
state in civil contempt for its alleged inactions. It
remains to be seen whether the aspirations of the
EEOA drafters will prevail in Arizona. However,
while enforcement has proven difficult in Flores, the
requirements of state responsibility still stand.

In sum, given the recent limitations placed on pri-
vate right of action under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, the EEOA has become the primary legal
tool to ensure that LEP students receive an equal edu-
cational opportunity.

Stefan M. Rosenzweig

Author’s Note: The author wishes to thank Peter D. Roos, Esq.,
for his editorial assistance.
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EQUITY STRUGGLES AND

EDUCATIONAL REFORM

The struggle for improved educational opportunities
for language minority children has gone through sev-
eral changes in emphases and direction since the late
1960s. Language compatibility and cultural respect
have been important components but by no means the
only ones in the struggle for equity in education.
Proponents and advocates of quality schooling for
Latino students have always known that a better edu-
cation would not come about merely by including the
Spanish language in the curriculum, no matter how
ably this inclusion was planned and executed. This
entry sketches some of the changes that have occurred
over a period of 40 years in this ongoing quest for
quality instruction and equity in American public 
education.

Struggle for Quality
Instruction in Recent Decades

Since the creation of Anglo-oriented public schools
and the enactment of laws requiring children to attend
them, activists have supported a variety of reforms to
make these institutions more responsive to language
minority students. One of the most important reforms
they have supported has dealt with quality instruction
in general and with gaining access to a differentiated
curriculum geared toward meeting the diverse acade-
mic, linguistic, and cultural needs of those students in
particular.

The struggle for quality instruction intensified after
the 1960s. Unlike earlier decades, when the majority
of educators, scholars, and policymakers were Anglos,
in this period, an increasing number of them were
Latino. Alongside the community activists and 
the practitioners in the schools, these scholars and
researchers conducted research and provided the
knowledge necessary for improving the schools serv-
ing Latino children. The work of these activist schol-
ars was generally quiet and behind the scenes but no
less effective for it.

In the 1960s, Latino activists involved in the edu-
cation of Latino children (e.g., José Cárdenas, Frank
Angel, Armando M. Rodríguez) and many others
struggled for and either promoted, supported, or helped
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establish a variety of curricular innovations aimed 
at improving the low academic achievement of
English language learners (ELLs) in the public
schools. Among the most popular were early child-
hood, migrant, bilingual, and adult education pro-
grams, but by the following decade, most of them
began to concentrate on bilingual education. Bilingual
education, as Guadalupe San Miguel has written in
Contested Policy: The Rise and Fall of Federal Bilin-
gual Education Policy in the United States, is viewed
as the best means for bringing about significant changes
in the way the schools educated these children and
developed their various linguistic, cultural, and aca-
demic interests. The emphasis of this curricular inno-
vation was to improve academic achievement by
ensuring equal access to the mainstream or standard
curriculum by children with limited English profi-
ciency, commonly referred to as “limited English pro-
ficient” (LEP) students. They are now known as
“English language learners” (ELLs). Bilingual educa-
tion has affected mostly children enrolled in the ele-
mentary schools.

In the mid-1980s, a new crop of Latino scholars,
researchers, and practitioners emerged and played
important roles in promoting school changes through-
out the country. Individuals such as Carlos E. Cortés,
Josué M. González, Alfredo Castañeda, Beatrice
Arias, and many others worked in alliance with both
older activists and a variety of minority and majority
group members to improve educational opportunities
for Latinos. These activist scholars expanded the dis-
course on Latino education and went beyond both lan-
guage and bilingual education to other concerns and
reforms.

For more than a decade following the passage of
the federal bilingual education act of 1968, scholars
had focused on language issues in the education of
Latino students and on the establishment and strength-
ening of bilingual education throughout the country.
In the 1980s, they began to systematically explore
factors other than language that impacted the educa-
tion of these children and to consider a variety of
other curricular and institutional reforms that would
benefit their learning in the schools. The publication
of Beyond Language: Social and Cultural Factors in
the Schooling of Language Minority Children, by the
Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Center at
the California State University at Los Angeles in
1986, was indicative of this trend. In this publication,

scholars and activists argued that Latino under-
achievement was due to a host of social and cultural
factors in addition to language. Among some of the
most important social and cultural factors identified 
as impacting the education of Latinos were teacher
attitudes toward minority groups, cultural values,
parental involvement, group attitudes toward educa-
tion, historical experiences, language use patterns,
and self-identity. Educational programs, in order to
positively impact the academic achievement of these
students, the authors asserted, had to address these
concerns in a systematic fashion. Effective school
reform, in other words, needed to go beyond language
and beyond bilingual education.

