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Background

Ron Unz, a millionaire and former California gubernatorial candidate, introduced an initiative called
English for the Children. The initiative essentlally ends bilingual education by requiring that only
English be used in classrooms. ‘

A formal political action committee named Citizens for an Educated America has been established to
oppose the initiative. Richard Ross has been hired as the campaign consultant and Kelly Hayes-Raitt as
the media consultant. The PAC estlmates that four million dollars are needed to mount an effective

‘ opposmon campaign. - o ;

Talking Points

e While Unz is enjoying a seven-month lead, there is still time to run an effective opposition
campaign. This campaign can be won and our opportunity lies in the following:
. . ' t N

4 Unzis vulnerable. He can be cast as a wealthy, former gubernatorial candidate who is
interested only in his future political aspirations and who is exploiting children to launch his
political career (he is a politician not an educator).

¢ A political action committee called Citizens for an Educated Amerzca has incorporated and is
in the process of developing a message. Most importantly, there is an informal agreement
among coalition members to remain silent until a single, unified message is developed. This
will circumvent the risk of the kind of coalition-fracturing that was experienced in the 187
and 209 campaigns. The PAC has hired campaign and media consultants. :

@ The campaign would not have to be cast in terms of bilingual education; preliminary polling
has identified teachers’ liability, mixed.classroom settings (10- and five-year olds jn the,
same class), and_local control as issues that convince people to vote against the proposal.

€  There is a split among the Republican party. While some support the initiative, others

- believe that it may be viewed as yet another attack on Latinos by the Republican party.

e Specifically, we request the follbWing:

a broad-based coalition mcetmg with California and Washington, D.C. representatnves
a substantive legal analysis of the Unz initiative and its impact on federal funding
assistance in developmg a campaign message and conducting polling operations

more money in the Administration’s budget for English language programs
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Program Offices: Phoenix, Arizona ¢ San Antonio, Texas « Los Angeles, California ‘e Chicago, Hllinois

o p— ‘ LA RAZA: The Hispanic People of the New World
Of LA RAZA .



Draft Unz Meeting Invitee’s List

Washingtén, D.C, Ol;ganizations
NCLR |
NABE
MALDEF
LULAC
. ASPIRA
NALE;)
| TESOL
. NAPALC
NEA
AFT
Jim Créwford
Califomia'Organizations»
Coalition for an Edu;:aied America
California Tomorrow .
CABE
CTA
AFT’s California Affiliate
MALDEF
Latino Networl-;
META
Memberé of the California Legislature
Stephen‘ Krashen
SF Collabprative on Bilingugl Education

Representatives from the Asian Communities
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ASSEMBLY EDUCATION COMMITTEE
ANALYSIS:
ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION FOR IMMIGRANT CHILDREN INITIATIVE

Hearing date: February 18, 1998. (Section 9034 of the Elections Code requires the
appropriate policy committees of the Legislature to hold a joint hearing on the subject
of each voter initiative that qualifies for the ballot, at least 30 days prior to the date of
the election.) ’ :

SUMMARY OF THE INITIATIVE

This is a statutory ballot initiative that proposes to add a new section to the Education
Code. It mandates a one-year, intensive English program for teaching English
learners English, and establishes particular circumstances under which parents may
make a request for a different instructional method for their children. It allows parents
to sue school board members, teachers and administrators for not implementing the
statute. It also mandates $50 million in annual funding for local community-based
English tutoring for children and adults.

One method. The initiative requires that schools place English learners in sheltered
English immersion programs taught overwhelmingly in English, that English learners
attend these programs for a "period not normally to exceed one year”, and that after
children have acquired “a good working knowledge of English,” they are to be placed
in mainstream classes taught entirely in English, with students who are native
English speakers. The initiative allows schools to place children of different ages but
similar levels of English proficiency in the same classes for the one-year sheltered
English programs. It defines sheltered English immersion as an instructional method
in which nearly all instruction is in English, but with curriculum specifically designed
for children learning English.

Parental waivers. The initiative specifies that parents may apply for waivers for their
children to attend programs other than the mandated one-year sheltered English
programs, only under certain circumstances. In order to obtain a waiver, they must
provide annual, written consent that their child be placed in another setting, and they
must personally visit the school annually to apply for the waiver. During their visit to
the school, they must be provided with information on the alternative programs
available. :

However, parents may only apply for a waiver under one of the following three
circumstances:’

1) Their child already knows English. The child must obtain 'a score on’ a
standardized test of English that is at or above the state average for his grade
level, or at or above the 5" grade level, whichever is lower. '



2) Their child is ten years of age or older, and the school principal and educational
staff approve the waiver because they believe that another program can help the
child rapidly learn English. | :

3) Their child has been in an English language classroom for more than 30 days
and has “special needs,” and the school principal, educational staff, and local
school superintendent approve the waiver because they believe that another
type of program is better suited to the child’s overall educational development.
The child's "special needs" must be described in writing. The initiative requires
that local superintendents use guidelines established and approved by the local
"board of education and the State Board of Education in considering whether to
grant waivers under this "special needs" circumstance.

The initiative requires schools to allow students with waivers to transfer to schools
with the desired programs. A school must provide a requested alternative program, if
at least 20 students in one grade receive waivers.

