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In his analysis of the structure of scientific revolutiens,
/

Kuhn (1962) uses the term par igm-to serve as a mode for organizing

the coherence of a scientific body of knéwiedge. Specifically, the

»
<

term refers to "...accepted examples of -actual scientific practice -

" examples which include %gw,»theory, application, and instrumentation

together - provide models from which  spring particular coherent tradi-

&

. tions of scientific research" (1962:110). In the accumulation of

1

B
e -~ .
i

scientific knowledge, new paradigms emerge because old paradigms are

< unable to explain energivig puzzles or anomalieérrThe production of

new scientific kniowledge then becomes a cumulative process - paradigms

\

replace eaoh othgr within a continuous body of universal law,
R . R
An interesting feature of the concept "paradigm" is that its

use ié in close proximity to the phrase "scientific community", Implicit
within Kuhn's fnalysis of the structure of scientific revolutions is

the proposition that a paraaigm wins over another because its advocates{
succeed in.being more persuasive, and not necessarily because it is_
better (Holzner & Marx, 1979) Accprding to Kuhn (1977:460)1"If the

term paradigm is to be successfully explicated, scientific communities

nmust first be recognized as having an independent existence." As a

¥
result, not.only are there competing paradigms, but also competing

g scientific communities., Thus, the success of a paradigm depends on the
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level of coherency and organization within %ts supporting community.

For our purpose in this essay, the, term paradigm is gse& in a

v

general sense as a significant ordering principle or‘structuring idea

that provides consistency and coherence 1nja body of knowledge, The

»

specific body of knowledge we will be addressing 4s that which has

~ acquired the label of,hbilingpal education”. One of the initial

XY

assumptions in the introduction of bilingual education to the public

schools was that its presence held the potential for a scientific

revolution, However, the Tack Bf a paradigm for bilingual education

limited its chances of supporting.ihds\gbsumption. That is, and as

4 .

we will attempt to demonstrate, bilingua& education was not a paradig-
matic response to a central body of ideas characterized by a distinct
— } ‘ * .

ldentity, or a specific community sharing and promoting that identity.
f ' .

Bilingualism in Edmucation

\J .
* <3

The introduction of bilingual &kucation into the American publie- ¢ -
school environment was seen initially as a major cﬁallenge‘io prevailing
educdtional practice. Its challénge rested primarilx in its concep-

-~

tualization as an educational technology necessary for growth in the
public school, That this "growth" was primarily directed at language ‘
minority children quickly aroused the public to question its educational

mission (Edwards,1980). Its presence agter a turbulent'decade of state,
T
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local, and: federal support is not a testament of its ability to with-

—~

stand resistence, but to the institutional logic pervading public
4 L 3
education - personal growth is neither a characteristic of nor a

motivating factor‘for educational systems, The extent of resi§tencéc

- .

drawn by bilingual education has caused many observers to identify 1

- * -
N

symbolically with the Titanic,

Despite the fact that it is still not clear that education is a —

major determining factor in a person's future career and social class
L] l *

3

(ﬁlau & Duncan,1967; Thurow,1972;Bowles & Gintis,1975), bilingual
education was designed initially to serve as a vechicle for the pro-
» - t
vision of equdl educational opportunity “n the public schools to
» ‘ *

language_ginérity children,(éugarman & HiQess,197h;Foster,l976; N

Roos,1978). Perhaps the most significant feature in bilingual educat@on
was the assumption that by enhancing the language minority child's .

educational opportunity, a comparable level of alteration would 3spur

in the child's quality of life. However, the c rvative approach
-
to change the public school adopts and its dedicatiod to the raticha-
/

lization of teaching as an activity, quickly resulted in the misuse qf

I4

bilingual education for the quancement of a iénguage minority child's

2 '

degree of social inequality. A review of the afgal status of bilingual
. » )

education, for instance, summarizes the issue asi"...the possible

A \

-
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invidious use of bilingual education to isolate, rather than to
equalize minorities for segregation purposes, or its use simply to

S;Bara%e minorities for\}nétructioﬁal purposes, may militate agaiégt N

the general acceptance of bilingual education as a meanirgful statutory

right of equal educational 'opportunity under Title VI" (Plastino,19791433). .

