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EDUCATIONAL DYNAMICS

This chapter addresses the educational experience of Puerto Ricans
in New York City. In so doing, it explores (1) the results of the educational

experience, as reflected in student achievement; (2) a number of theories /.

often advanced to explain student outcomes; (3) the historical context and
its effect on education; (4) the response of the Hispanic community to the
problems in education; and (5) some ideas on how to improve the current
educational situation. An important theme in this chapter is that within
the educational system an educational dynamic has been institutionalized
that involves a number of components in an assimilation dialectic. These
components are the system (teachers, schools, and the values they try to
inculcate) and the new entrants (students, parents, and their values and
aspirations). These interact to create the results (educational outcomes and
changes in the system).

What the Records Show

Reading, Math, and English

) The reading and math scores of students in predominantly Hispanic
- school districts have continued tolag behind those of studentsin New York
City as a whole.! This is true at every grade® (Hayes and Grether, 1983;
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1972; Fitzpatrick, 1971; more recent
figures derived from the NYC Board of Education, 1984a, 1984b). The
number of school districts in NYC that are predominantly Hispanic (i.e.,
that have 50% or more Hispanic students) has increased from 3 in 1969 to
111in 1983. Less than half of the children (45.51%) in the Hispanic districts
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are reading at or above grade level, while just over half (54.19%) are
performing at or above grade level in math (NYC Board of Education,
1984a, 1984b).>

Limited English Proficiency

‘Students who are limited in their English proficiency (i.e., classified as
limited English proficient or LEP students) numbered over 110,000 in 1985
(Educational Priorities Panel [EPP], 1985b). There have always been a large
proportion of Hispanic students in ail grades who were termed “English-
poor,” that is, who spoke little or no English or spoke it hesitantly, or with a
heavy accent. In 1960, these students totaled 104,482, or 9.25% of the total
student population (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1972). By 1985, they
constituted 12% of the.total school population, or 113,831 (EPP, 1985b: 3).

7 Despite the now legally mandated requirement that these students

z receive bilingual instruction, 40% of those entitled still do not receive it.

" Of the 60% who do receive language instruction, only 30% are exposed to
a fully bilingual instruction program (EPP, 1985b). What happens to LEP -
children—particularly those who are not served? According to some
reports, they drop outand at higher rates than other students (EPP, 1985b;
Calitri, 1983; Santiago-Santiago, 1984b). In addition, they are over-
represented in zoned high schools and underrepresented in optional
education programs (Advocates for Children, 1985). In sum, they end up
in the educational tracks that often have the fewest rewards.

The LEP figures are expected to swell with increased numbers of
language minority students entering the system (Smith, 1987: 9).
However, this figure includes only students who score below the
twentieth percentile on an English proficiency test. Only these students
qualify for special English-language instruction. Hispanics constituted 72%
of the LEP group in 1984 (EPP, 1985b: 9) and LEP students constituted
approximately 26% of all Hispanics in the public school system (EPP, 1985b;
New York City Board of Education, 1984a). The remaining 74% of Hispanics
who scored above the twentieth percentile did not qualify for LEP instruction,
even though they might have placed anywhere from the twenty-first to
the sixtieth percentile. The needs of these children are not addressed.

Dropping Out

There are numerous and differing ways to measure school dropout
rates (Valdivieso, 1986: 12; Santiago-Santiago, 1984a; Hernandez, 1976;
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Calitri, 1983; Reyes, 1984; Smith, 1987). Different studies produce slightly
different figures, depending upon who is classified a “dropout.” The!
Board of Education, for example, does not count as dropouts those who
leave and enroll in a GED or equivalent program, although few of those"
enrolled in these programs ever attain high school diplomas. The U.S.-
Commission on Civil Rights (1972) estimated a Puerto Rican dropout rate
0f67% in New York City in 1970-71, but argued that this was a conservative
estimate because untabulated transfers and migrations underestimated
the true dropout rates for Puerto Ricans while inflating those of Whites.
 Calitri (1983) found an 80% dropout rate for Hispanics and Puerto Ricans
inNew York City. ANew York State study put the rate of Hispanicdropout
at62% (New York Times, March 15, 1987: 22). There is also no agreement _
‘on the dropout rate for all students in New York (New York Times, March
9, 1986: 40; February 26, 1987; March 1, 1987; Calitri, 1983: 4).

Underany definition, Hispanic and Puerto Rican youth have for some
time been dropping out at higher rates than any other group in the city.
High Hispanic dropout rates are not justa New York City problem—they
are a national problem (Valdivieso, 1986; Hispanic Policy Development
Project, -1984a, 1984b; National Center for Education Statistics, 1981;
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1979; Michigan
State Board of Education, 1986). However, significant variations in Puerto
Rican/Hispanic dropout rates by city have also been found (Hernédndez,
1976; Valdivieso, 1986). Thus, some school systems are better than others
in retaining Hispanic students.

In New York City, we see the effect of the high Hispanic dropout rates
when we look at ethnic composition by grade level. As Figure 6.1
illustrates, Hispanics and Blacks have the largest shares at each gradelevel
up to the ninth grade, when Hispanics decline precipitously (and Blacks:
more evenly), while Whites increase. By the twelfth grade, Whites
outnumber Hispanics and equal Blacks. Thus, at the formal exit point, so
many Hispanics have left that the compositions of graduating classes do
not reflect the schools from which they graduated.*

Segregation

Segregated schools and the accompanying correlates of reading
retardation, low four-year college attendance, and low diploma completion
continue to be a severe problem in NYC schools.> The majority of
elementary and junior high school Hispanic students attend schools in
districts that have high proportions of Hispanic students. In fact, 68% of
Hispanicchildren in New York City attend schools in districts that are 30%
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- EZMOAOMY

15— %% 18 1z i3
Figure 6.1 Groups by Grade, 1983-1984
Source: New York City Board of Education (1984a).

ormore Hispanic, while only 10% attend schools in districts thathave 10%
or fewer Hispanic students.® Others attend schools that have high
proportions of Black students. At the high school level, where residence
is less of a factor, there is a similar segregation.” Many Hispanics attend
high schools where there are large proportions of other Hispanics and

Blacks. In these high schools, they face the correlates of segregated -

schooling—the odds are that most of their peers will be below grade level
in reading, are less likely to receive diplomas, and are less likely to go on
to four-year colleges (see Table 6.1).%

Colleges

The high dropout rates found at the junior high and high school levels
continue on into college. As the National Congress for Puerto Rican Rights
recently pointed out: “If we start with a hypothetical 100 Puerto Rican

Table 6.1
Correlation Coefficients, Random Sample of New York City High Schools
Two years behind Graduates going on Diplomas
in school to 4-year colleges granted
Whites -.845 4 672
Hispanics 41 » -.014 -.142
Blacks .628 .. -.467 . ~642

Source: New York City Board of Education (1984b).
Note: Systematic random sample of high schools; N = 15.
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students, the best case scenario has 55 graduating from high school, 25
entering college, and 7 graduating from college’ (cited in Puerto Rican
Council on Higher Education, 1986: 7). This depressing situation repre-
sents the “best case”” scenario because it assumes a relatively optimistic
dropout rate of 45% for Hispanics. If we use the 80% dropout rate found
by Calitri (1983), then only 2.5 of the original 100 would graduate from
college. .

In New York State undergraduate colleges, Hispanics had the lowest
retention rates between 1973 and 1981 when compared with Whites, Blacks,
Asian/Pacific Islanders, American Indians, and Alaskan natives (Prieto,
1984) Indeed, between 1978 and 1980, the proportion of Hispanic students
inNew York State whostayed and completed their undergraduate degrees
declined from 58% to 55%, while the retention rates for Whites increased
(91% t094%) and that of Blacks stayed the same (63%). On the positive side,
total Hispanic enrollment during the 1976-82 period increased slightly
(43,842 10 56,506). Also increasing duning this period were the numbers of
Hispanicsin graduate and professional schools and the number ofdegrees
conferred (Prieto, 1984). Thus, it appears that at the state level more
Hispanics are getting through the undergraduate colleges than before, but
the proportion dropping out has increased and remains higher than for
any other group.

The picture at the city colleges, where most Hispanics attend, is
similar.” Retention rates are low and, correspondingly, dropout rates are
high. This generalization does not appear to be affected by method of
entry, thatis, whether students entered ““under the rigorous admissions
standards in force at the university during the 1960s”’ (Lavin et al., 1986:
3) or whether they came in under an open admissions plan in effect
duning the early 1970s.'® Hispanic students lagged behind Whites and
Blacks in the proportion completing their baccalaureate programs at the
City University of New York (CUNY) regardless of their mode of entry.