Litigation provisions. The initiative establishes the right of all California school
children to be provided with an English language public education. It states that a
child's parent has legal standing to sue for enforcement if his or her child is denied
the option of an English language instructional curriculum in a public school. It also
establishes that any school board member, elected official, public school teacher or
administrator who "willfully and repeatedly refuses to implement the terms of this
statute by providing such an English language educational option at an available
public school to a California school child may be held personally llable for fees and
actual damages by the child's parents or legal guardian.”

Funding provision. The initiative requires that current supplemental funding for
English learners be maintained as much as possible.

Adult English programs. The initiative appropriates $50 million a year for ten years
from the state’s General Fund to provide additional funding to free or subsidized adult
English language programs, to serve adults who pledge to tutor English learner
children in English. The initiative requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction to
administer the funds, the State Board of Education to develop guidelines for this
provision and local school boards to disburse the funds to schools or community
organizations that provide such programs.

Statutory change. The initiative proposes a statutory change to the State Education
Code, and not an amendment to the state constitution. It specifically states that the
Legislature can amend the statute if such amendments further the purposes of the
initiative, and that any amendments must be approved by a two-thirds vote of the
Legislature. (As with any initiative, the electorate may also approve an amendment
to this proposed statute.)

Operattve date. The initiative is to become operative for all school terms that begin
more than 60 days after its enactment.



FISCAL IMPACT: The Legislative Analyst Office estimates that there may be
savings to local school districts as a result of this initiative. However, the initiative
itself requires that supplemental funding for English leamers be maintained as much
as possible. There are no other known estimates of the fiscal effect of this initiative.

EXISTING LAW: The law governing bilingual education and services to English
learners in California has been inoperative, or "sunsetted”, since 1987. However, the -
law is still contained in the Education Code as the Chacon-Moscone Bilingual-
Bicultural Education Act of 1976. School districts are required to provide services to
English learners based on eight general principles of the sunsetted law. In addition,
the State Board of Education has issued advisories regarding general principles for
districts to follow in designing programs for English learners, and the State
Department of Education allows districts six administrative options in designing
programs for English learners.

ANALYSIS OF THE INITIATIVE
Is Mandating one instructional method appropn'até?

It is problematic for the state to mandate one instructional method- for teaching
English to English learners, for the following reasons:

¢ Mandating one method restricts local lnnova’uon that might lead to the discovery
of better instructional methods.

¢ Children have different needs and learn in different ways. Dictating one method
restricts the ability of schools and teachers to adapt to the needs of the child, and
restricts their ability to tailor programs to obtain optimum success.

» Differing local community priorities and parents' preferences make it inappropriate
to dictate one method. The initiative restricts the ability of elected school boards
to respond to the changing needs of their constituents.

s The instructional method and the accompanying provisions mahdated by the
initiative do not appear to have been implemented or formally evaluated by any
schoal district in California.

California's system of K-12 education is moving towards a standards-based
accountability system, and soon all schools will annually test their students to
measure progress in meeting statewide standards. All students will be expected to
achieve at high levels and schools will be expected to provide services and programs
to ensure that students meet statewide standards. This initiative prohibits schools
from modifying instructional methods or programs to improve pupil performance.



What happens if children do not learn English in a year? Will they be placed in
classes they don't understand?

The initiative states both that English learners are to be placed in sheltered English
immersion programs for a period not normally intended to exceed one year, and that
once English learners have a acquired a good working knowledge of English they
shall be transferred to mainstream classrooms. It is unclear which requirement is
more important, and which should take precedent if the two fail to happen
simultaneously. If English learners do not have a good working knowledge of English
after attending the one-year immersion programs, what happens? Will schools be
obliged to place these children in mainstream. classrooms, despite their lagging
English skills? What if a school's English immersion program normally exceeds one
year?

The initiative only requires that English leamers acquire a “good working knowledge
of English” before being placed in mainstream classrooms. It does not define this
further, nor does it require that schools and districts test for English proficiency. This
lack of clarity could lead to situations where children of varymg levels of proficiency in
English would be placed in mainstream classrooms.

Unclear whether schools could provide more support services to English
learners after the one-year immersion program.

If a school or teacher determines that their English learners still need more support
services to help them improve their English after they have transitioned to the
mainstream classroom, it is unclear whether they will be able to provide these
additional services under the terms of the initiative. Furthermore, teachers may be
reluctant to provide these services, for fear of being sued for prowdmg something
different than what is strictly dictated by the initiative. .

What if the prescribed instructional method is ineffective? Legislature’s ability
to amend statute is restricted.

The initiative specifies that the Legislature may amend the initiative, but only if such
amendments are approved by a two-thirds vote of the Legislature, and only if they
"further the act's purpose”. For minor amendments, a two-thirds vote may or may not
be difficult to achieve, depending on the degree of controversy surrounding the
initiative and the proposed amendments. However, it may be impossible for the
Legislature to substantially amend the initiative to modify the prescribed instructional
method, even if it proves disastrous, due to the requirement that any amendments



further the act's purpose. A substantial modification to the mandated instructional
method may be interpreted as not furthering the act's purpose.

Will more English learners receive services under this initiative than under the
current system?