L4

Adding to the confusion regarding the educational mission of
ilingual education was the general fact that bilingual education was
the creation of .legislative bargaining. It camé about without there

s ’
being‘general agreement regarding a definition of bilingualism, and it

Ny

was assumed that the Bilingual Education Act established an earnest

interest in bilingualism (Roeming,1971). Troike (197811) depicts the
situation ass"when the Bilingual Education Act (Title VII) was launched
. .
"in 1968, it Has..irndertaken largely as an act of faith,..(and).,.there
. . . ; ¥

was virtually no research base upon which build and service the

g

needs of this great educational experiment." From its inception then,

bilingual educat{on was not so much a response to a need, but rather an
. , <
attempt to structure a need that*would serve to legitimate its presence,

’

That it was also done as an act oﬁ:iaith within a highly bureaucratized’

-

environment severly limited its chafces o ur%iving in an environ-

4 13

ment centefred around Rgfpbsive, rational action. ‘

[N

oF To facilitate its immersion into a delicate soclo-political arena,

.
L .

4 ” . ¢




the "great educational experimé&t" %as presented as a product of a social

order sensitive to ctltural pluralism, and a reflection of its national

}

interest in bilingualism, The assertion that bilinguai education was

-

a reflection of the national interest aroused immé&iqée concern in the
A
general public domain, and mobilized the public schools to limit its.
. .
program logic. Bilingual education was rapidly transformed such
]

that it was conceptualized as a singlefﬁnd uniform phenomenon,

L) -
Since cultural pluralism was a principal basis for promoting

ngual é¢ueation, iEs scope of application ﬁas'also quickly reduced
t; language minority children (Fong,1978)., The advocacy role language

/ ninority groups assumed regarding bilinéual edgcatiog, for‘examble, Was

(ﬂ, a principal means ﬂy which these groups interacted witﬂ 32e social
order, but not vice-versa. As a result, it rapidly bécame apparent

that while it might not be in the national inter employ bilingual

'éducation as a means of enhancing the educational growth of languégé
' minoriéy children, it gas in_thé national'interes} to use bilingual
education to monitor :heir educational growth, \ . '
The 1imited applicability of bilingual educatibn,.in turn, caugsed
bilingual education rationales to be viewed a? somewhat ethnocentric.
The necessary‘!etting was thus created for bilingual education

opponents to argue that bilingual cducation was only justified in

5

-
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terms of group autonomy, and not irl.the natural order of human rights

-

for individuals to equal educational opportunity. As a socializing -

L]

element in‘the public schools, bilingual educatioh came to be

portrayed'as a mechanism for building protgctive ethnic enclaves in

’

A Y

thg schools, As a result, critics of bilingual education were quick

tQ loéate ¢he bureaucyatic sppport necessary for the creation of these

enclaves (Thernstrom,1980112):"The staffing of the Division of

Bilingual Education by ethnic militants followed an administrative
{

tradition: Government programs aimed at the particular group are often

M

Tun By militant members of that group." '

: A}
At this point, we can make the followlng observations from the

’ preceding ﬁiscussion. As a legislatiye creation, bilingual qgucation
was a response to a rapidly expanding social efivironment in which the

educatignal inequality of language minority children was increasing in
3 .

~

vieibility, As such, bilingual education was not a paradigmatic

. response to a central body of ideas and a coherent tradition of .
. ) { s

scientific research. Though at the time of its emergence it drew
support from a variety of academic disciplines interested in the study
of bflingualism, it was net sufficient to evolve into a\specific

audience -that would provide bilingual education with an &ndependent

’ A

existence. Foz_examble, the attempt to present these disciplines as
¢ s

@ .