Indeed, asthe chancellor of the Board of Higher Education has pointed
out, thereappearstobea ‘bleaching phenomenon” that takes place within
the CUNY system: the longer you're at CUNY, and the higher up you go,
the more likely you are to be White (Murphy, 1986: 5-6). This is true for
students and faculty alike.'! Thus, in 1985, 65% to 75% of entering freshman
students were members of minority groups (35% Black, 25% Hispanic,
and 5% to 10% Asian). Yet, over e past few years, 64% of those awarded
baccalaureates were White (Murphy, 1986. 6). Although there has
been a slight increase in the proportion of Hispanic students in graduate
schools—from 5.5% in 1978 to 7.2% in 1983—Hispanics are still
vastly underrepresented at this level (City University of New York,
1983 131).
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Standardized Test Scores

Puerto Rican mean scores on exams taken when applying to mo:
college and graduate schools—the SAT and the GRE—are also n«
encouraging. Table 6.2 shows the mean scores of Puerto Ricans relative t
non-Hispanic Whites. All scores are at least one standard deviation belo
the mean. There has been significant improvement in the last few years-
between 1980 and 1985, Puerto Ricans in the states experienced th
greatest positive change in verbal SAT means and the second highe:
increase in SAT math means compared with all students, White:
Asian-Americans, Mexican-Americans, American Indians, and Black
(Ramist and Arbiter, 1986: xii). However, there is still a very large lag
In effect, even the group that graduates and is college or graduate scho«
bound has not narrowed the educational achievement gap measured b
these tests.

Table 6.2
Standardized Mean Test Scores

Scholastic Aptitude Test Graduate Record Exam

(SAT) (GRE) .
Verbal Math Verbal  Quantitative Analytica
Puerto Ricans 356 387 389.42 417.71 384.7
(6,849) (6,848)
Whites 442 482 511.5 525.08 528.73
(720,010) (719,891)
Mexicans 372 413 418.82 42214 412.26

(14,169) (14,167)

Source: Duran (1983: 61, 66). SAT figures are based on 1979-80 scores; GRE figures a:
based on 1978-79 scores (Ccllege Entrance Examination Board data). _

Note: Figures in parentheses are population figures; these were unavailable for the GR
columns.

Itis important when reviewing SAT scores to bear in mind that ther
is a great deal of debate about whether these tests accurately measur
Hispanicstudents’ intelligence or potential to do wellin college or graduat
school. According to Verdugo (1986), what these scores measure mor
thananythingelseis students’ "knowledge of middle class culture.” Thes
test results are seen to be a reflection of the class status, culturally boun:
experiences, and placement in educational tracks of most Hispanics in th
United States. This positioning of Latinos in schools and in the econom:
may influence test-taking skills, such as familiarity with vocabulary, tes
anxiety, speed, and guessing skills (Ballesteros, 1986).
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The influence of language on scores is also evident, for when the SAT
scores are controlled for best language spoken by student, considerable
differences can be seen (Ramist and Arbiter, 1986: xxiii). This holds true
for non-Hispanic Whites as well as for Puerto Ricans and Mexican-
Amenicans (Durédn, 1983: 65-66). In addition, the predictive nature of these
tests has been found to be considerably lower for Hispanics than for
Anglos; there are lower correlations between standardized test scores and
first-year grade point averages for Hispanos relative to Anglos (Durén,
1983: 102). The lack of a relationship between these tests and college
outcomes has led Verdugo (1986) to argue that intelligence tusts are a form
of racism and that they should not be used until their predictive power is
conclusively proven.

There s one very interesting exceptionto the generallack of predictive
validity of these standardized tests for Hispanics. This is to be found in
Puerto Rico There, standardized Spanish-language tests are as useful in
predicting college success for Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico as their English-
language equivalents are in predicting success for non-Hispanic Whitesin
the United States (Duran, 1983: 93). If high school grades are combined
with test scores in Puerto Rico, these variables are better predictors of
college success for Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico than they are for non-
Hispanic whites in the United States (Duréan, 1983 94). This exception to
the rule for Hispanics in the United States raises interesting questions
about the relationship between the validity of these tests and the
geographic and social contexts within which they are taken. Why should
equivalent tests and grades have great predictive validity in Puerto Rico
but not in the United States?

Explanatory Theories

Numerous explanations are offered for Hispanics’ low achievement
in the schoo! system. In this section, many of these are reviewed and
critiqued; | then present an argument for a more historical approach to
understanding the dynamics of Hispanic/Latino education. 1t is postulated’
that a dialectic has evolved and been institutionalized that has typified the
struggle between entering students fromanother culture and a school system
charged with molding them into the U 5. society and economy. (Thus, while
macro theories may explain the goals and outcome of the educational system,
the historical dialectic helps us to understand the process of immigrant
education ) larguethatthe educational expenience of many, but especially
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that of immigrant§, in New York City has been marked by a dialectic
struggle that has historically occurred on several levels: between studer
and teachers, between parents and schools, and between communiti
and school systems.

, A Lack of Money

. L,b'erals often argue that poor educational outcomes are the result
insufficient funding. However, it is not a simple question of money. Ne
York State is second in the nation in terms of per-pupil expendituzés a
seventh in terms of teacher salaries. Yet, the system cannot hold on to
studenl§; New York is 46th (out of 50 states) in terms of retentic
(Hodgkinson, 1985: 11). It has the highest dropout rate of an northe
state (New York City Sun, November 26-December 2, 1986: 5))’ Intere:
iqgly, other states that also rank low in retention a;e eth.nic.all m(;
leEltSe and more urban as well. In general, money spent on te);chel
salaries and per-pupil expenditures does not greatly influence retentic

in any state (Hodgkinson, 1985). Money is not th
as it is currently disbursed. Y e problem—at least n

< Blaming the Victims

. An(?thgr explanation blames the students and their parents for tl
d.lsappomtmg outcomes, while the system itself is absolved. The assum
tionis that Puerto Ricans and Hispanics have just notbeen able, or wante.
to “make the grade.” This perspective does not explain how bo’th academ
successes and failures can occur within the same family, a commc
occurrence within Hispanic families, and denies the experien'ces of agre
many Latinos. The experience of successful Latinos in the school s gte
has often léd them to conclude that they “‘made it” despite the sy);ten
Others have concluded they might have gone further but for the systen
Finally, almost all Latinos have had experiences with or have lZnovs
someone who could have made it, but did not because of the way tt
system functioned. y

A more benign version of the blame-the-victi i

that it is the student’s fault, but only becaus::fh:lz;::e‘r)ne;\saiefatill:;.a{%
because education is such a dismal failure, students are pushed «
pressured to seek other alternatives that seem preferable to the lifeless an
dulling monotony that school represents. The educational process has ¢
eroded the self-esteem of students that they no longer care what happe;
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to them, so they turn to drugs or they become pregnant. This perspective
may account for some outcomesbutitdoes not explain why somany others
who have not sought these alternatives still graduate with only minimal

levels of literacy.

The PPayoffs to Education

Anotherargumentis that Hispanics do not excel in school, or drop out
altogether, because they have little confidence that there will be any
significant payoff for their investment of time. To the extent that young
people correctly perceive their future income potential, there may be some
truth to this Most studies have shown that greater education may yield
somewhat greater income for minority group members, but not at parity
with native Whites (Mindiolaand Gutierrez, 1982). Indeed, a recent census
analysis of Puerto Ricans within the states says, “What is -especially
distressing about the earnings gap by educational levels is the evidence
that the differentials between native White and Puerto Rican men increase
rather than decrease at higher levels of schooling.”” Although the earnings
gap is smaller for Puerto Rican females, their income levels are consider-
ably lower (Tienda, 1985).

It is unclear from the research what effect education has on Puerto
Rican employment. Earlier work had found that Puerto Rican dropouts
had a greater chance of being employed than Puerto Rican high school
graduates (Brownetal , 1981). Hernandez (1983)also found thateducation
was not as significant a factor in Puerto Rican youth employment as might
be expected However, Vélez and Javalgi (1986), using a different sample
of Puerto Rican youth, found education (as well as age) to be important in
predicting employment. A number of other studies have utilized the
Survey of Income and Education (SIE)toexamine the relationship between
education and income or employment for Hispanics (Reimers, 1984a,
1984b); Abowd and Killingsworth, 1985; Tienda, 1981, 1983a, 1983b; Tienda
and Glass, 1985; Tienda and Guhleman, 1985; Tienda and Neidert, 1984;
Bean et al, 1985; Borjas, 1983; DeFreitas, 1985).'? Unfortunately, the
results of these studies with regard to Puerto Ricans have been inconclu-
sive. The best that can be said is that Puerto Ricans do not appear to fit the
models developed.