Information provided by districts on their support services for English learners reveals
that a significant proportion — approximately 20% — of English leamers may not be
receiving any special instructional services to help them transition to English. This
initiative requires all English learners to participate in one-year immersion programs.
If the initiative passes, and districts fully and successfully implement the requirements
of the initiative, it is possible that a higher proportion of English learners would be
receiving supplemental services to help them learn English than under the current
system. -

Initiative focuses on process, not outcomes. Lacks accountability and
evaluation. -

The initiative mandates a particular process for teaching English to English learners,
but establishes no specific requirements regarding outcome expectations for these
children, aside from the expectation that children acquire “a good working knowledge
of English.” It requires no data reporting by schools/districts and does not provide for
any mechanism to evaluate the effectiveness of the law. The lack of these specific
provisions, combined with the suing provisions, could lead to local implementation
that is more concerned about compliance with process details than about high
achievement among English learners.

Parents’ rights restricted?

This initiative denies parents of English learners the right to remove their child from
any instructional program provided to their child—a right that parents currently have
under state policy. Even the parental waivers are conditional upon the approval of
the district (in the case of children at least 10 years old and children with "special
needs") or a child's standardized test results (in the case of children that already
know English). That is, the initiative does not give parents the absolute right to
remove their children from the English immersion programs. This is a substantial
departure from one of the guiding principles established by the State Board of
Education (SBE) for school programs serving English leamners: “Parental
involvement, including parental consent for placement of their children in programs
for English learners.” If the statute proposed by this initiative overrides existing SBE



guidelines, its effect would be to restrict parental consent rights for placement of
children in programs for English learners,

In addition, the initiative does not mention school and district parental advisory
committees, which are required by the now-sunsetted state law. It is unclear whether
the initiative’s silence on the matter would eliminate this requirement. In addition, it is
unclear why a child would have to be in a mainstream classroom for more than 30
days in order for the parents to request a waiver under the “special needs”
circumstance.

Does the initiative allow for a non-academ:c focus to the Engllsh immersion
programs?

- Federal law requires that schools ensure that English learners do not fall behind
academically as they léam English. However, the specific provisions that allow
schools “to place in the same classroom English learners of different ages but whose
degree of English proficiency is similar,” aliow a non-academic focus for the one-year
transition programs, since schools would be hard-pressed to provide academic
content to meet the needs of children of different ages.

Some provisions lack definition; may be defined by the courts.

The initiative lacks clarity in the areas highlighted below, which makes
implementation difficult. In addition, the probability of litigation after passage, in the
event the initiative passes, means that the areas below and many features of the
initiative may be defined by the courts.

» Definition of “English learner” — The initiative does not provide anything other than
a general description and does not require a formal assessment before children
are labeled as-such. .

e No reference to current funding system - It is unclear how this bill would operate
under the current funding system, where districts are provided funding based on
the number of children designated as English leamers. The initiative is unclear as
to whether a district could place a child with a “good working knowledge of
English” in a mainstream classroom, but still have the child designated as an
English learner. In such a case, the district would be receiving state funding to
pay for supplemental services, but would not be required to prowde that child with
such services, under the terms of the initiative. :

¢ Unclear whether $50 million is Prop. 98 — The initiative does not specify whether -
the $50 million it appropriates for adult English language programs will count
towards the Proposition 98 minimum funding guarantee for education. Either



way, the appropriation will have an impaét on the budget, although the effect will
differ.

Could the state reduce the amount of spending on supplemental serwces for

- . English learners under the initiative?

The initiative requires that current supplemental funding for English leamers be
maintained, but it does not specify whether it refers to state funding, local funding, or
whether it means funding. on a per-pupil basis. Different interpretations lead to
different conclusions regarding any possible savings to the state as a result of the
initiative. For example, the Legislative Analyst's Office estimates that the initiative
may result in savings due to the quicker transition to English and the subsequent
reduction in the need for supplemental services. However, this scenario assumes
that the state will only hold harmless the amount spent on English learners per-pupil,
per-year. Under this scenario, the total amount of additional funding that a district
receives during the course of an English learer's K-12 attendance will go down. An
alternative interpretation of the initiative's hold harmless provision is that the state
must hold the absolute amount it currently spends harmless. Under this scenario,
the total amount of additional funding that a district receives to serve an English
learner over the course of his or her K-12 attendance will not go down, but will only
be concentrated over a shortened amount of time.

Analysis prepared by: Leonor Ehling / aed / (916) 445-9431



DANIEL E. LUNGREN ' , ~ - State of Ca[:forma
Attorney General : . DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

1300 I STREET, SUITE 125

P.O. BOX.Q44255
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550
Public: (916)445.9555

L o Facsimile: (916) 324-8835
| (916) 324-5490

July 3, 1997

E. Dotson Wilson A ; :
Chief Clerk of the Assembly S K
3196 State Capitol ‘ : ,
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Initiative Title and Summary .
Subject: EDUCATION. PUBLIC SCHOOLS. ENGLISH AS REQUIRED LANGU AGE OF INSTRUCTION
INITIATIVE STATUTE. ~

File No: SA 97 RF 0009 (REVISED)

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Pursuant to Elections Code section 9007, a copy of the revised title and summary and
the text of the above-identified proposed initiative are enclosed.