\

»




committed to bilingual education because of their interest in

bilingualisn 7ad'ghe inmediate result of drawing the criticism that

.

bilingual edycation researcb lacked an autonomous methodology.
/. - o . -
Secopd%&. ?he cqncgrn:with the promotion of bilingual education
as a vechic}e for equal educational opportunity in the public school
fo? languaée dinority child;en was instrumental in causing biliggual
education rationales to be translated into terms of group autonomy,
The most immediate result was that bilingual'education was oversimplified
/

to Fepresent a single and uniform phenomenon, clearly identifiable and

distinct from other forms of education (Lewis,1977). Its immersion into

[N

& system of mass public instruction in which few individual charac-
¥

teristics are taken into account, created numerous structural obstacles

- k]

in its mission to servé the individual characteristics of language

minority children. THe manifest impldcation of this dilemma for .

everyday life was that hypétheses regarding the’function of bilingual

A

education produced two competing canps, On the one hand, ‘there Are

. T
those that hypothesize that ‘bilingual education és neoessary for the

-

soctal acconodation bf cltural pliralism, while on the otﬁer hand
a!e those that see bilingual education as sufficient fdr'the segmenté%ion

of ethnolinguistic groups within a superordinate framework of ethnic

.

values. . ‘ , & .
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Finally,:-as a legislative(brainchild, bilingual education was an

- institutionai response to another institution'?/n;;EET.The increased,

visibiliﬁy'qf tke language minority child's eﬂuca honal inéquality Was
" reduced by inoorpbrating it into an institutional context. Its $ns¥i-
{ ‘ . ’

, tutional incorporation assured that it wedId be reflective of an

4

‘ institution s attempt to deal with an unstame social reality& As a

.- /
result, the purpose of bilingual education was to deal with the social
fact that language minority childreﬁ were not part of the school's

social reality because they were not full corporate membgré/;f the

r

institution. Thus, the presentation of bilingual education as an

\

é%%institutional response to individual needs could only function
.,; .
satisfactorily if it neither reflected change nor personal growth.

In the end, bilingual education was destined to be functlional in the

' 4
- reproduction of an institutional social reality, and not for personal

¥

growth,

N

Making Sense

In their ericounters with the real world, individuals carry in

EY

their heads a model of society that allows them to maﬁe sénse of these

2
encounters, This model facilitates making sense by influencing what

K

the individual 1pks for and what is to be done with the observations.

For instance, this process of encounter with the real world is

¥
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h sunmarized by Boulding (1981:194) as:"...it still remains true that
. 4
Jat any moment each human individual is surrounded by a real world of
which the structures in his brain are a part, and which is affected by
these structures in processes that are themselves th of the real !

world," ‘ ) -

In & sengel/ehen, individuals hold a general conception of social
z phenomena they most often con;e in contact with, some mental picture.
of how these phenomena come together and work. In the construction of

lifef@erienc% for the individual, thi; general conception of.social
Y

* phenomena then allows for the generation of interpretations regarding

[3

"new", or frequently encountered phenomena, dIn‘this manner, ‘the .

.

individual's construction of social reality retains a level of , %
coherency. For our purposesrtin the following discussion, the term
model is used to refer to the .general image of the main outline for

some maJjor- phenomenon, including certain ideas about .the nature of the ‘

units involved and the pattern of their relations.

AN

As the preceain; disc;zssién has already poi.nted out, .bilingu'al ¢
edt;cz;.tion was primarily designed to deal rfith the incre‘as‘ingh level
of educational inequa.lity experienced by the language min%rity child
‘in the public schools: As a general socia}l fact, the _increasing level

of inequality took tht shape of a major social phenomenan because of
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its constraining effect on everyday life, In other wirds, the presence

of inequality nade senses However, the fallure of bilingual education to

be. a paradigmatic response t6 a body of ideas prevented it from assuming
<, )
a "general image" that would seriously question the assumptions within ‘

an educational system rooted upon unequal relationships. Instead, the

L)