Puerto Ricans do not fit somz models because the distinction between
foreign and native birth makes a big difference for most Hispanic groups,
especially with regard to education and experience. However, this
distinction makes practically no difference for Puerto Ricans—thatis, ithas

little relationship to economic outcomes (Borjas, 1983). This may be due to,
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the fact that the distinction between foreign and native is less clear for
Puerto Ricans because of Puerto Rican migration patterns. It may be that,
to a significant but as yet unmeasured degree, foreign-born Puerto Ricans
(i.e., those born in Puerto Rico) cannot automatically be assumed to be
foreign-raised. Similarly, those bornin the states may not have been raised
in the states. Thus, both (statistical) groupings may face a simila:
employment structure. (See Falcén-Rodriguez, 1987, for an analysis of the
differences between the economic attainments in New York City of
mainland- and island-born Puerto Ricans.)

Data Deductions

Another explanation has to do with what the data are measuring.
Many of the available data report Hispanic, not Puerto Rican, perform-
ance. One perspective holds that Puerto Ricans have improved their
performance over time, but that the data continue to show poor
performance because of the influx of newer Hispanic immigrants into the
school system. It is also speculated that successful Puerto Ricans either
migrate to other states or become more successful when they migrate. This
wouldleave notonly fewer Puerto Ricans in the Hispanic pool, butit would
leave those less successful in New York. Thus, the educational experience
of Puerto Ricans would appear to be more consistently depressed than it
actually has been.

However, we cannot test this hypothesis with available data because
the only data collected by the NYC Board of Education with a Hispanic
category is the Annual Ethnic Census of Schools, which is a simple head
count of students disaggregated only to the district level. Thus, in addition
to having no separate data on Puerto Ricans, we have had no data on
Hispanic dropout rates, graduation rates, types of diplomas received,
scores on regents’ exams, students left back, special program or GED
enrcllments, applications or acceptances to specialized high schools, or
passing rates on equivalency exams (Reyes, 1984). The Board of Education
can tell us nothing about how Puerto Ricans are doing in any of these areas.

Self-Fulfilling Prophesies

Itis also argued that there is an attitude problem within the schools,
that the attitudes of teachers and staff lead to self-fulfilling prophecies of
failure (for themselves and for students).’® In turn, these attitudes feed
student attitudes of resistance, alienation, and underachievement.'*
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That expectations are important in Hispanic student achievement is
evident in a study conducted by Thomas and Gordon (1983),'* which
shows that educational expectation (i.e., the highest education level high
school seniors thought they would achieve) was the variable that most
determined Hispanicoccupational attainment. This was especially true for
Hispanic women. (Educational expectations were notimportant determi-
nants for White or Black students.) Hispanic educational expectations
were more important than standardized test scores, occupational expecta-
tions, attendance at two- or four-year colleges, college GPA, college major,
and college and high school racial composition. It would seem, then, that
what Hispanics (especially Hispanic women) expect to achieve, in terms
of education, influences the jobs they eventually do attain. Latino student
aspirations continue to be important, regardless of generation (Buriel,
1988)

Although educational expectations are importantin the occupational
achicvement of Puerto Rican youth, the educational aspirations of Puerto
Rican high school youth have been found to be lower than those of White
or Black youth (Nielsen and Fernandez, 1981: Table 2.2; Ramist and
Arbiter, 1986: xiv). Teachers, parents, and peers all play a role in
determining educational expectations;”‘ in particular, parental career
values have been found to be closely related to the career expectations of
Puerto Rican youth'” (Dillard and Campbell, 1981). If these aspirations are
low, then it becomes all the more important for the schools to emphasize
high educational aspirations.

But there appears to be a problem. On the one hand, there appears to
be selective receptivity for Hispanic elementary students on the part of
teact ors. Gumbineretal. (1981) found Mexican-American children ages 7
to 11 to be more attuned to praise from teachers, and to have higher self-
esteem, when teachers asked a lot of questions and listened well. On the
other hand, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1983) found that
teachers in the classroom did not positively reinforce Mexican-American
students as often as they did Anglo students Teachers directed prai:se or
encouragement at Anglo students 36% more often than at Mexican-
American students, built on the spoken contributions of Anglo students
40% more olten, and asked Anglo students 20% more questions than they
asked Mexican-American students )

That classroom interactions influence student expectations, motiva-
tion, \nd achievementis also suggested byDuran(1983),Torruellas(l986),
and Cummins (1986). Duran (1983: 56) concludes: “"The quality of
classroom interactions for Hispanic children may be poorer than for Anglo
children. Specifically, evidence was cited that teachers may have lower

academic expectations and lower social esteem for Mexican American
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children than for Anglo children.”'® Torruellas (1986: 4) cites low teache
expectations and a lack of sodially and culturally relevant curricula a:
factors that discourage the overwhelming majority of Black and Puertc
Rican students in New York City:'®

Low teacher expectations with respect to educational achievement com-
pound the problem {of differing linguistic styles], leading to loss of self-
confidence and, ultimately, internalization by students of the belief that
they cannot succeed in school ... It is essential that schools create an
educational environment where success and self-esteem, not failure, is the
expectation for our children. ’

The way to create this environment, Torruellas argues, is tc
acknowledge, respect, and draw upon the values, experiences, anc
resources thatstudentsbring tothe school, so that their culture and natura
language ability skills are reinforced .?° Cummins (1986), speaking from 2
broader perspective, echoes these statements. He argues that educators,
in teaching “dominated societal groups,” subtract cultural/linguistic
dimensions, exclude community participation, and follow a straight line
toward transmission and legitimation of information. Furthermore,
according to Cummins (1986: 33), schools continue to reproduce in theit
interactions with students the power relations that characterize the wider
society and make minority students’ academic failure i: evitable.

Social Reproduction

The social reproduction theorists argue that schools are driven by the
capitalist economy, and thus reproduce the dominant ideology and an
inherently unequal structure. The role of public education is to sort
students carefully so that the existing social order is reproduced (Bowles,
1976). Within the social reproduction model, the effects of class and race
combine to pull Puerto Ricans and other Hispanics down into the lower
educational tracks, which serve as preparation for entry into the secondary
labor market (Barrera, 1979; Olivas, 1983). Once “finished” with school,
Puerto Ricans and other tracked groups move on to take positions in
society similar tothose their parents had occupied. The sectors where they
work and the jobs they perform might change, but the position of the jobs
on the social and economic scale remain about the same.

Thus, public education results in a useful inequality for the capitalist
system. The existence of competing racial-ethnic and gender groups with
low educational attainment contributes to the persistence of a permanent
industrial reserve force that serves to maintain low wages. The talented
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A Complex Equation

Each of the theories and explanations presented above doubtless
holds a grain of truth. Together, they contribute to an understanding of
the educational situation of Puerto Ricansand Hispanicsin New York City.
However, the situationiscomplex and hasbeensoforsometime. AsDuran

(1983: ix) has pomted out:

A simphistic and culturally chauvinistic interpretation of the situation would
conclude that Hispanics’ educational attainment is a function of their ability
or inability to adopt the sociocultural values and language of mainstream
Amernica An equally naive view, al another extreme, would be that failure

of Hispanies to succeed is due exclusively to prejudicial bias against
" hispanics in the educational system and to deliberate exclusion of Hispanics
from cducationabinstitutions

What is perhaps most important is an understanding of the historical
context that Puerto Ricans and other Latinos entered when they came to
the United State: and within which they have evolved.

The Assimilation Dialectic

From the earliest history of the United States, a continuous flow of
immigrants, especially to New York City, has made for a continuing
encounter betweenimmigrantstudentsand more assimilated teachers. As
aresultoflhlsongoingencounler,aneducatkmasevolve—d and
has become a part of the public school system (Rodriguez, 1973). In New
York City schools, this dialectic involves anongoing struggle between two
forces: the assimilated and assimilating teacher (thesis) and the newly
arrived student (the antithesis). The student is aimost always from an
ethnic background different from the teacher’s, and often resists assimila-

tion. The synthesis, narrowly defined, is when thé student leaves the
‘system—through graduating, cran~ferring, or dropping out—often as a
“hyphenated”” American.