Sincerely,

‘DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

LROWWW J\ (/J drro—r

ROSEMARY R. CALDERON
Initiative Coordinator

RRC/glm
Enclosures



Date: July 3, 1997 :
File No.:  SA97RF0009 [REVISED]

The Attorney General of California has prepared the following title and summéry of the chief
- purpose and points of the proposed measure:

EDUCATION. PUBLIC SCHOOLS. ENGLISH AS REQUIRED LANGUAGE OF
AINSTRUC'ITON }NI’IIATIVE STATUTE. Requlres all public school mstrucuon be conducted
in E‘.nvhsh Requirement may be waived if parents or ouardxans show that Chﬂd already knows
English, or has special needs, or would lea'm,English faster through alternate instructional
technique. Providés initial short-term placemeﬁ;, not normally exceedihg one yéar, in intensive
| sheltered English immersion programs for children not fluent in English. Appropriates $50
million per year for ten yeém funding English instruction for individuals pledéing to provide
personal English tutoring to children in their community. Permits enforcement suits by parents
and guardians. Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal
impact on state and local goverﬁmems: Probably no change in total state spendin.g‘on X-12 public
education. Potential sayiﬁgs to local school districts on programs for students with limited English

proficiency.



‘Ron K. Unz

555 Bryant St., #371

Palo Alto, CA 94301
(415)853-0368/(415) 853-0362(fax)
rkunz@earthlink.net

May 6, 1997

Daniel E. Lungren ,
Attorney General, State of Cahforma
Attn: Rosemary Calderon »
Office of the Attorney General -
1300 I Street, Suite 1700
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Lungren:

| 59"-1‘1_‘&?—'00001

Gloria Matta Tuchman

1742 Lerner Lane

Santa Ana, CA 92705
(714)832-3262/(714)832-5265 (fax)

Q\QCEE VS’O

MAY -9 1997

INITIATIVE COORD INATOR
ATTORN‘:Y GENFML‘S OFFICE

We, the undersigned, are filing the attached initiative, with the proposed title “English
Language Education for Immigrant Children Initiative,” and are requesting your office to
prepare the appropriate title and summary for our signature-gathering efforts, in

accordance with standard procedures

Please feel free to have your office contact us if there are any questions.

Sincerely,

" RonK.Unz -
Software Developer

Gloria Matta Tuchman
Public School Teacher


mailto:rkW1Z@earthlink.net

ATRE S

English Language Education for Immigrant Children initiative

by . L
Ron K. Unz and Gloria Matta Tuchman

ki

Text:

SECTION 1. Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 300) is added to Part 1 of the
Educational Code, to read: :

CHAPTER 3. ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION FOR IMMIGRANT CHILDREN '

ARTICLE 1. Findings and Declarations
300. The People of California find and declare as follows:

(a) WHEREAS the English language is the national public language of the Umted States
of America and of the state of California, is spoken by the vast majority of California
residents, and is also the leading world language for'science, technology, and
international business, thereby being the language of economic opportunity; and

(b) WHEREAS immigrant parents are eager to have their children acquire a good
knowledge of English, thereby allowing them to fully participate in the American -

- Dream of economic and social advancement; and

(c) WHEREAS the government and the public schools of California have a moral
obligation and a constitutional duty o provide all of Czlifornia’s children, regardless .
of their ethnicity or national origins, with the skills necessary to become productive
members of our society, and of these skills, literacy in the English language is among
the most important; and

(d) WHEREAS the pubhc schools of Cahfomla cufrently do a poor job of educating
immigrant children, wasting financial resources on costly experimental language
programs whose failure over the past two decades is demunstrated by the current high
drop-out rates and low English literacy levels of many immigrant children; and

(e) WHEREAS young immigrant children can easily acquire full fluency in a new
language, such as English, if they are heavily exposed to that language i‘n the
classroom at an early age.

(f) THEREFORE it is resolved that: all children in California public- schools shall be
taught English as rapidly and effectively as possible.

ARTECLE 2. English Language Education

305. Subject to the exceptions provided in Article 3 (commencing with Section
310), all children in California public schools shall be taught English by being taught in
English. In particular, this shall require that all children be placed in English language
classrooms, Children who are English learners shall be educated through sheltered.
English immersion during a temporary transition period not normally intended to exceed
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one year. Local schools shall be permitted to place in the same classroom English
learners of different ages but whose degree of English proficiency is similar.. Local
schools shall be encouraged to mix together in the same classroom English learners from
different native-language groups but with the same degree of English fluency. Once
English learners have acquired a good working knowledge of English, they shall be
transferred to English language mainstream classrooms. As much as possible, current
supplemental funding for English learners shall be maintained, subject to possible
modification under Article 8 (commencing with Section 335) below.

306. The def‘ nitions of the terms used in this article and in Article 3 (commencmc
with Section 310) are as,follows:

(a) “English learner” means a child who does not speak English or whose native

~ language is not English and who is not currently able to perform ordinary classroom
work in English, also known as a Limited English Proficiency or LEP child.

(b) “English language classroom” means a classroom in which the language of
instruction used by the teaching personnel is overwhelmingly the English language,
and in which such teaching pérsonnel possess a good knowledge of Ihe EnOhSh
language.