search for a "general image' took the pragmatic routefof developing
< . . = -

competing definitions. These definitions were not developed as an attempt

to see.which one most closely reflected the general outline of the
phenomenon, instead they became a-search for substance. It may be that :
¥

given the makeshift vaelopmfnt of bilingual education, it was expected

thaf‘the definition for the phenomenon with which most people woula

L]

identify, would become the shared geneial image of the phenémenon. . .
The general expectation that a search for a definition of bilingual

education would produce some statement regarding its general nature
. { ,
quickly ran into dtfficulty. For exéﬁple{ employing a limited view of

the phenomenon, Saville & Twoike (197111) defined bilingual edncatigg

as "...an educational program in which two languages are mediums of

instruction." In contrast, the U,S. Office of Education produced what
it’‘regarded as a useable definiﬁion of bilingual education (Andérsson &

1Boyer,19?0:49)z"Bilingual education is instruction in two ianguages‘and'
{ : A\

the use of those two - anguages ag'mediums of instruction for any part




-

of or all of the school ciirridulun." These are Probably théﬁmostQOften.

. cited definitions,/ir examples, of bilingual, education, and th;y typify

. [ .- ‘
N what is included in almost all other definitidns of bilingual education -

. |

the use of two languages in and for instruction,

1////tr "3 The Jack of specificity, hoyever, in defiﬁ%iiphs for.bilingual -

A

- equafioniregérding‘the in%eraetive processes of bilingualism in T

¥
“edﬁcatioﬁ, resulted 4n the development of a continuum for bilingual
e . ’
education programst *
a. programs wherg_all(classroom instruction is in the
— + second language with the exception of a component
: . . |
co, in mo%fff’fgggug“§killss )
b, programs in which both languages are used‘in_an‘
-~ ( *
‘ equal manner for instruction; ‘
i > P Q hd . \ -
¢i programs in which classroom instruction is in the’
, mother tongue and the target language' is taught
as a subject, ‘ . : y

- @

An interesting background variable at this stage in the presentation

of bilingual education as a continuum was the ensuing debate between
~ * ' L2

&

those advocates of assimilation and those advocating for pluralism. -

~

As a result, the preceding continuum took on an ideologfégl form by
} .
-, acquiring the labels ofs a, Transfer, b, Enrichment, and c, Maintenance,




L : . ( .

" Had thézgxig:;wkreatgr cohesion among bilingual education proponents - , :
. v ) ' \ a . . M

at ﬁ'g tine, this ideclogical debate would have served an instrumental

. ' . ' ., .
purpose by legiéimating its presenceg. Instead, this debate became

~

? " instrumental in depicting a state of confusipn within bilingual education,

That is, the debate demystified the nature of bilingual education.

~ >

- Hh;lg the search for definition did perﬁit the development of
images for bilingual education, it was still far from the actual need
of making sense of bilingual education. On a global dimension, the

-

“transition from def;nition to program development predicated that
5 - »
vadiation between programs would primarily be found in the arrangement(\ -
and combination of components. In practice, differences betweén
bilingual edugation programs were to be found in the arfangement
- of elements compf&sing the program's educational technology.
The most serious implication in the transition from definition

R
‘ p ’

gl program growth came to be interpréted

\§§\5fditive, with the goal be>ng to oviésee the total number of units

” . v

{ ‘ A
thrown together because they conform to a common definition, By

t
{ h g

. comparisonsy program.grdwth is not cumulative in" that uﬁits, as a

series of increments,‘each prepares ‘the way for the next, Given an

institutional environment and its own demand on constituent units,

\ —~. the latter is much more likely to alter patterns, whereas the former




’ . . \\
is functional in pattern maintenance., It is almost as if programs were

3

expected to define themselvés and the phenomenon they were designed to
address, : : c

N Technology

/ .