Educators and scholars not only expanded the dis-
course on underachievement, they also shifted the
emphasis of their concerns away from ELLs in the
elementary grades to secondary-school-aged students
who were relatively proficient in English but still
underachieving. Most of these students, as noted in
the National Commission on Secondary Schooling for
Hispanics report Make Something Happen: Hispanics
and Urban High School Reform (published in 1984),
attended segregated and overcrowded inner-city
schools, had poor school achievement levels, were
disproportionately tracked into vocational and general
education programs, dropped out of school in large
numbers, and had low college enrollment. They
attended large, impersonal urban schools, and their
needs were different from those of ELLs in the ele-
mentary grades. These students then required different
types of curricular and instructional programs and
more personal attention and support from adults and
from school officials.

The shift and expansion of attention to under-
achievement in secondary schools and broader-based
inequities was slow. It occurred in the context of an
acrimonious debate over bilingual education and a
new national concern with the quality of public edu-
cation. Beginning in 1983 with a national report that
noted that the nation was “at risk” because of declin-
ing academic competitiveness, this movement soon
overwhelmed the equity struggles of the Latino com-
munity. The 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, sponsored
by the National Commission on Excellence in
Education, urged immediate improvement in the
nation’s schools and led to the emphasis on excellence
or quality education, including improved standards, 
a more rigorous curriculum, and accountability.
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Although this report called for excellence or quality
education, many Latino activists and their allies raised
questions about its relationship to equity concerns and
sought to blend both of these movements. Peter Roos,
a strong advocate of quality instruction for Latinos,
for instance, analyzed the tensions between traditional
views of equality and the proposed concepts of qual-
ity in an article called “Equity and Excellence,” which
he wrote for the National Commission on Secondary
Education for Hispanics in 1984. In this article, Roos
called not only for quality education, but for equity 
as well.

Working within this context of a national call to
action, Latino and non-Latino activists pressured or
compelled federal and state officials to form special
committees or enact legislation to investigate and
address the issue of improving the quality of educa-
tion for Latino youth. Emphasis in most cases, as
noted in Make Something Happen, was on emphasiz-
ing the devastating impact that high drop-out rates and
low school achievement levels of Latino high school
students were having on minority communities and on
American society. Scholars and researchers also con-
ducted investigations and research on the status and
drop-out rates of Latino students in the schools, pro-
posed recommendations to address these concerns,
and encouraged local and state leaders to promote sig-
nificant reforms, including curricular changes, to
ensure academic success.

The nature of the struggle during the latter decades
of the 20th century thus changed, without great fan-
fare, from one demanding access to a differentiated
curriculum to one aimed at getting access to a rigor-
ous curriculum. At the elementary level, activists and
scholars interpreted this shift to mean getting access
to a rigorous curriculum through quality bilingual
education. At the secondary level, they focused on
getting access to both a college preparatory and an
accelerated curriculum made up of magnet, gifted
and talented programs, and Advanced Placement
classes.

Struggle for Quality Education 
Through Bilingual Education

Despite the multifaceted nature of these curricular
struggles, the dominant theme continued to be high-
quality bilingual education. This specific curricular
innovation, as noted earlier, was supported for various
reasons. Foremost, it continued to be viewed as the

most important means for bringing about significant
change in the education of linguistically and culturally
distinct children, and it united all educators around a
central theme in the education of Latinos: language
and culture. In addition, it addressed the linguistic,
cultural, and academic concerns of these children. For
these and other reasons, the quest for access to a rig-
orous curriculum through quality bilingual education
continued unabated, although the results in terms of
policy change were minimal.

This struggle, although difficult and contentious,
was waged on multiple fronts—in Congress, the
courts, the executive branch, the streets, the schools,
and the universities—and involved both Latino and
non-Latino individuals and organizations working
together or in coalitions. It encountered many obsta-
cles, especially national desegregation mandates, a
diversity of approaches, a declining activist federal
bureaucracy, and political opposition to it by educa-
tors, Anglo parents, and conservative organizations.

The struggle for bilingual education, as noted ear-
lier, originated in the 1960s. In the early part of the
decade, Latino activists and their allies took advan-
tage of the new social and political climate in the soci-
ety to reject subtractive and ineffective schooling and
to articulate oppositional ideologies, structures, and
policies aimed at supporting Latino student success
through significant educational reform. Most of these
educators and activists focused on language as the
linchpin of significant school reform. Bilingualism
and bilingual education came to be viewed by many
educators and activists as a viable tool for promoting
comprehensive curricular, administrative, and politi-
cal reforms aimed at improving Latino academic suc-
cess and minority empowerment. Among the changes
sought by those in support of bilingual education were
the repeal of English-only laws, the use of Spanish in
interactions between community groups and their
schools, the hiring of minority language administra-
tors and teachers, and the election of Latinos to local
boards of education. All of these changes were
needed, it was felt, to address the total linguistic, cul-
tural, political, and academic needs of these students.
These hopes served as the inspiration for the passage
of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968. Once enacted,
this bill became Title VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1968.