(c) “English language mainstream classroom” means a classroom in which the students
either are native English language speakers or already have acqulred reasonable
fluency in English. ,

(d) “*Sheltered English immersion” or “structured English immersion” means an English
language acquisition process for young children in which nearly all classroom
instruction is in English but with the curriculum and presentation designed for
children who are learning the language. '

(e) “Bilingual educatior/native language instruction” means a language acquisition
process for students in which much or all instruction, textbooks, and teaching
materials are in the child’s native language.

ARTICLE 3. Parental Exceptions

310. The requirements of Section 303 may be waived with the prior written
informed consent, to be provided annually, of the child’s parents or legal guardian under
the circumstances specified below and in Section 311. Such informed consent shall
require that said parents or legal guardian personally visit the school to apply for the
waiver and that they there be provided a full description of the educational materials to be
used in the different educational program choices and all the educational op+ortunities
available to the child. Under such parental waiver conditions, children may be transferred
to classes where they are taught English and other subjects through bilingual education
techniques or other generally recognized educational methodologies permitted by law.
Individual schools in which 20 students or more of a given grade level receive a waiver
shall be required to offer such a class; otherwise, they must allow the students to transfer
to a public school in which such a class is offered.

[ 28]



511. The circumstances in which a parental exceptxon waiver may be oranted
- under Secnon 310 are as follows: » !

(a) Children who already know English: the child already possesses good English
language skills, as measured by standardized tests of English vocabulary
comprehension, reading, and writing, in which the chxld scores at or above the
state average for his orade level or ator above the 5 orade average,
whichever is lower; or ' ~

(b) Older children: the child is age 10 years or older, and it is the informed bchef
of the school principal and educational staff that an alternate course of
educational study would be better suited to the child’s rapid aCQUISIIIOD of
basic English language skills; or

(c¢) Children with special nesds: the-child already has been placed for a period of
not less than thirty days during that school year in an English language
classroom and it is subsequently the informed belief of the school principal
and educational staff that the child has such special physical, emotional,
psychological, or educational needs that an alternate course of educational

-study would be better suited to the child’s overall educational development. A
written description of these special needs must be provided and any such
decision is to be made subject to the examination and approval of the local
schoo! superintendent, under guidelines established by and subject to the
review of the local Board of Education and ultimately the State Board of
Education. The existence of such special needs shall not compel issuance of a
waiver, and the parents shall be fully informed of their right 1o refuse 10 agree
to a waiver.

ARTICLE 4. Community-Based English Tutoring :

515. In furtherance of its constitutional and legal requirement to offer special
language assistance to children coming from backgrounds of limited English proficiency,
the state shall encourage family members and others to provide personal English
language tutoring to such children, and support these efforts by raising the general level
of English language knowledge in the community. Commencing with the fiscal year in
which this initiative is enacted and for each of the nine fiscal years following thereafter, a
sum of fifty million dollars ($50,000,000) per vear is hereby appropriated from the
General Fund for the purpose of providing additional funding for free or subsidized
programs of adult English langi- .ge instruction to parents or other members of the
community who pledge to provide personal English language tutoring to Cahforma
school children with limited English proficiency.

316. Programs funded pursuant to this section shall bf: prov1ded throuOh schools
or community organizations. Funding for these programs shall be administered by the
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and shall be disbursed at the discretion
of the local school boards, under reasonable cuxdehnes established by, and SUb_]CCt to the

review of] the State Board of Education. : '



ARTICLE 5. Legal Standing and Parental Enforcement

320. As detailed in Article 2 (commencing with Section 305) and Artlcle 3
(commencing with Section 310), all California school children have the right to be
provided with an English language public education. If a California school child has
been denied the option of an English language instructional curriculum in public school,
the child’s parent or legal guardian shall have legal standing to sue for enforcement of the
provisions of this statute, and if successful shall be awarded normal and customary -
attorney’s fees and actual damages, but not punitive or consequential damages. Any
school board member or other elected official or public school teacher or administrator
who willfully and repeatedly refuses to implement the terms of this statute by providing
such an English language educational option at an available public school to a.California -
school child may be held personally liable for fees and actual damages by the ¢hild’s
parents or legal guardian. ' '

ARTICLE 6. Severabxhty , v
325. If any part or parts of this statute are found to be in conflict with federa law

or the United States or the California State Constitution, the statute shall be implemented
to the maximum extent that federal law, and the United States and the California State -
Constitution permit. Any prov 151on held invalid shall be severed from the remaxnmo

portions of this starute.

ARTICLE 7. Operative Date
330. This initiative shall become operative for all school terms which beazn more
than sixty davs following the date at which it becomes effective.