In ie@a;d to the continuum for bilingual education programs

§

discussed in the preceding pages, one can list the following educational

. { .
technology variables in the application of bilingual education teaching

rmethods (Paulston,198037-14;Ramirez,1980;Cummins,1980;Matute-Bianchi, "

i980;Paz,1980), . o -

« .
‘ i

' T

1, The sequencing of language. For example, Title VII prograns

. R

teach initial reading simultaneously in either the two languages or

-

. in the mother tongu®-first, whereas the Canadian early immersion
. L)

.

programs typically reverse the prgggas and teach initial reading in

PO

the second language.

. .
&

2., Time alloted for each language, both in sequencing and within

~

the curriculum. Title VII programs, for example, do not delay more
N . i .

-
than one Year in introducing reading in thé second language ( if

~

not taught simultaneously), y

3+ The relative emphasis on the mother tongue, In curriculum

design this is accomplished by including a bicultural dimension to

supplement the bilingual goals., o
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4, Teacher ethnicity and competency. Variatioﬁpin this variable

occurs in that the teacher may be a member of the same ethnic group

" as the children, the saﬁe teacher may use both languages in instruction,
or the two languages may be represented by a certified teacher on the
one hand and by a teacher's alde on the other. : .

5. The language of the surrounding commuﬁiix and its impact on

<

. K . \
‘the bilingual program in the school is a variable that is poorly dealt

with, It is readily assumed éhat the staffing of bilingual prégrams

with paraprofessionals from tberloéal community will provide the
necessary continuity'betwéen home and the school. :

S . . _
. While many more educational technology variables can be found to -

distinguish between bilingualdeducation programs, the precedigg ones

are those most frequently encounterthin the literature on bilingual

edacation, and those asserted to be most influential in determining

1 4

’ A

bilingual education results,

- . o
These variables, howévgr, are rarely operationaliZed within a

o R ' . '
coherent framework, As a result, they do not provide for an empirically
baged feature analysis of bilingual education models..Studies of
biljngual education program effectiveness, for example, are not of

potential benefit to program developmefit because the lack of consistency

* . ) ) . “
\ in the presentation of educational technology variables prevents the
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interpretation of results withir the scope limitations of what is

L

being studied, In a frequently cited review of the issues in bilingual

\

. {
education program effectiveness, Zappert & Cruz (1977) list the
. ) _ <
llowing as limitatiqns in .the -structured comparison of bilingual

education programss
a. No control for student's socioeconomic background,
o - % ,
be, No measure of the student's initial language dominance.
A

c., No specification of feacher qualifications, and teaching ?aterials.

8.

.!;‘ﬂ.gifter their lengthy review, Zappert & Cruz.(1977:39) conclude thats
"+ssthe research demonstrates that bilingual education and bilingualism

/s

improves, 6r does noé impede, oral,ZEBguage developﬁent, reading and

L 4

]

writing abilities, mathematics and social studies improvehent, cognitive
£ . , .
functidn%ng, and. self image, In :ﬁdition, there 1is empirical evidence
e ‘ﬁgat bilingual educaéfﬁn pr;ggams:imprové school a;tendance.ﬁ
o A car;;ul look at the variables mentioned above, apd those i;sted
* ”"iPy Zappe;t & C?uz (1977),urevéals that they are background charaqter;gtic;
of teachers and/or si;udents, rather thanf_s.tructu:ra.l features of,bi,nnguai
prograﬁs. This makes sense ifawhat one is searching for an‘approximation
of Hhat'bilingual eduéation pgograms consist of,'aﬁd not how their

functioning capability is affected by technology variables, What is

poseible to conclude from studies that review bilingual education

Y
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F)

characteristics is that they fall short of making meaningful contri-
J

7 ) >
»butiong to the %e]d because their findings cannot be employed to
separate bilingué% education programs that do work from those that do
not work, As a result, the preceding conclusion reached by Zappert & Cruz

is an actual reflection of the state of the art for bilingual education -
] | s,
all programs, whether effective or ineffective, are acceptible because
. . g
they are bilingual to some degree,

2

‘The main reason for undertaking comparative studies is for the

1

discovery of general laws, og»principles{ Following. our early comments

regarding Kuhn's notion of paradigm , comparative studies are necessary

Ll a

for the explicatioh of a model from which will spring a’coherent body
" of ideas. The formulation of these ideas within a coherent framework

