber of teachers and other ins$tructiomal staff currently being trained .

for bilingual education prograns as well as provide detailed profiles on
each college and university. offering or planning to offer bilingual programs
or coursess The Survey of Tehchers' Language Skills will provide estimates
of the number of teachers currently in bilingual education assignmments as
well as the number who have the language or educational capabilities to
teach in bilingual programs but who are not being utilized in this capacity.

- Data on the pumber of teachers "ip the pipeline” and in the, "bilingual
* gducation teacher reserve" may be used to indicate whether or -how many _~
_ additional teachers need to be tfained to provide a bilingual education to

all who need it.. .In this respect, the Congress and HEW will be equipped
to evalyate whether the current magnitude &f the federally funded fellow-
ship program for b111ngua1 education teachers is appropriate to meet the
need for additional teachers . = /; ‘

The Survey of State Education Agencies gn Lnnlted-Engllsh~Speak¥4g
Persons from Non-English-Dominant Backgrounds was conducted in-fall 1975.

-, for 11m1ted—Engllsh—€peak1ng pexsons., s

This survey gathered information concerning the extent and availability of o

statistics on thé number of limited-English-speaking persons,and the programs
conducted for them maintained at the State level, the legislative authoriz-
ation for special programs for thesc persons, and the existence and -
charactefl%tlce of State certification requirements for teachers and other
personnel preparlng to work with them. Information was also gathered on
college and university programs to train persamnel for spec1a1 programs

’
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Lo APDENDIX B

1975 SURVEY OF LANGUAGES | - . *

Estimates of the size of the 9l1m1ted—Engllsh—speak1ng populatlon in

this report are derived from data collected by thé Bureau of the Census . _ g

{hrough a special-lapguage supplement added by the NCES to the July 1975

Current Popylatian (CPS).. The CPS is a sanple of MMts
%I;M About 47, households were e11g1ble for potential -
nterviews in July 1975. These housebol¥s were located in every State .

and the District of Colymbia and.gere chosen from a sampling frame of °
461 primary sampling ts (PSU's). Within each of the PSU's, enurera-
tion districts consisting of approximately 300 households were selected,.
with probability of selection proportienate to population size; and
_within each enumeration distri¢t, a compact cluster of four households
was chosen. Different sample procedur% were followed in rural areas A

and in areas with new construction. v
< a & N

The data are collected by trained interviewers who are sent to desig-
nated housing units to conauct interviews. 7 In each of the, sampl households
a 10 to 15 minute interview was'conducted with any responsible adult i
household member who happened to be at home at the time. This
renber was responsible for proViding information about himself and eve%
other adult household -member 14 years of age and older, and about
each child 4 to 13 years of age 1living in the household. Questions in "
the language supplement were asked about each child, and both regular :

-

CPS questions and lariguage questions were asked ‘@ut each adult. ~ !

’

ESTIMATION PROCEDURES

The estimating procedure used in this survey involved the'inflation of -
the weighted sample results to independent estimates of the civilian non-
‘institutional population of the United States.by age, race,and sex. 31%9 .
independent estimates were based on statistics from the 1970 Census.o
Population; statistics of births, deaths, mnlgration,and emigration,
and statistics on the strength of the Amed Forces.

NONRESPONSE ¥ ¢ ' S |

~ "~

—

Approxmxately 2 000 households or 5 percent of the 47 000 housebolds
eligible to be, 1nterviewed either refused to participate in the survey or
were not at home. Of the 45,000 households responding to the regular CPS
items on employment status, about 3,000 households or 6,7 percent either
refused to answer or were not asked any of the questions on the language

. supplement.- (A small sample of these 3,000 households was taken,and indica-
tions E re that many of these cases were telephone interviews conducted
with'‘t elderly.) Response rates varied for individual items on the -
language supplement. No missing values were i:rputed or predicted frcxn
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Information, sypplied ip other items. Nonresponse should.not -have a ldrge

.effect on the’ sample estimates provided if nonrespondents are not

- disproport icnately persons with a particular characteristiq. ' This '

Assumption can ()nlv he val 1dat(>d thmugh followup Studiefs on the, ] '

Jon-respondent s, . '

N ~
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S ‘ . . . . [ -

. _.W\RIABILITY OF ESTIMATES - 4 . , \

» . L4

’me estimates in this report are subgect to both sampling and nonsamp;mg
errors. Sampling errors occur bécause a sample of the population is taken:
rdther than a census or complete count. Nonsamplil)g errors can be attributed
to seveMl sources, including the respondent ; interviewer, questlonnalre
and gata processing procedures, and would. also be presen‘t 1f a census were
'.taken. - .