ARTICLE 8. Amendment. :
33. The provisions of this act may be amended by a statute that becomes

effecme upon approval by the electorate or by a statute to further the act’s purpose
passed by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature and signed by the Governor.
-~

ARTICLE 9. Interpretation
340. Under circumstances in which pomons of this statute are subject to

conflicting interpretations, Section 300 shall be assumed to contain the covemmo intent
of the statute.
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June 16, 1997

Hon. Daniel E. Lungren
~ Attorney General
© 1300 I Street, 17* Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Attention: Ms. Rosemary Calderon
Dear Attorney General Lungren:

Pursuant to Elections Code Section 3504, we have reviewed the propésed initiative
(File No. SA 97 RF 0009) relating to English language education for students with Lim-
ited English Proficiency (LEP students) in California public schools. :

DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE
This measure would make several c;hanges to ex1stmg law governing instruction of
LEP students. Specifically, it would: ' :

» Require California public schools to teach English to LEP Studentg in “sheltered
English immersion durmg a temporary transition period not norrnally intended
to exceed one year.” :

» Require schools to transfer LEP students to English language ‘mainstream” class-
rooms when students have acquired a good working knowledge of English.
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Allow any parent of an LEP student to obtain a waiver allowing their child to
receive bilingual or other instruction instead of sheltered-English-immersion
instruction, prov1ded parents apply for a waiver at their child’s school and

(1) the child is at least ten years old and the school prmc1pa1 and fac:ulty beheve |
~ that another course of study would better serve the student or |

© (2) -the child has been in sheltered English immersion for at least 30 days and the

principal, faculty, and district superintendent believe that another course of
study would better serve the student, or

~(3) the ‘chlld scores at least average on Enghsh proficiency tests for His or her -

" grade level, or at least at the fifth grade level, whichever is lower. |

Require schools to inform parents annually of their right under the initiative to.

- seek a waiver from the sheltered-English-immersion requirement.

Require schools in which at least 20 students in any one grade level receive a
waiver to offer bilingual or other approved class to such students. If fewer than
20 students in a parncular grade receive waivers, then the school must allow
them to transfer to another school offering the bilingual or other approved class.

Require that, to the extent poss1b1e, current supplemental fundmg for Enghsh
learners shall be maintained.

Appropriate $50 mllhon per year for nine years for adult Engllsh language in-
struction to persons agreemg to tutor LEP students

- FISCAL IMPACT

- School District Fiscal Effects

The proposed initiative could alter school district costs by changing the total number
- of LEP students they serve each year, their mstrucnonal costs per LEP student and their
* administrative costs. '

Number of LEP Students Served Each Year. Currently, most LEP students receive
special instruction for several years. The initiative states “Children who are English
learners shall be educated through sheltered English immersion during a temporary
transition period not normally intended to exceed one year.” If districts act to limit spe-.
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cial instruction to LEP students to this time range, there would be a 51gruf1cant reduc:-
tion in LEP spending. We cannot estimate, though, how districts would respond to this
provision.

Instructional Costs per LEP Student. This initiative could increase or decrease the
costs to districts of an LEP class. Such changes would depend on the relative costs of -
instructing LEP students using a sheltered English immersion curriculum, compared to
other strategies such as teaching in the primary language of LEP students. Anecdotal
evidence suggests costs might vary among instructional models used to serve LEP stu-
dents. Districts do not routinely report, however, on the actual costs of programs for
LEP students. As a consequence, it is difficult to compare costs among different types of
programs for LEP students. Given the lack of cost data from districts, there is not an
adequate analytical basis on which to compare the costs among types of classes to assist
LEP students.

District Administrative Costs. Administrative costs of districts under this initiative
probably would be comparable to those for current programs. The initiative would
require school districts to identify LEP students, assess their English competency, notify
their parents, and confer with parents seeking waivers from the sheltered-English re-
quirement. According to the California Department of Education, existing case law and
state statutes require districts to perform similar functions. Consequently, the initiative
would result in comparable administrative costs.

In sum, we do not know precisely how districts will change the way they teach LEP
students. In general, however, the initiative probably would reduce the time LEP stu-
dents spend in special classes. For this reason, we conclude this measure has the poten-
tial for reducing total expendltures on those students

State Fiscal Effects

Each year, the state appropriates funds from the General Fund for “economic impact
aid” to school districts, based in part on the number of LEP students each district serves.
In 1995-96, the state appropriated $331 million in such aid. As noted above, districts
could provide fewer years of special instruction to LEP students. This could result in
reduced state spending on this program.

The initiative also would appropriate an additional $50 m1111on annually for nine
years from the General Fund to support adult English language instruction classes for
persons agreeing to tutor LEP students.
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These impacts, however, would not necessarily change total state spending on K-12
education. This is because the California Constitution (Proposition 98) defines the mini-
mum level of funds that must be provided to K-12 schools and community colleges. If
the Legislature continues its practice of providing the minimum required funding level
under Proposition 98, any changes would affect the amount of state General Funds
available to school districts for other purposes by a like amount.

SUMMARY
If adopted, this initiative would result in:
* Probably no change in total state spending on K-12 education.

"« Potential savings to local school districts on programs for limited- Enghsh profi-
- cient students. '

Smcerely,

%W

Ehzabe(b( G(Hill

%gislative Analyst

Craig L. Brown .
Director of Finance
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CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

POLICY - | , | ADOPTEﬂi- ~ January 10, 1986

REVISED: ~ - July 14, 1885

SUBJECT: Policy Statement on Educational Programs and Semces for Lxmited-
English Proficient Students’

After considerable deliberation and discussion, the California State Board of Education adopts
the following policy statement on educational programs and services for limited-English ,
proficient students (or "English leamers”)." This policy statement is intended to guide school

districts and motivate them to implement high quality language and academuc programs for
English learners. :

lntent. Whereas the state recognizes that the size and diversity of the population of English
leamers is constantly increasing, and these students require supplemental services, funding,
and staffing, the State Board of Education strongly encourages districts to monitor closely the
development of these students' English proficiency and academic achievement so they might
be piaced in mainstream English 'programs as quickly, efﬁcienﬂy, and effective!y as possibie.