] : . -
" will, in turn, be helpful in predicting program s%&cess, or in diagnosing

program weaknesses, Given the development ;f éeﬁ;rai’principles from
a main body of ideas, togethe£ with a‘de%a;led kﬁowipdge of the
‘impbrtance of relevant variables and their behavior, greater reason
for cénfidénel'in making decisions is available. As we have seen, the
lack of concept and data comparability in bilingual education programs

1imits structured comparison, and prevents the generatiod of general
4 -

principles., s
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* " General Obssrvations

For all practical purposes, the attention invested in the initial ‘

search for a definition of bilingual education was both a snare and K
: ;

a delusion. A snare in the sense that definitions took the form of

rules for a game in which the players needed order, The delusion was

& - M .
created that in order to function properly bilingual educajdon must

be set off from general education., The irony is tgat/the initial
basis for developiﬁg bilingual education was that it was going to

< augment the language minority child's chances of succeeding in a body

I
of genezal edutation, The aim was certainly not to isolate the 5

phenomenon, bilingualism, and study its development independent of a
geneigl body of education. As a result, inequality was enhanced, and

not altered. ’ J v
e
v 14

The transition from definition to program development was neither
. / .

based on a consistent body of data nor on a body ofygeneral principles,

—

The lack of specificity ip the elements constituting bilinguai}%ducation,

Wwas responsiblé for not developing confidence in making decisions Fhat
-~ A Y

[

X ' Houﬁd outline the parameters of a general model for bilingual education.

*+

'b For example, one result of this was. the development of a continuum.for

bilingual education programs that yas based on a comparison of bilingual s

-
¢

relationships ~-“those that exist between the individual and the system 3
. . A —~
»

5

- 1D




18 g

<
&

. ’ y .
of edycatlon, and those that exist between groups and the total

*
-

systen of education., Consequently, any program with some hint of

. .
bilingualism was incorporated into the general body of bilingual

. -
4‘:

education,

Secondly, in this transition, educational techno%?gy variables

. & 3

became a principal means for evaluating bilingual programs,®However,
the lack of consistency in the presentation of these variables, the
failure to account for their interactions within a conceptual framework,
did not permit for the analysis of program possibilities, For example;
the focus is on the study of a large number of bilingual education

programs because it is assumed ?hat they are derivatives of an ideal type

blueprint, rather than on an examination of how educational technology

-

*

variables cluster into different programs. The latter, given the

relative level of indeterminacy between variables, has the greatest

potential for explicating parameé%:i that are reflective of a general

~

-

model or necessary as guides for model building.

*

Interpretations

Two issues have been emphasized in this essay as fundamental for
the development of a paradigm for bilingual education. First of all,

it is necessary that a model.and a methodolggy 11m;ted in scope by the
nature of the phenomenon addressed be developed. The initial dependence

r i

e
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of bilingual education on contributions from academic disciplines

.

doing research in bilingualism forced it to adopt the assumptions of
. ]

those disciplines and to work according to the models they had developed.
F 4

That is, the emphasis was to see what could be borrowed from what was
. 0!

already around in the hope that it would make sense for bilingual

education, COnséqgently, a set of beliefs unique to bilingual education
\ -

s 3

did not develop.

Secondly, the failure to develop a unique set of beliefs prevented

the developﬁent of a consensus regarding an acceptable framé of refer-

ence and a terminology for its expression. As a result, crises in

bilingual education centered around the lack of consistency in research

findings, and its failure to cluster educational technology variables

around what made sense and what did nqt in a;/ﬁttempt to facilitate

»

decision-making. The primary obstacle against decision-making in '

[

t}lingual educggion then becamexthe assertion that as long as they
addressed a min}mai level of bilingualism then they we¥e p;oviding a
service to the general body of education,'At tqis point, the service

to ghildren becomes secorndary. For=2xamp1e,'because bilingﬁal education
wa? a response by one institution to the needs of another, its utility
was evaluated in. terms of its contribution to, and reflective of!’the

institutional environment, rather than in“ho® it interacted with the

LI

}

o

1)




constituent units of the environment. .