The standard error is a’ measure of var1ab111‘ty Wthh can be used to r
dvaluate; the reliability,of the estimates in terms of: the itude of .
errors due primarily-to sampling. The standard errors as ccmputed and

" given in tables A and B which follow include- sampling errors as well as
part of the effects due to nonsampling errors. They do not include -

any ef¥ects: due to svstematic nonsampling errors (discussed under
"Nonresponse'' above); feonsequently, thé total error may be Jarger than,
stated. In addition{ the standard errors shown are generallzed estmates
of variability whieh were computed for the language supplement items as 4
a whole, rather than for individual itens. This is comoun practice 3s

the task of computing standard errors for each item becgmes a formidable
one when a large number of 1tems are to be estimated from a survey

-

. IN'IW{EI‘ATION OF "STANDARD ERRORS FOR ESTIMATED NUMBERS (TABLE A)

Once the sample estimate:and its standard error are known, it is
possibde to construct a confidence interval around the estimate. The
confidence interval computed one standard error above .the sample, estimate
and one standard error the sample .estimate tells us that we can be
68 percent confident (or “the chances are 2 out 3) that this interval
contains the average of all possible samples. For example, suppose that -
500,000 persons are estimated to have a particular characteristic. An
es'clmate of this size has,a standard error of 70,000 persons (table A).
One standard error above the samplee estimate.is 570,000 persons (or
500,000 + 70,000), while one standa}:d error below is 430,000 persons (Or _
500,000 - 70,000). The interval from 430, 000" persons to 570,000 persons
has a 68 percent chance of containing the average estimate calculated from
all possible sanples of -47,000 households. !

e

Yoe
[

By, taking the sample estimate plus two times the standard error we
can mke the stategent that there is a 95 pefcent chance: Cor the chances
» “are 19 in 20) that this interval containgthe average of alll possible
samples. The 95 peroént tonfidence interyal  for the 500,000 person )
estimate would range from 360, 000 persons to 640,000 persons (or from
QOOOO—14OOOO1:05OOOOO+140000) .
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: Stantlard errgrs for estimates not given in table A can be easily . -
interpolated. For exarvple suppose we, want the standard error for an .- -
“estimate of 3 ,000,000.persons.  The qtanda.rd error of this estilmte dan

" . be determtned by ‘interpolating between the' standard errors shown in

table A for 2,500,000 persons and 5,000,000, persons and is approximately
l77000persons._‘ “ o SPT

‘IM’ERPI}FI‘ATI(‘N OT“ S’I‘ANDARD FRRORS FOR I‘Q‘IMATED PERCENTATES (TABLE B) -

“* Va.rlability estmates a.re glven in table B for estlmates expressed ln
percentages. - Standard errors for eggimated percentages depend on the
ragnitude of the percentage itself and on the magnitude of the base f}‘om
which the percentage was calculated.. Confidence intefvals-are computéd and
interrreted 1n the same way as discussed above. For example, suppose-that
5 percent of the persons in the surééy have a particular characteristic and
that this percentage is derived from a base of 5,000,000‘persons. The ;
standard error shown in table B is 1.0 percent. Consequently, the 95 percent
conf 1dence interval would range from 3 to 7 percent. We would have ‘95 percent
confidence that this interval contains the average percentage calculated
from all posstble samples of 47,000 households. . . .

« " Standard errors ﬁ)r’ estmated 'percentages n%lven in table.B can

‘also be mterpolated, Fowever, -this may 1n(rolve interpolating for either

~ the éstimated percentage or base of the percentage or gor both. For exarple,

suppose we want to estimate the standard error for a 15 percent’ estimate

derived from a base of 1,500,000 persons. Using table B, interpolate the ' _

qtandard error for a 15 percent estimate first using a base of 1 ,000,000

. persons (resultlng in /an"error of 3.4 percent) and then using a base of

2,500,000 persons (resulting in. a, standard error of 2.2 percent). Inter— A

~ pﬁlate the standard error for a base of 1,500,000 persons using the standard}

-errors derived abovee This idre results in a standard error of v
approximately ’3 N percent for ij percent estimate with a base of 1,500, 000
persons. » + - ' u”" v
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: . - TABIE A |
, STANDARD ERROR OF ESI‘IMATED NUMBERS OF PERSONS
y :J;? . (68 chanoes ,out “of 100)
' V .
" Size of Standard Size of Standard.
, estimate - error estimate error
1,000,000 102,000
25,000 13,000 - 2,500,000 164,000 .
50,000 20.000 | 5,000,000 229 009
100,000 29000 ~. 10,000,000 315,000
) 250,000 49,000 25,000,000 500 000
500,008 70,000 . .||~ 50,000,000 628,000
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TABLE B

OF ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF PERSONS

(68 chances out of 100)

Base of perégnggg (thousands)

1200, Q00

112333 .

000000

100, 000

123455

000000 )

50,000

234677
000000

25,000

MPOO®O
- -

10,000

T QW0 Q
OO0 M

9,000

603912
01.1122

2,

949701
011233

1,

410379
Y N M

.

ocoNoON~O
23466W

230 500

8*69.349

AN < 00 M M

100

484596

OB OO
— o~

50
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