Title VII, as the Bilingual Education Act came to 
be known, did not promote comprehensive reforms to
improve the education of Latino children as many
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activists involved in its passage had hoped for. This
bill was, in reality, a minor albeit important piece of
federal legislation. It was programmatically small and
both categorical in nature and compensatory in intent.
Also, the policy’s purpose and the program’s goals
were vague or undefined. During the next several
decades, however, as San Miguel has noted in Contested
Policy, Latino activists and their allies helped trans-
form this minor voluntary piece of legislation aimed at
low-income, “limited English speaking” students into
a major programmatic effort reinforced by state legis-
lation in some 15 states. Despite pervasive passive
resistance or nonsupport for bilingual education, the
proponents made several important changes to this
policy by the late 1970s. With the support of the fed-
eral government, they transformed the voluntary char-
acter of federal bilingual education policy, established
a federal preference for using native-language instruc-
tional approaches, delineated and expanded the goals
of this policy, increased the bill’s funding, and
expanded its scope to include capacity-building activ-
ities. A decade after the enactment of Title VII, ESEA,
bilingual education was mandatory throughout the
country and was supported by a variety of state and
local measures and funding streams.

Obstacles to Bilingual Education

Although successful in transforming bilingual educa-
tion from a vague concept to implemented reality, 
proponents of this curricular policy experienced chal-
lenges beyond political opposition or program misun-
derstanding. One of the most important challenges
during the 1970s was another federal mandate: deseg-
regation policy. This policy, embodied in judicial man-
dates, federal legislation, and executive actions issued
between 1954 and the 1970s, required the dispersal of
minority students, including Latinos. Bilingual educa-
tion, on the other hand, often required the concentra-
tion of ELLs in order to bring together a critical mass
of teaching resources. Different Supreme Court deci-
sions and policy statements supported both of these
potentially clashing positions. The judicial basis for
desegregation was the Brown v. Board of Education
ruling in 1954, which prohibited racial segregation in
education. The judicial support for bilingual educa-
tion was the Lau v. Nichols decision of 1974, which
ruled that local school districts had to take affirma-
tive steps to overcome the language “deficiency”
experienced by language minority students. Latino

activists, however, did not perceive the requirement
to provide special language programs to ELLs as
clashing with the requirement to desegregate the pub-
lic schools. They believed that bilingual education
could be effectively incorporated into desegregated
settings. However, a federal court in the Denver
desegregation case in 1973, Keyes v. Denver School
District No.1, Denver, shattered this illusion. It found
that bilingual education was not a substitute for
desegregation and had to be subordinate to a plan of
school desegregation. Gradually, unimpressive
results led to diminished support for desegregation
among Latinos, and support for bilingual education
flagged in the face of organized opposition to the
concept. Fragile coalitions that had fought together
for both programs weakened once there was no longer
a common programmatic goal.

Although bilingual education suffered setbacks
during this period, those setbacks were not always
obvious to the casual observer. The prevalence 
and growth of bilingual education, in addition to other
social, economic, and political factors, created fears
and anxieties among Americans of all colors, classes,
and genders and sparked a vigorous opposition. In the
latter part of the 1970s, this opposition was highly dis-
organized and limited primarily to journalists and
researchers. In the 1980s and 1990s, Republicans in
the executive and legislative branches of the federal
government and special interest groups, especially
English-only organizations, conservative authors, and
parent groups, began an open battle against bilingual
education.

Two early critics of bilingual education were Keith
Baker and Adriana A. de Kanter, who, in 1981, wrote
Effectiveness of Bilingual Education: A Review of the
Literature. Other notable publications were Tom
Bethel’s 1979 article “Why Johnny Can’t Speak
English”; John R. Edwards’s “Critics and Criticism 
of Bilingual Education”; the address in 1985 by
William J. Bennett, U.S. Secretary of Education, to the
Association for a Better New York; and Rosalie
Pedalino Porter’s book Forked Tongue: The Politics of
Bilingual Education. In “Conservative Groups Take
Aim at Federal Bilingual Programs,” James Crawford
gives an overview of three organizations opposed to
bilingual education: Save Our Schools (SOS), the
Council for Inter-American Security, and U.S. English.
More general studies attacking bilingualism and diver-
sity in American life include Arthur M. Schlesinger,
Jr.’s The Disuniting of America and William J. Bennett’s
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The Devaluing of America: The Fight for Our Culture
and Our Children.