Federal Law. The 1974 U.S. SUpreme Court decision in Lau V. Nrchols as codified in the Equal
Education Opportunities Act and other federal laws require that each educational agency "take
appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede equal participation by its students
in its instructional programs.” A three part analysis is used to detemmine "appfopriate action."

» Use sound theory The educatxonal theory upon which mstructxon is based must be
sound.
- Provide adequate support. The school system must provide the procedures, resources,

and personnel necessary 1o apply the theory in the classroom. The resuiting program
must be implemented effectively. ' :

s Achieve results. After a reasonable period, application of the theory must actually

overcome English language barriers confronting the students and must not leave them
with substantive academm deficits. )

- "Limited-English proficient students” and "English leamers" are synonymous and are
used interchangeably in this policy statement. The State Board recognizes that "English
leamers" is becoming more widely used, because it does not imply that the identified students
are in any way /imited participants in the educational process.

721 Capito! Mall » Sacramento » (915) 657-5478
* Mail: P.O. Box 944272, Sacramento, CA 94244.2720
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Policy Statement on Educauonal Programs and Services for
Limitad-English Proficient Students

State Law. The specific prograrnmatic provisions of California's "bilingual education”
program "sunset” on June 30, 1987, in keeping with Education Code section ,
62000.2(d). However, funds for that program "continue for the general purposes of that
program as specified in the provisions relating to the establishment and operation of the
program,” in keeping with Education Code section 62002. Moreover, parent advisory
committees required by that program "continue as prescribed by the appropriate taw or

regulation in effect as of January 1, 1979 " in keeping with Education Code sectvon
62002.5.

i

The State Board finds and dectares that the "bilingual education” program that sunset
under Education Code section 62002.2(d) is the Moscone-Chacon Bilinguak-Bicultural

Education Act of 1976, Article 3 (commencing with section 52160) of Chapter 7 of Part
28 of the Education Code.

The State Board of Education finds and declares that the general purposes of the Act
are eight in number and expressed as follows, based upon the language contained in
Education Code section 52161. The general purposes are listed here i n the same
order as they appear in the statute

1. "[T]he Legislature directs school d:stncts to prcwde for in-service pmgrams to
qualify existing and future personnel in the bilingual and crosscultural skills
necessary to serve the pupils of limited English proficiency of this state...[and]
intends that the public institutions of higher education establish programs to-
qualify teachers and administrators in the bilingual and crosscultura sk:l!s
necessary to serve these pupils.”

2. "The Legislature finds and declares that the primary goal of all programs under
this article is, as effectively and efficiently as possible, to develop in: each child
fluency in English.” :

3. "The programs shall also provide positive reinforcement of the self-tmage of
par’aapaﬂng pupils...”

4.  '"The pmgrams shaii also...pfomote crosscultural ur'rderjstanding“."

5. “The programs shall also...provide equal opportumty for academic achievement,

lnclud:ng when necessary academic instruction using the pnmary language
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Policy Statement on Educational Programs and Servicaé for
Limited-English Proficient Students

6.  "ltis the purpose of this article to require California schaol districts to offer

bilingual learning opportunities to each pupil of limited English proficiency
enrolled in the public schools..."

7. “It is the purpose of this article to require California schoaol districts...to provide
adequate supplemental ﬁnancial support to achieve [the pumpose set farth in 6]."

8. "Insofar as the individual pupil is concemed, participation in bllmgual programs is
voluntary on the part of the parent or guardian.”

State Board of Education Guidance. Based upon the provisions of federal and state
law, the State Board of Education hereby establishes two goals which the State Board

urges all school dls’mcts to achieve through educational programs and services for
English learners:

. WWWMMM including
speaking, reading, and writing.

. Ooportunity {o leam, including access to a challenging core cumculum and

access to primary languzage development.

Principles for Educational Programs and Services for English Learmers. The
State Board of Education hereby establishes five principles relating to educatxonal
programs and services for English leamers:

. Maximum locat flexibility to determine which instructional programs. and
methodologies best achieve results

- MM&@WQQW emphaswng that
local programs may include primary language instruction, English language
development through "sheltered” content instruction, andfor other sound
mstmct:onal methodologies.

s Wm implement Jocal plans and programs

e

/

. M mciudmg parental consent for placement of their children in
pragrams for English leamers and the prowdmg of materials to parents ta
support their children's education actwely

. Due process in all wmpizance matters.

-3.
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: )Policy Statement on Educational Programs and Services for
: Lirmted-English Proficient Students

Goals and Pnnclples Not Bmdmg on School Districts. In keepmg wrth Educauon
Code section 33308.5, the State Board of Education makes clear that the guidance
provided above is advisory in nature and that only the requirements of federal and state
law (and, where applicable, decisions of courts of law) are binding upon school districts,
as they develop and implement educational programs and services for English leamers.