The melting-pot ideology legitimized the early functioning of the
dialectic. Jews were taught to be publicly non-Jews, yet to remember that
they were Jews (Podhoretz, 1968). The same was true of Italians, Germans,
and other immigrant groups. Having experienced this assimilating
process, these same *‘now-assimilated”” ethnics would come to defend the
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to undergo the same painful initiation. Perhaps, more correctly, they
would never see or accept an alternative to this method of initiation. After
the newer ethnics were fully educated, they were, as the ethnics before
them had been, closed to public acknowledgment of (even) obvious
ethnicity. At the same time, they were privately alert to ethnic cues. The
message these “former” ethnics transferred to all newcomers was the fear
of difference, as well as the shame or embarrassment of one’s own
difference. It was in this way that ethnicity became America’s worst kept
secret.

The details of this dialectic have changed with time. Inthe nineteenth
century, teachers were Protestant and students Catholic, for example.
Although eachimmigrantgroup’s historical conditions varied, itsinvolve-
rent in the basic dialectic did not. The dialectic was institutionalized and
served to make legitimate the cultural hegemony of the United States as
well as to control immigrant populations. A central tenet of the assimila-
tionist thrust in the dialectic was the emphasis on White, middle-class
Anglocentric values, perspectives, and styles.?* This suggested, inturn, a
certain negativism—albeit unacknowledged—about thgse who did not
conform to this value. This sometimesled to the rupture of family ties. This
process was articulated by a prominent educator who had been an Italian
immigrant child in the New York City public school system during the
1920s and 1930s:

e -
We soon got the idea that Italian meant something inferior and a barrier was
erected between the child of Italian origin and their parents. This was the

accepted process of Americanization, we were becoming Americans by
learning to be ashamed of our parents. (Covello, 1969: 59)

With few excepticns, those most assimilated or assimilating were sifted
out as the brightest, most successful, and so on. Those who did not
conform dropped out, or didn’t learn.® '

- -

The Dialectic and People of Color

It may be argued that all people of color experience the educational
dialectic quite differently than European or White immigrants to the
United States. Historically, conquered groups such as Blacks, Native
Americans, and Chicanos have not fared as well in this country in terms
of economic or educational attainments or in' terms of political influence as
have European groups who immigrated in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. (Conquered groups are groups who did not come to the country
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ut of choice, but who had ““the country come to them’’; Daubon, 1987).
ated” Americans—Italian-Americans,
cans—or just plain *Americans.” The
hore visible minonities did not, in the main, become hyphenated
\mericans, but remained clustered as Black, Hispanic (i.e., Chicano,
werto Rican, New Yorican), Asian, or Indian.

Thus, the educational dialectic  Americanized’” Puerto Ricans, and
sther people of color, butit did not de-ethnicize them. These groups were
onquered, coerced into coming, or pushed to immigrate. With time, they
secame national minorities. The expectation for White immigrants was
hat with greater time in, of exposure to, the United States, these
ayphenated Amencans would lose their ethnicity and become ~ Americans.”
Fhe end product of the assimilation process for the others was that they
would become native minorities. These minorities might succeed eco-
r or lesser degrees. For example, the fabled Asian
propensity torhard work would earnthem eventual success. Buteven after
eight generations of hard work, they would still be seen=—as one Chinese-
alifornia said—to be “Chinese.”

People of color would keep their “ethnicity,” despite the factthatthey
might lose ther immigrant orgins, their language, and even their
communmties This has clearly been the case with the “*model minority”’—
ipanese- Amernicans, who can no longer point to geographically based
Japanese-American communities. White immigrants, on the other hand,
would sucteed or not succeed, but their ethnic origins would become
symbohc, highly blurred, or totally lost, thatis, these origins would notbe
directly relevant to their definition as Americans.

Thus, the conflicts that surfaced between Puerto Ricans and teachers
were par(nf.mnnguinghismncal pruccssand continuingcunﬂictthatwas,
in part, based on class and, in part, based on difference. In the history of
the Puerto Rican community, there have been some bitter resolutions of
the dialectic, and there have been some resolutions that have sweetened
the lives of those involved. Most Puerto Rican experiences were some-
where between these two extremes. The experiences varied mainly \/{ifh

teachers, but were also affected by peers, schools, and personal or familial
situations. But all were involved in this dialectic.

The dialectical process was not solely responsible for the achievement
levels of Puerto Rican and other Latino students, but these dynamics were
critical and pervasive in the educational process. Despite the fact that the
dynamics of the dialectic received httle attention, they informed the
dialectics of resistance that were sometimes foundin the educationalarena
and in other areas. However, most people, teachers included, were
uraware that they were participamS in this dialectic or that they had an

uropean groups became “hyphen
serman-Americans, or Irish-Ameri

nomically to greate

American youthin ¢
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assimilationist ideology. Simultan
. eously, .-t
alternatives to it. y.-they were unaware of any

The Empirical Literature

The empirical literature provi insi i
educational dialectics as they gcculrdisst;grcrl‘:s::)lg;t lbr::to P Ay
schools{ aqd between communities and school s’ste P
5eneralxut|on§ emerge from this review of the literz,tur;nzs‘;lA e e
hleratur'e oannspa.nic student and teacher interactions s‘ et (1)
stuc:!'eqt s being Hispanic affects teacher perceptions an‘;gSZESts that (1) a
tl?e difference’” perceived by the teacher, the more fav (b) the sm?"gr
hlsorhertreat’mentoflhe student(Rosenthaland Jacobs 0rz;9|e, o fal.r’ 1
1971; M. Ramirez, 1981; Durdn, 1983, 50, Tormelins. 1986 A G Ramiver,
1985; Roberts gt a!., 1985; Tobias et al., 1982; MOOrle 198'3~ Sf Ramire%
Thesg gengrahzahons seem to coincide with th imilati .to, 1983).
the diatectic noted above. h the assimilationist thrust of
Given that being “different” i i i ;
are there significantgcultural diffc:ei\::snl::::v:]e:\h:{?: uca.tlonal D hers.
and do thgse dlffe.rences affect the learning process? Ur;\)?onr:tc:, andl others,
l?;:st::tep !lttle serious research on the role of culture in educ::::;y'l:here
: it is ngt important to most researchers, who tend to be turally
consistent with the majority culture. Or it may be th to o)
researchers are not able to address the bicultural h mODQCultural
adequately. Perhaps the dialectic has functioned so wel;sti\ues o
cultural difference, is just not seen as a serious or si 'f‘at Culturg, e
worthy of.study. I* is curious that this area has not surf B d mor vanab‘le
T earch circles 2 urfaced more often in
Nonetheless, there is a generalizati
0!1 cultural differences that Eave ::Z::::ﬁg:iagzwe};iges fr?"\ s
differ significantly on cultural orientations (Tﬁan;iis z[;):?lcf;t}nSd Aogs
Powe.rs. and Wagner, 1983; Wurzel, 1983). While this m:;' ha :l 1985b:
surprising, when seen in the context of the general der{ | rf Y itic
cultural differences, it is significant.” In the classroo ll:' . SPeC‘ﬁC
Anglo _students respond differently to, and Hispanic anrcri\’A lS;PamC :Nd
use, c{xfferent teaching styles and classroom structures (rl\zgao;eac nd
Castaneda, 1974; Marin et al., 1983; Gumbiner et al 198;‘ rez and
Hernandez and Santiago-5antiago, 1983).% ’ » Munoz:
Another generalization that emerges i ici iti
acknowledgment of Hispanics’ or othgers r:int:rai:iees)fpiljll:u:l I::o(:::envi:
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important and valuable. For example, in the educational arena, Comas-
Diaz et al. (1982) find a strong relationship between exposure to a Puerto
Rican cultural awareness program and enhanced self-concepts of Puerto
Rican children. The use of culturally relevant modalities has been
particularly important in the mental health area (Comas-Diaz, 1985;
Constantino and Malgade, 1984; Canino and Canino Stolberg, 1980;
de la Cancela, 1986; Teichner and Berry, 1981). Thus, the more culturally
relevant the components utilized, the better the self-concept, the better
the response, and the more effective the treatment or process. The
opposite has also been found—that is, the more the Anglo middle
class dominates power within the school (which means the smaller the
cultural component), the more negative the attitudes of Hispanics
toward themselves and other Hispanics (ladicola, 1981; Cummins,
1986) W

The last generalization is more specific to the Puerto Rican situation.
It concerns the lower self-concept and educational achievement that some
studies have found among Puerto Ricans raised in New York compared
with those raised in Puerto Rico {(Martinez, 1979, Prewitt-Diaz, 1983; Thiel,
1977. Greene and Zirkel, 1971)." This parallels findings of immigrant
versus mative or national minority educational achievements in other
countries (Cummins, 1986: 21 ff ; Ogbu, 1978). In general, immigrants
have tended to do better in U.S. schools than have “indigenous”
minonties. The question is whether the difference between those born in
the host country and those who immigrate is due to (1) their cognitive/
academic skills on arrival possibly having a better foundation or (2) their
lack of experience with the devaluation of their identity in the societal
institutions of the host country, mainly the schools (Cummins, 1986). Data
from Europe indicate that students who immigrate late—at about 10-years
of age—do better than children of immigrants who were born in the host
country (Cummins, 1986: 23).