T

< Vi 2 !
In addition, the failure E? develop a model for bilinguai.educat;on

. ' \< v, -
was not supportive of a holistic approach to bilingual education,.

3 -

Instead, the notion that was developed and supported was that bilingual .

.
» <

. ] . .
" education was the aggregation of things similar in nature. ‘This-
emphasis on simiiarity was largely a result of the initial attempt to
borrow from other academic disciplines what ;as assumed would make

sense for bilingual education. A latent consequence of this ﬁas that
. . \

similarity becamé‘aifferentiated by academic discipline, and concern

was placed on the specialization of knowledge from each academic

L 4

4
discipline. As a result, the constituent elements for bilingual

education differentiated between and among themselz?s. and reinforced

P

this by‘assuming'specialized functions, Thus, bilingual education

»
’

was not conceptualized as a system of education, but rather as a
type of education definable only in texmg of the function its components

assumed,

-

Tﬁ::ponceptualization of bilingual education as a system of
education would have forced it to initially abandon the notion that

1ts development was dependent on the sum of its parts, This notion

.

e N
was functional for the maintenance of a stable institutional social
- ¢

reality, By contrast, as a system of education, bilingual edﬁcation
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would have beLom’e hf'Lghly competitive in an institutional environment .
directed at experiencing change and findiné a net purpose for it,
’Ch:ange was, of course, the essence of the re‘a.'l.it}; bilingual education
was a'.ddressing.. For example, bilingual education decided to take as its’

point- of -departure from general ,education by emphasizing differences,

A

rather than pur's,ue these differences by plac'ing themy in a system of

P

education capable of gompeting within a highly institutional, and & - ‘

. ————. ° .
increasingly buréaucratic, environment. In a classic study of the

x

- ’ '23 2 ’

Renaissance as an educational achievement, Durkheim (1969) argues that
[ 1 L]

in order for people to feel the need to change their educational '

" system, they must become .conscious of ideas and needs that have gmerged

-

for which the old system of education is no longer adéquate. Following

‘ ' - < s
Durkheim's observation, it was never really clear what bilingual

education as addressing, which ideas it was addressing that the old
systerd yas not, or whether it was responding to specific needs., As such,

bilingual education .ne{ther reflected nor ma.nipulated- change,

s

Summary
We have attempted to ‘suggest in this essay what may have been

initial point% in the rise of bilingual education that prevented the

-w

developn@(nt of a paradigm, The failure of.bilingual education to arise

as a paradigmatic response to a,ﬁifi‘que set of beliefs, prevented the
L hd

1

-

X
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development of a model that would generdt: hxpotheses relevant to its
) |
survival within a bureaucratic environment. Tﬁus, a ﬂpameworH}witnin

i

which rules for describing relationships betweén bilingual education

~

variables was not developed, and as a result, validation for programs w

.

becane unmanageable.and ad hoc.

Given its dependence on surrounding acadentc disciplines, perhaps

-

the most serious limitation in bilingual education was its failure to
develop its own unique character. In the world of everyday existence, .
academic disciplines function as institutional actors who increase
their own chances o; survival by the level ef attraction they draw \k\\
from other institutional actors, and their ability to employ this

‘ \
attraction to create a dependent relationship in which tney are the
superordinate party. A prerequisite)tnen in a search for a paradignm
is that bilingual ;ducation nust ground itseif in what it is and |
commit itself to it. In simple terms, it musi gain gontrol of itself,
and direct its own action, Regarding the larger institutional.context

-it must compete withing bilingual education and its supéorters must

fieed the advice offered by Machiavelli in The Discourses:'He who
establishes a dictatorship and does not kill Brutus, or he who founds

a republic and does not kill the sons of Brutus, will only reign for

a shért time. "
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