The opponents pursued two major strategies, one
aimed at attacking the empirical basis of bilingual
education and the other at repealing or modifying fed-
eral bilingual education policy. Both of these were
highly contested by the proponents.

The first major strategy raised questions about 
the goals, effectiveness, and consequences of federal
bilingual education. Opponents within and outside the
federal government argued, among other things, that
bilingual education was ineffective in teaching
English and that English-only methods were available
to accomplish this goal. They also argued that bilin-
gual education failed to assimilate immigrant children
as fast as it could, promoted Hispanic separatism and
cultural apartheid, created an affirmative action pro-
gram for Latinos, contributed to social divisions based
on language, and led to the federal imposition of 
curricula at the local level by mandating one single
approach to educating ELLs.

Proponents of bilingual education vigorously
countered all these charges. A few of them, as in Ann
Willig’s report “A Meta-Analysis of Selected Studies
on the Effectiveness of Bilingual Education,” pub-
lished in the Review of Educational Research in 1995,
criticized the methodological flaws and conclusions
of studies indicating that bilingual education programs
were not effectively teaching ELLs. Some proponents
argued that no significant research showing the suc-
cess of English-only methods existed and concluded
that findings showing the success of well-designed
bilingual programs were distorted or suppressed.
Many of these arguments were reflected in the U.S.
General Accounting Office’s report of 1987, titled
Bilingual Education: A New Look at the Research
Evidence. Still others noted that the attack against this
policy was ideologically inspired or that the argu-
ments against bilingual education were, as Stephen D.
Krashen noted in 1999, in Condemned Without a
Trial, “bogus.”

In addition to attacking various aspects of bilingual
education policy, opponents also sought changes in
federal bilingual education funding and in the federal
compliance enforcement in order to water down 
the programs funded with those resources. Opposition
within the federal government came primarily from
elected officials in the executive and legislative
branches of government. The former will be referred
to as executive opponents, the latter as congressional
opponents.

Executive opponents, led by the president of the
United States, sought to weaken federal support for
bilingual education. President Ronald Reagan initiated
the campaign against bilingual education in 1980. In
his first term, he tried to halt the growth of bilingual
education by seeking rescissions and decreased fund-
ing. During his second term, he developed a new 
initiative to undermine bilingual education. Reagan
appointed William J. Bennett, an outspoken opponent
of bilingual education, to head the Department of
Education and to lead the campaign against it. Once in
office, Bennett developed and implemented a coherent
plan to redirect the program toward more English
instruction. First, he eliminated the mandatory provi-
sions of bilingual education by dismantling its civil
rights component. Second, he downgraded the primary
instrument for enforcing the Lau v. Nichols (1974)
Supreme Court decision, the Office for Civil Rights,
by reducing its enforcement budget and staff. Finally,
he weakened the administration of bilingual education
and tried to undo existing Lau agreements.

Proponents of bilingual education, especially
Latino groups, opposed these changes and criticized
Bennett for his shortsightedness and the negative
implications his strategy could have for language
minority children. Their opposition, however, had no
significant impact on Bennett’s efforts to undermine
bilingual education.

Congressional opponents also took a variety of
actions against bilingual education. Between 1980 and
2001, they introduced numerous pieces of legislation
aimed at repealing the federal bilingual education law.
In 1993, for instance, two bills were introduced to
repeal the Bilingual Education Act, but no action, as
the Congressional Quarterly Researcher noted in that
same year, was taken on them. One of the most publi-
cized bills aimed at eliminating the federal bilingual
education bill was submitted by House Majority Whip
Tom Delay (R-Tex.) in April 1998. Known as the
“English for Children Act,” this bill would have effec-
tively ended federal funding for about 750 bilingual
programs nationwide. This bill’s provisions, as well 
as opposition to it by the League of United Latin
American Citizens and both Gene Green and Sheila
Jackson, U.S. Congressional Representatives from the
Houston area, were summarized in an article written
by Greg McDonald for the Houston Chronicle in April
1998. In many cases, opponents of bilingual education
also introduced English-only bills in an effort to elim-
inate bilingual education policies. None of them, as
San Miguel noted in Contested Policy, became law.
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Unable to repeal bilingual education, congressional
opponents sought changes in federal policy. Two key
changes were made over the years and were reflected
in the reauthorization of the Bilingual Education Act
of 1994. One of these placed limits on the number of
years ELLs could participate in bilingual programs,
on the number of English-speaking children eligible
to participate, and on the amount of non-English lan-
guages one could use in bilingual education. The other
major change focused on redefining bilingual educa-
tion policy to allow for the inclusion of non-English-
language approaches.