To sum up, the literature reviewed here seems to say that there are
unique cultural differences between Hispanics and Anglos. Acknowl-
edging Hispanic culture in a positive and direct way appvars to be impor-
tant in the treatment of the mentally ill, in enhancing the self-concept
of children, and in predicting academic success. Its absence leads to
more negative self-concepts and negative attitudes toward one’s group.
Members of the Puerto Rican population who have been most exposed
to corrosive cultural forces—those raised in New York City—appear
to have lower self-concepts and to achieve less in school than their
counterparts who were raised in Puerto Rico. Given these findings, it

© —-t==s 3a deal with the cultural dimensions that Hispanics
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Hispanic Struggles

Hispanics have not been passive recipi i i

: pientsinthe educational process
B_od.\ Latinos and the educational system have been engagedina gialech’
similar to that found in the classrooms. As Olivas (1983: 127) notes:

S
The history of Hispanic education has been one of struggle against
insensitive government agencies and school boards, those organizations
responsible for governing education systems.

Indeed, within the Puerto Rican community there is an emerginy
awareness of this history of struggle. Moreover, there is a growing sens:
of pridein that history(Gonzalez and Ortiz, 1987: 17; Uriarte-Gaston, 1987
Rivera, 1987; Morales, 1986; Pérez, 1987; Padilla, 1987a). It is as i
throughout this history there have been two goals. The Hispanic goal ha:
peen to change the system so that Hispanic students would do well, stay
|n'scho<_>l, graduate, and go on to college; the system’s goal has been to ge
Hispanics to do better, but without changing the system.

The term struggle may convey a combative orientation, while the
fiemands made and the alternatives sought by Puerto Ricans may bx
interpreted by some as a reflection of a disinclination to assimilate anc
hgnce a§ evidence of disinterest in “making it.” For some, the struggles o
Hispanics may be seen as part of the problem, when in fact they have beer
part of the search for a solution. Puerto Ricans have participated in these
struggles not because they wanted to struggle, but because they felt there
were no other alternatives. Furthermore, it was because Puerto Ricans
wanted to succeed, and to have their children s.ucceed, that these battles
have been fought, that these demands have been made. Puerto Ricans
Save pressured for rgforms because the system has been inadequate, as

emonstrated by a history of failure. Puerto Ricans have sought alterna-

tives because the programs in place h iori
their childrer, prog place have not worked for the majority of

The History of Struggle

" T.he' pressure to change the educational system can be divided into
ree historic periods. In the first phase of struggle, Puerto Ricans
pressured for studies to examine the “problems” (Santiago-Santiago,
1987).. Th.en, during the 1960s, the community developed agencies and
organizations that more directly addressed the difficulties Puerto Rican
children were having in the schools.* Finally, in the 1970s, the community,
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having exhausted its patience, turned to the courts. What has become clear
with time is that the changes that have taken place would not have come
about but for the struggles of the community.

Thestudies. Asearly as 1954, the New York City Board of Education
received Ford Foundation support to study the “Puerto Rican problem”
(Jorge, 1984). The final report of this study reccommended proper screening
and placement of non-English-speaking children. These recommenda-
tions were ignored (Jorge, 1984; Santiago-Santiago, 1987; Vasquez, 1971).
A subsequent study by Jenkins (1971) described the difficulties Puerto
Rican children met in the schools and the embarrassingly inadequate
measures taken by the Board of Education to meet their needs. The
findings were againignored, and the study was not released for more than
ayear afterits completion. Since then, there have been numerous studies.
The most recent, by the Educational Priorities Panel (1985b), documented
the school system’s failure to serve students with limited English
proficiency, as is now required by law and court order.™

The legal suits.  In the second phase, the Puerto Rican community
moved into litigation strategies. ™ Puerto Ricans, seeking to obtain equal
educational opportunity for their children, sued the NYC Board of
Education in 1972. This suit resulted in the Aspira Consent Decree, which
required that the NYC Board of Education implement a transitional
bilingual program for all LEP students (Santiago-Santiago, 1987). As‘pira
of New York and the Puerto Rican Legal Defense Fund also filed anamicus-
curiae brief with the Supreme Court in the Lau v. Nichols case. The
decision in this case also resulted in significant regulatory changes at the
federal level for linguistic minority children. .

In this way, the community won some attention for its limited-
English-proficiency students, but only after “bitter resistance’’ from the
New York City Board of Education (Santiago-Santiago, 1987). Changes
were “‘almost begrudgingly” implemented, despite their being mandated
by the courts (Santiago-Santiago, 1987). The subsequent record of the NYC
Board of Education in meeting its court-mandated commitments to LEP
students has been “less than sterling, * (EPP, 1985b).

The Struggles Over Programs
In education, there have been many struggles (Fuentes, 1984a, 1984b;

Caballero, 1986). Only three will be highlighted here: bilinguall educaﬁqn,
access to postsecondary education, and ethnic/Puerto Rican studies

—
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programs. These struggles illustrate how difficult i

. . t h
NYC system so that it will do a better job with Hisp.;nicass _}b;zn (a(i alterﬂ‘
the capacity of the system toresistchange, sothatin effecl.veryﬁttl:(:‘l:ea
takes place. Struggles within the established programs illustrate :

“warsof maneuver” (Barén, 1985) that m
a “seat at the table”’ for these programs.

the nature of the change. It created
- i . and i
‘g}:oup§ it thermmed to be deserving. % |t :ll;zl:::‘::c; ?y:l::liir:\i? ey
z%qglna concept of bilingual education: the strengths of bilj nlx}g.
and biculturalism came to be viewed as disabilities. 3 tingualis:

Ricansbutother Latinos attendi
ngand graduating fr.
colleges. As Georges (1988: 12) n e nrwo-and four-yea
. 783 otes, “Access to the uni i
New Yprk Cnty,. especially during the open admissi?,::mty' Sc}"stem o
seventies, was critical to the formation ofa Dominican lead Pel.'lO” Yo
when measured in these terms, a “successfu)’ experir:anrShlp‘ fwas

-In 1975, the year of New York City":
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Ethmic studies/Puerto Rican studies. Puerto Ricans also struggled
for and successfully established Puerto-Rican studies programs at the
college level. Although some college presidents were subsequently fond of
expounding on their perspicacity for taking the initiative to establish them,
these programs would nothave beenconceived or, insome cases, established
without pressure from students, faculty, and the Puerto Rican community.
The pressure was sometimes subtle, sometimes violent, but never distant.

The struggle for Puerto Rican studies was similar to that for bilingual
education, in that the original purposes were, from the system'’s point of
view, perceived as antithetical to the way in which things had aiways been
done. When Puerto Rican studies programs were first established, their
thrust was to debunk, clarify, or critique the theories and teachings that
were commonplace in the university that tended to portray Puerto Ricans
and other racial or ethnic groups in a distorted fashion. In this regard,
Puerto Rican studies and other ethnic studies programs challenged the
accepted thinking in academic circles. .

These programs brought to the universities what they otherwise lacked.
They enriched the curriculum, although they also challenged it. In addition,
because of the factors of historical birth, thrust, and the newness of the field,
Puerto Rican studies was seen by some in the early days as illegitimate or non-
academic. It was distrusted by some; many were threatened by these new
modes of thought. However, the field of Puerto Rican studies has overcome
many of these problems. It has succeeded in educating others not simply
about Puerto Ricans, but about the United States and about other groups as
well, for the Puerto Rican experience contains important lessons.

The struggles of the Puerto Rican community appear to have had positive
second-order effects for other groups as well. As Georges (1988: 8) points out
in speaking of the cadre of new Dominican leadership: “While in school,
many of thesc young Dominicans participated in student associations which
brought them in contact with other Hispanic, particularly Puerto Rican
activists. They established ties and became imbued with social activist ideolo-
gies which subsequently guided their career choices and forms of political

participation.” These programs have also served a number of otherimportant
but informal roles vis-a-vis universities and their students—in community
and public relations, in committees of programs dealing with the “disadvan-
taged,” and in minority student advising (Rodriguez, 1981).