In the first half of the 1990s, the election of
President Clinton, a supporter of bilingual education,
to the White House temporarily halted the opposi-
tion’s efforts. His election led to the strengthening of
bilingual education legislation in 1994. During the
second half of the decade, following the assumption
of control by Republicans of both chambers 
of Congress, the election of Republican George W.
Bush to the White House in 2000, and the successful
dismantling of bilingual education in Californian and
Arizona, opponents in Congress renewed their attempts
to change bilingual education policy. In 2001, a new
bill was enacted that included most of the provisions
that had been promoted by bilingual education oppo-
nents. This legislation, the No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001, amended and reauthorized the ESEA for the
next 6 years. Among its many changes, this law reau-
thorized the Bilingual Education Act of 1994. It
became Title III of the overall bill. This title, a major
overhaul of federal programs for the education of
ELLs and recent immigrant students, provided more
funds for their education, but it also officially repealed
bilingual education and replaced it with English-only
legislation. The term bilingual education was removed
from all programs of the Department of Education,
including the office that once managed Title VII.
Taken together, these actions signaled an escalating
lack of support for bilingual education at the federal
level. Although proponents lost this particular battle,
the war over bilingualism in American life was far
from over. Before long, the primary arena for the con-
tinuing struggle shifted to the states, notably, those
states that allow voter initiatives and referenda.

Guadalupe San Miguel, Jr.
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ERROR ANALYSIS

Error analysis comprises a variety of linguistic analy-
ses of the errors language learners make in producing
or comprehending a new language. The two questions
that guide this analysis are as follows: (1) What types
of errors do they make? and (2) what are the sources
of these errors? During the heyday of error analysis, it
was thought that such analysis could give language
teachers an idea about where learners are in the 
language learning process so that they could help
students by focusing on areas that seemed most trou-
blesome. Today, there is less enthusiasm concerning
the benefits of error analysis, although it has particu-
lar uses as a diagnostic tool for teachers.

Error analysis is a learner-centric approach. S. Pit
Corder claimed that through this approach, the develop-
mental process of language learning could be better
understood, and teachers would be able to build a syl-
labus meet language learners’ needs. The assumption
here is that each learner’s mind has a built-in syllabus for
language learning. To find this learner-generated
sequence and adapt instruction to it is more efficient than
to follow an instructor-generated sequence and impose it
upon the learners, which was the method that dictated
language teaching in the past. The instructor-generated

syllabus is associated with the behaviorist approach to
language learning and uses a contrastive analysis
method that predicts difficulties the learner would have,
by comparing the linguistic structures of the target lan-
guage and the native language. Using error analysis, it
was expected that teachers would build a syllabus on
these assumptions, without actually observing and ana-
lyzing the language being produced. Error analysis was
the first important attempt to study the learner’s lan-
guage in itself, and thus some researchers believe it to
be the beginning of the field of second-language acqui-
sition research.

Historical Overview

The potential benefits of looking at learners’ errors
had not been recognized until the 1960s. In the behav-
iorist approach, which had been a prevailing learning
theory since the 1930s, it was believed that children
learned their first language by imitating and forming a
habit of connecting stimulus and response. Within this
framework, learning a second language was viewed as
developing a new set of language habits and transfer-
ring the language habits from the first language.
Contrastive analysis, therefore, was a way to predict a
learner’s difficulty or ease of establishing a new lan-
guage habit. More similarities between the two lan-
guages meant an easier transition in learning the target
language, because learners could transfer a beneficial
habit from their first language to the target language.
Errors were considered bad habits that needed to be
prevented and could be predicted, reduced, and even-
tually eliminated.

In the 1960s, the behaviorist theory of language
learning was challenged by the growing recognition
that children acquire their first language not by imitat-
ing or being reinforced, but by playing active roles in
creating their linguistic rules. Children’s incorrect
forms in their mother tongue during their first-
language acquisition is demonstrated evidence that
children set hypotheses and test them, and construct
linguistic rules. This new perspective in child lan-
guage acquisition had an impact on the field of sec-
ond-language learning. A second-language-learner’s
errors began to be viewed in the same way, regarded
as a window through which teachers and researchers
could see what strategies a learner employs while
learning a language. In this view, errors were no
longer regarded as bad habits, but as the logical steps
in constructing and testing rules for the new language.
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