Developing Alternatives

Puerto Ricans have consistently pursued alternatives that are
- . ‘- ~=d linenictr heritage. These

thrusts continue; for example, there are growing numbers of Hispanics
and non-Hispanics who take the position that language minorities
have the legal right to sustain and encourage their native language in the
United States. They argue that these rights have been recognized by all the
organic laws formalizing the relationship with Puerto Rico, all of which have
acknowledged a Spanish-speaking citizenship; the treaties annexing
former Mexican territories in the Southwest and those made with Native
American nations; the U.S. Constitution, which does not recognize any
official language; the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of the
Charter of the United Nations, of which the United States is a signatory;
and the amended Voting Rights Act of 1965, which protects language
minority groups (Daubon, 1987; Gonzélez and Ortiz, 1987).

This is not to say that Puerto Ricans and other Hispanics are reluctant
tobecomeas competentand proficientin Englishand the American culture
as possible.* It is apparent that proficiency in English is necessary for
success in a country that is English dominant and that promises to be so
fpr quite some time. Some see a contradiction in arguing for cultural and
linguistic retention as well as absorption of the English language and the
American culture; this is discussed in the next section.

The English-Only Movement

The U.S. English organization is opposed to the establishment of
bilingual education and the bilingual ballot. Originally headed by Senator
S.1. Hayakawa (R-CA), this organization seeks to limit bilingual education
to a transitional role, to restore the English-only ballot, and to pass
legislation (including state and federal constitutional amendments) that
would establish English as the official language of the United States. It has
been quite successful in raising funds ‘‘to restore English to its rightful
placeas the language of a/l Americans.”*' As of August 1987, 13 states had
adopted English-only bills, 33 states had considered such bills, and there
were five separate English-only language bills in Congress (San Juan Star,
August 2, 1987: 16). ‘

U.S. Englishrepresents a defense of the old assimilation dialectic. The
driving force of the organization is not, apparently, to help non-English
speakers learn English, but rather to suppress their languages and
cultures. If the former were the case, English as a second languag * (ESL)
classes would be advocated (San Juan Star, August 2, 1987: 16). In its
mailings, the organization raises the specter of language minorities
!)ecoming permanent power blocs in the context of the “largest wave of
immigration”” the United States has experienced “in its history.” Thus, it
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appears the real issue is not language or assimilation, but power. Those
seen as most resistant to assimilation are Hispanics, because they “reject
the melting pot concept, resist assimilation as a betrayal of their ancestral
culture and demand government funding to maintain their ethnic
institutions "

The Enghsh-only movement seems to be rooted in fear—that others
will be speaking in a language that one cannot understand. 1f this
movement succeeds, then speaking Spanishin public settings willbecome
apoliticalact Ttappears that U.S. English perceives bilingual education as
equivalent to an antiassimilation movement. Their mailir gs state, “We
have embarked upon a policy of so-called ‘bilingualism,” putting foreign
languages in competition with our own.” However, advocatesof bilingual
education have seldom argued that students should not learn English:
bilingual means capable of speaking two languages.

Bilingualism and the United States

In hght of the real polyglot, multilingual history of the United States,
U S English’s harking back to a time when English reigned supreme is
amusing. The group’s goal of restoring English toits “rightful place as the
language of all Americans” and the fears expressed inits literature that the
nation will be turned into a polylingual “Tower of Babel” both deny and
contradict the history of the United States. According to Keller and Van
Hooft (1982), bilingual education was common during the 1700s. It was
notuntil after the Revolutionary War that Englishcameto assume a greater
importance  During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, many
immigrants received instruction in bilingual schools; in some cases, these
schools received public monies.
It was with the advent of public education, in the latter part of the
nineteenth century, that English assumed prominence as the language of
instruction. However, German was also often used; six states permitted
or mandated bilingual education in German. French was a second l?ngqage
in Louisiana, and Spanish in New Mexico. It was with the large migrations
from southern and eastern Europe that rigidity set in with regard to English
as the only language of instruction (Klass, 1971). After World War L, the
United States abandoned interest in bilingual education and in the study 9f
foreign languages. Between 1950 and 1965 there was renewed interest in
bilingual education (especially stirred by the U S.S.R.’slaunch of Sputnik in
1957), and in 1967 the Bilingual Education Act was passed by angrESS-
Bilingual education is not a Hispanic invention, although Hispanics have
struggled hard to reestablish it in the United States.

EDUCATIONAL DYNAMICS
What Works

S
A All One Systgm
It is easy if you are not poor, if
. . , 1f you are not a minorit
amj.l if you have .th.e option to go (or send your children) tc); g:;)vup me‘:nber,
to ignore the d}fﬁCult situation of Latinos in education pY o
about the severity of the §iluation, perhaps even feel sym. a:): may.l“m
::,T: r:‘h?se in the SItl‘:fam[)_n' but then move on to things S\at ayr:rof;l(;)i';:::
o your own life. Like many, youma i
‘ _ ) y believe that minoriti
the urban“public schools have very little to do with th e outside -
system. ose outside that
But, as Hodgkinson (1985: 13) has
. \ ! : so aptl i i
m;xtn_cabl})" linked to all other worlds. Wz a):'epg;?t::t():;,;hci:)tn‘:orld .
wueenrem (f' anges at one po_int will have direct and predictable lcr:::\l:en
gethzi h(i);ho;lc\zf)sc.,l g\:sn |ft we discount the observed relationships
pouts, crime, and public expendi i
. M t
:{93: }:'7 ff.), there are §nll the unchangeable demE;?a;;hl:Ze?a(cSt;mr'
Hos zf;i nl:si(t): r(elt‘l_985: 2) poignantly states, “Our aging white middle élas:
work force.” A reﬂ.em income generated by an increasingly nonwhite
persons in.the :Jco‘r l;StOHMghnSOn‘ by the year 2000 one of every three
persons in/ d.mte States will be non-White (p- 7).* With fertiliry rat
(hg w; kr; me. :n aggs lower among minorities, non-Whites wi:{be ie:
th T ”l(;r;ew en middleclass baby-boom Whites are in retirement. As
18)“1):é ecc:ng'ncii:lr:)(;;iuc‘c:ed, all of us will have diminished futures'; P
. m o the society must also be consid i ing
lcower pro@uchwty of future workers, lower earnings: le;:/de’rl?:\ll:;imgf
onsumption, and consequently lower economic grom;th. (The currezt

threat to our international it
competi
concerns.) petitiveness further underscores these

Quality, Concern, and Effective Teaching

he \r':htal is lto be 'done? While it is not possible to present a solution here,
_matena reviewed suggests a number of possibilities. There i

.ob\nous.ly a need for an alternative educational process th;t o .
interactive, more culturally and linguistically inclusive, and that il:vn;f::
and mteg‘ra.tes the community from which Hispanic s'tudents com:in a
more positive and reinforcing way.*> Studies of effective schools have
shown that they usually demonstrate high expectation levels, concern for
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students, and aninterestinajobweildone (Edmonds, 1984).“ These same
features also translate into better achievement for Hispanics (Garcfa, 1988;
Moll, 1988). Urban magnet schools, which were developed as a way of
coping with segregated school districts, have also been quite successful at
producing educational excellence. Studies of these schools corroborate the
strong relationship found between expectations and academic achieve-
ment in other schools (Blank et al., 1983; ERIC/CUE, 1984: 24).4°
In addition, an extensive study involving 15,000 hours of observation
inordinary secondary schools yielded the conclusion that student-student
and student-teacher cohesion, a strong academic emphasis, high teacher
expectations, positive attitudes of teachers toward their students, stress
on positive rewards, and consistent and shared values and standards make
for an ethos that contributes to the academic success of urban minority
students (Rutter et al., 1979; ERIC/CUE, 1982: 14). The greater success
{Coleman et al., 1982) and retention (Calitri, 1983) of Hispanic students in
parochial and private schools also indicates that where these more
qualitative dimensions are in place, Hispanic students fare better.
Hodgkinson's (1985) finding that teacher-student ratios were better
predictors of retention than money spent is also of interest in this regard.
| ow teacher-student ratios allow more time for teachers, but they also
allow teachers more time with students. High teacher-student ratios, on the
other hand, put other considerations first, such as order and group control;
individual attention is less possible. These findings suggest thatan effective
olution must include what the Hispanic Policy Development Project (1984b)
referred to as a more qualitative, concerned approach to teaching.

Changing the Teachers is Not Enough

Altering the color or ethnicity of the teaching staff will not by itself
correct the attitudinal problems noted earlier, for a number of reasons.
Although the role of teachers in the functioning of the educational system
is obviously a critical one, itis not the only one. Discriminatory assessment
of students is often carried out, at various levels, by “*well-intentioned
individuals who, rather than challenging a socioeducational system that
tends to disable minority students, have accepted a role definition and an
educational structure that makes discriminatory assessment virtually
inevitable” (Cummins, 1986: 3U). All those involved in the educational
system play complementary roles. No one group can be blamed for the
failingsof!heinsmution.Guidancecounselors,clericalandadministrative
personnel, central board bureaucrats, testing experts, and parapro-

. o—
/)
EDUCATIONAL DYNAMICS

It is also not just a question of race or ethnicity. R i
e‘dv:u:ators from minority groups also take and enfocm thcei:el:lgl;’ci:::‘:
rigidly as (and sometimes more rigidly than) did their predecessors (Smith
1987: 1-2). In the end, everyone’s role is to a very great extent determineﬁ‘i
by tl?e total workings of the institution. The system works to perpetuate
relations of dominance that exist in the greater society. The ic{:)logy
articulated and gnforced by the system legitimates and advances that
structure of dominance. Itis important for all to recognize (a) how and why
the system works the way that it does and (b) how to keep it from runnin
counter to the survival and achievement of dominated groups. ®

Bilingualism and Educational Achievement

Thg struggles of Hispanics to establish bilingual education have been
rooted in a perhaps unarticulated, but strong, awareness that solid
kno.w.ledge of two languages is a superior base upon which to build
additional kn(_)wledge. Research shows that bilingual education should be
§tmngl¥ considered as part of any solution to the problems of Hispanics
in publlF schoo!s. The most recent data on Hispanic high school students
§hows, Interestingly enough, that those students who are most proficient
in SPamsh anfi in English are also those who have the best educational
attainment. Nielsen and Fernandez (1981) analyzed 6,698 Hispanic high
schqo! soghomores and seniors, and found that those who were highly
profncxent in Spanish performed better on reading, vocabulary, and math
afhlevemenl tests and tended to be less delayed in school ar'1d to have
Elgl:.erheducational aspirations. As expected, those highly proficient in
a:hgiel‘s,emaeli(:.‘l;ad positive correlations with measures of educational

Nlelsen.an.d Fernandez hypothesize that high Spanish proficiency
may be'an indicator of general verbal ability. They also note positive
cor!'elauons between Spanish and English fluency. Cummins’s (1986:23)
review ofthg l.iterature onbilingual programs leads him tostate, “The most
:?;;ful bilingual programs appear to be those that emphasize and use
t h:t h rzw;it'_s L1 [ﬁ_:st language].” Nielsen and Ferndndez (1981: 54) suggest
rofic:i ciency in two languages does not require a trade-off in which
gth ie l;cy in one langt.xage can be increased only at the expense of the
o err.h ndeed, Cummins (1984: 112) hypothesizes that speaking only

glis at.home may lower the quality of parent-child interaction and may
expose children to poor models of English.

N High school students in bilingual programs also have significantly

igher attendance rates (90%) and lower dropout rates (16%).47 School
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administrators report that participation in bilingual programs enhances
self-esteem and contributes to a more positive self-concept (Cardenas,
1986; Brice-Heath, 1986). Bilingual programs have been doing a good job
of keeping students in school—something the regular school system has
not been able to accomplish. However, scores on standardized tests have
not been consistent across programs, and some programs have had
superior scores. This may be due to the diversity of structures, personnel,
and support these programs have received.

Full bilingual—bicullural programs have, in the main, not been fully
supported; they have been tolerated. When they have gone beyond the
“soft money’ stage, they have suffered the same fate as the Puerto Rican
or ethnic studies programs in the colleges—that is, they have often been
marginalized from the mainstream of activities and their status has not
been seen as equivalent to thatof other programs. Furthermore. they have
otten been unsupported and overworked. As new programs, they had to
otart trom ~cratch in developing appropriate curricula, tests, and content
materials— tasks that might have been easier in a system that had no

mstitutionahized assimilationist dialectic.

Bilingualism and Our Multicultural World

sents another very important argument
for bilingual education. She argues that bilingual programs, if supported,
can provide a more successful, alternative program model for students to
learn. H successful, they can also produce superior educationalproducts.

In addition, she argues that the public’s interest is best served by schools
that implement comprehensive and cffective models of bilingual/

multiethnic education (see also Banks, 1981):

Santiago-Santiago (1987) pre

enables schools to incorporate ethnic
jal under-

uss-cultural and inter-raci
uralistic society. (p- 178)

The multi-ethnic education muodel
minonties more successfully, improve cr
standing, and prepare all children to function inapl

In addition to the advantages Santiago-Santiago
that such a model is the best way of meeting the co
literature. 1t also seems the best way to educate children w
world that has an internatione! economy Moreover, bilingua
¢ ipitalizes on the strengths of Hispanic children and develops a na
national resource, the Spanish language.
enables children who speak alanguage othe
the superior cognitive abilities that come from complete mastery O

thian ane laneuage.

notes, it seems tome
ncerns raised in the
ho willliveina
1 education
tural

along with other languages. It

rthan Englishto develop fully
f more
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On the national level, there has been little change in the segregated
schovling of Hispanics. Nobuva (1980: 24-28) found that in half of the school
districts Hispanic segregation had increased between 1968 and 1978. Orfield
*1987: 6) found that Hispanic students were more likely than Blacks to attend
2 class where less than half the students were White; he also found Hispanic
segregation to have increased since 1968.
As of 1984, there were 33 high schools with student bodies 40% or more
Hispanic, and 3 with student bodies over 70% Hispanic. Of the 78 academic
high schools in New York City, 14% have student bodies over 50% Hispanic
(NYC Board of Education, 1984a).
A systematic random sample by the author (N = 15) of the 78 academic high
schools in New York City revealed the following relationships. The proportion
of Black students in a high school was positively correlated with the number
of students being two or more years behind (r = .63) (see Table 6.1). The
proportion of Hispanic students in a high school had a more modest positive
relationship (r = .41). However, the proportion of White students in a school
was negatively correlated with the proportion of studentsina schoolthat were
reading two or more years behind grade level (r = —.85).

The percentage of diplomas granted in high school graduating classes
showed a similar relationship. The correlation coefficients were White, .67;
Black, - 64; and Hispanic, -.14. The same pattern existed for college
attendance at four-year colleges, although all the coefficients were smaller.
The correlation between percentage White and percentage of graduates
attending four-year colleges was .40; it was —.47 for Blacks and a negligible

-~ 01 for Hispanics.

These correlations do not imply causation, but association. The association
calculated is the one most people mentally calculate: thegreater the proportion
of Whites i a highschool, the lower the proportion of students who are below
grade level and the higher the proportion of graduates who goon to four-year
colleges. On the other hand, the greater the proportion of Black studentsina
high school, the greater the proportion who are below grade level and the
lower the proportion who receive diplomas and go on to four-year colleges.
Hispanics follow the Black pattern, but in a less accentuated fashion.

The proportion of Hispanics within the City University system has also
increased —from 7.8% in 1970 to 23 6% in 1983. However, Hispanics are still
concentrated in community colleges. indeed. itisin community colleges (two-
year or junior colleges) that Hispanics have shown the greatest increase
between 1970 and 1983. (Whites, on the other hand, have shown sharp
declines within CUNY at both the four-year and community college levels.)
Lavin (1973), in a comparison study of open admissions and regular
admissions students in the City University system, found lagging graduation
and completion rates for Hispanic students at both the community college and
Is. Moreover, transfer rates from community colleges to
four-year colleges were also lowest for Hispanic students. Lavinetal.’s (1986)
more recent analysis of three freshman cohorts entering the City University
system between 1970 and 1972 shows that Hispanics had the lowest
graduation rate and the lowest completion rate even whenalonger time frame
for completion of college was used (i.e . 12-14 years after entering). This was
true for Hispanic students who entered as open admissions students and for
" el camedas antrants In essence. open admissions Hispanic

four-year college leve
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students trailed White and Black open admissi
Hi.sﬁanic students trailed White and gleack ger;:xsl:lro :ti;::?se rts. and regular
W_t regard to faculty, 18% are minority group members; of these, 26% are
Hu_ﬁmc. However, only 10% of full prol{ssorsare non-White (Mur;;h ;982
6). Thus, whether we look at undergrads in two-year or four-year collz' es, at
graduate students, or at faculty, it appears that the higher one’s Iesvel' of
education within CUNY, the greater the likelihood that one is not Hispanic
These studies used a common data base and similar methMoIogidl
approaches—in the main, probit, multiple regression, and multiple classifica-
hqn_amlysls techniques. They also focused on differences between Hispanic
origin groups and attempted to ascertain the extent to which human capital
variables accounted for the variance of their chosen dependent van'a%le
Education was one of the human capital variables examined. In some cases‘
regional or market variables were included in the equations. ‘ '
An example of lhe'subtle fatalism that sometimes afflicts those in charge and
;‘ supportive service positions can be seen in the following remark of a South
br::: junior high school principal. After discussing the high dropout
; bsenteeism, truancy, and left-back rates and low reading and math scores of
is students, he went on to focus on the success of one student, saying, “If
only one succeeds . . . it's all worthwhile.” The expectations inherent in the
comment become quite clear if we reflect on whether we, or any responsible
admlms!rat_or, would be satisfied if “‘only one makes it.”" To accept such a
g;mpecuve is to pretend that the system is functioning effectively, even though
outof 100 students are not successful. Thecomment of this principal passed
:‘r;l;(;u:‘:q, asdo others]lkg itevery day. Indeed, at the time this comment was
be:t" 'in tl’::;;tct:lsr;g::mpal was regarded by other educators as “one of the
An interesting counterpoint to the “if only one succeeds” philosophy is
millionaire industrialist Eugene Lang's progrzm of guaranteeir’:g kids ,: p);id
Cﬁllege education if they stick to their schoolwork. His position is that they can
;e succe?d if they try. The success of his idea is evident in the fact that it has
o en replicated in 15 cities beyond New York (New York Times, June 21, 1987:
S!ne (1983) found in her §tudy of 170 teachers and counselors that their own
isempowerment was highly correlated with disparaging attitudes toward
students. She concludes that the disempowered teacher may help to produce
;_he disempowered student, who often drops out.
Sll’:gs‘Tlr:‘onl'\as and.Cordon (1983) study was a two-stage probability sample.
DAt Ples ranging from 50 to 136 Hispanics, 116 to 750 Whites, and 69 to 54
acks were drawr.i. They were interviewed in 1972 and again in 1979. Results
were analyzed using multiple regression techniques, with educational and
occupational attainment as independent variables.
Fligstein and Fernsndez (1985) found that mother’s education was signifi-
cantly related to Hispanic school attendance and school delay. This held even
g_the mother was foreign-born and educated elsewhere.
c;llard and Campbell (1981) found, in their sample of 608 parents and
adolescents, that the relationship between Puerto Rican adolescents’ career
expectations and their parents’ career values was significant. This was
contrary to the results for White and Black teens.
Although not ignoring the sociocultural and socialization roles of parents in
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panics’ school achievement, Duran (1983) suggests that teachers’
attributes of Hispanics could lead to
of Hispanic children relative to

affecting His
stercotypical beliefs about cultural
teachers' lowered educational expectations
their expectations of Anglo children
Torruellas (1986) also cites other,
understaffed, ill-equipped, and overcrow
tive teaching methods.
Bruno’s (1983) study o

more commonly mentioned, factors:
ded schools and traditional, repeti-

{ the sources of stress for 400 teachers is intriguing in
this regard A majority of the teachers working in predominantly Black or
Hispanic igh schools experienced high to unbearable stress (65% of those in
domunantly Black schools, 52% of those in predominantly Hispanic
while only a minornty {(20%) of those in White high schools
d that the most significant sources
Is in the inner city

pre
schools),
experienced this level of stress. Bruno foun
of stress for teachers in predominantly Hispanic high schoo
were administrators and “unmotivated” students.

Does the perception of students as “unmotivated” imply low teacher
expectations? Why are the students unmaotivated? If educational expectations
influence occupational attainments, and if Hispanic students are not
motivated, is that not a clear signal of alienation and distress? Whatis it about
the school system that makes for low motivation? .

The Board of Education recently altered admissions practices for the
“educational option”’ programs (New York Times, September 18, 1986: 1;
September 21, 1986: 1V, 9). It 15 worth noting that this change was instituted
despite the opposition of the principals of the schools, who were concerned
that random selection would lead to a slipping of academic quality..One
principal spoke quite honestly when he said, “This school can be a dominant
minonty school and continue to be a strong school. . . . Unfortunately, the
public may not see it that way’ (New York Times, September 18, 1986: B31.).
This policy (to keep certain schools at least 50% White) was first adopted in
1976 as a way of preventing “White flight” from the schools. Its Qefe_m.iers
argued that the policy enabled the city toavoid forced busing and redistricting.
However, the policy also tended 10 benefit White students. Since the entering
pool of students consisted of less than 50% White students, White sluder\ts
were at an advantage in applying to unzoned schools. The Board of Education
15 considenng ending this policy in view of a now 83% minority population
(New York Times, August 17, 1988: 1)
The concern with racial balance 1s notnew Asearlyas 1967—when the school
system firstbecame majority-minority—Dr. Nathan Brown, executive deputy
superintendent of schools, said, “The Board of Education has attempted
through a number of procedures to promote ethnic balance in the s_chools _
but the ‘continuing increase’ in the number of Negro and Puerto Rican pu?lls

makes it more difficult forusto provide the kind of integrated education
that we would like to provide fur every cection in the city”” (New York Times,
March 15, 1967: 1). At the same¢ time, an editorial in the New York Times
underlined the “futility of demandsto legislate racial ‘balance’in the scr)ools.
Most Hispanicsin the nation underwentsimilar Americanization experiences,
particularly in the prebilingual program period Brez Slein.(]985) “?fe.rs to this
period as the sink or swim era’* for Hispanics. He describes asstmllimonlstl
policies that aimed to force acculturation, ban the use of Spanish, and chann‘fj

Hispanic children into programs that virtually guaranteed that they wou

/y/

28 ““Culture’” has often se

29 See, forexample, Triandis et al. (1985a
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and (2) the leadership in effective schools expects instruction to take place.
These gualitative dimensions of schools are often lost or not actualized when
there are large numbers of children in classes, or when there is little interest
or hope that children can succeed.

Aninteresting by-product of these characteristics of effective schools is that
they also have greater disciphne (Edmonds, 1984). Valdivieso (1986: 23) notes
twao additional characteristics of effective schools: (1) student acquisition of
basic and higher-order skills takes precedence over all other school activities,
and (2) frequent and consistent evaluation of student progress is performed.
Although the effective schools movement had a number of adherents, models
of effective schools cannot easily be transplanted to new sites. Nonetheless,
the principles of operation of effective schools are still well worth implement-
ing

Some of these principles apparently have worked for Middle College, an
alternative high school that sends 85% of its “at-risk”’ students to college and
that has a dropout rate of only 15% The student body is made up of students
with previous records of academic failure; the school has a limited enrollment
ot 450 and a student-teacher ratioof 18 1. Accordingtothe students, the school
waorks because it provides a supportive, nurturing environment where the
teachers and staff know them and care about them”™ (New York Post, April 17,
1986).

The magnet schools were originally instituted toattract students fromavariety
of distncts through their more unified curriculas. They sought to enhance
academic performance by drawing together students and staff with the same
aptitudes and interests. The first national study of magnet schools concluded
that they share a number of characteristics with effective schools: !hey tend to
have strong leadership, a cohesive curriculum, high expectations, and a
consensus among faculty, students, and parents about the goals of the sghool
(Blank etal., 1983, ERIC/CUE, 1984: 24). Although classand selection variables
are not controlled in magnet schools, Blank et al. (1983) find only modergte
association between the degree of selectivity of a magnet school and reading
and math achievement scores.

Spanish usage was, however, negatively related to educational achievement.
Niclsen and Fernandez present two possible explanations. One is that those
who are more active users of Spanish may be involved with more code-
switching, which may have deleterious effects on achievement. Th-e other is
that the institutional context within which Spanish is used may influence
alienation and therefore achievement. For example, students in bilingual/
bicultural programs may be less alienated from school and th_erefore may
achieve better. Since few students are to be found in these settings, greater
Spanish use appears to be negatively related to achievement.

The attendance results are based on Title Vil evaluations that compared
students in bilingual programs with other students in the sameé schoolos.
Attendance for bilingual program students averaged 90% in 1983-84 and 9%
in 1984-85 Dropout results are based on Title VIl data for.l984—85, Dropout
rates of students in bilingual programs is 16% versus the citywi
42% (in Gonzalez, 1986).

For evidence that those who successfully master two languages develop
superior cognitive abilities, see Hakuta and Diaz (1984) and Hakuta (1984a,

© 1986,; for a specific study of Puerto Rican children in Connecticut, se€ Hakuta
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