Focus of Department of Education Support and Compliance Activity. The State
Board of Education by policy directs that the Califomia Department of Education focus
all support and compliance activity toward the objective of conformity by school dxs’mcts
with the requirements of federal law and applicable requirements of state law as they
pertain to educational programs and services for English leamers. in particular, ~
compliance efforts shall emphasize results, i.e., after a reasonable period, application of
the locally selected educational theory actually overcomes English language barriers
confronting the students and does not leave them with a substantive academic deﬁcrt

Waivers. The State Board of Education recognizes that the general purpoSes
provisions of the Moscone-Chacon Bilingual-Bicultural Education Act of 1976 that
remain after the 1987 sunset are subject to various statutory waiver authorities,
including the general waiver authority set forth in Education Code section 33050, et
seq. The State Board hereby expresses its intent to approve waiver requests relating
to those general purposes requirements where results are being or will be achueved by
the applying agency.

Compliance Monitoring and Due Process. The California Department of Education
shall use the compliance monitoring and due process procedures for educational
programs and services for English leamers that it uses for other categorical programs
and shall advise local educational agencies that they may avail themselves of due

- process in all compliance matters related to those programs.

A memorandum of understanding between the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
the State Board shall be prepared regarding procedures to be followed to address any
dispute between the Califomnia Depariment of Education and a local educational agency
immediately prior to the presentation to the State Board of any recommendation for
restricted approval of the agency's cansolidated application or for interruption of funds.
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- o Voters Set to Dump Bilingual
~ Education, Poll Shows =~

Chronicle Political Writer

With education shaping up as
the top issue in the 1998 elections,
California voters overwhelmingly
want to end bilingual ciasses and
would approve a measure to con-
trol the amount of money schooi
districts can spend on administra-
tion, according to a new Field Poll.

They also express overwheim-
ing support for another controver-
sial initiative which could affect
education by requiring unions to
.seek permission from their indi-
vidual members before withhold.

ing dues for political contribu-
tions, the poll showed. .

One group specifically targeted
by the measure: the powerful Cali-
fornia Teachers’ Association -—
which contributed $2.7 million to
politicat candidates in the 1966
election season.

“There's no question education

is the number one issue in Califor- -

nia, and there's a widespread dis-
satisfaction with the way things
are going,” said pollster Mervyn

Field. With pressure increasing to
reform the system, he said, “you
find there's support for anything

which promises something better -

for schools.”

The latest Field Poll, a random
statewide telephone survey of 729
registered and likely voters, was
taken January 29 to February 2.
The margin of error is plus or mi-
nus 38 percent in the overall regis-
tered voter sampling, and plus or

minus 5 percentage points with .

the likely voter sampling.

The survey showed that Cali
fornia volers are still largely un-
aware of the three measures con-

sidered the most controversial on
the June hallot. While none of the
measures has yet been assigned a
number by the Secretary of State’s
office, voters strongly favored all
three when read a summary of the
official ballot descriptions.

Among the findings of the poll:

B Two-thirds of likely votersin
California gaid they would ap
prove the current ballot summary
to end bilingual education in state
schools, 27 percent were against,
and 7 percent undecided. The ini-
tiative enjoyed bipartisan support,
with 70 percent of Republicans in
favor to 18 percent opposed, and 60

10 34 percent opposed. Latinos also
slightly favored the measure,
though by a much closer margin:
46 percent in favor, 45 percent op-
posed, and 9 percent undecided.
Asians were overwhelmingly tn fa-
vor, by 79 to 10°percent, with 11
percent undecided.

“The people promoting this
hgve struck a responsive chord
with the public,” said Field. The
ianr_jslide support stems from “the
desire to get kids to learn English |

as guickly as possible ... and the -

feeling that bilingual education js

not doing the job.” Both Latino
and Asian voters who favored the
measure, while not wanting their
kids to give up their native lan.
guage and culture, expressed a
strong desire for them “to make it
in a society where English is spo-
ken,” he said.

W On the ballot initiative aimed
at controlling school district
spending on administration costs,
a majority (53 percent) of likely

“The public is saying

they want teachers
to teach, and too
much money is spent

on administration.”

— Mervyn Ficld
Polister

voters were in favor, with 27 per-
cent opposed, and one in five still
undecided.

“The public is saying they want
teachers to teach, and too much
money is spent on administration,”
said Field. But he also noted that
the slim margin of victory now en-
joyed by the measure signals “this
is going 1o be a battle, and you'll be
hearing from both sides.”

W An overwhelming 71 percent
of likely voters favored a ballot
measure requiring unions to ob-
tain permission from individual
members before withholding
union dues for political contribu-
tions. Just 22 percent opposed the
measure, and 7 percent were unde-
cided, “A lot of voters don't buy
{nto the idea of putting money into
a pot (for political contributions} in
which the rank and file don't get a
say,” said Field,

Union members “want their
dues spent on things that will help
them in organizing, wages and
benefits,” Field said. “And a lot of

FIELD POLL

California initiatives
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u Trend of voter opinions about
initiative that would eliminate
billngual education :

69%

64%
24% 27% .
1y
E 7% ;‘
Dec. 1997 Feb, 1998

m Trend of voter opinions about
initiative to restrict withholding

of union dues
72% C se% '
! 220, 24% '

6% } E §%£

. Feb. 1998

Dec. 1897

‘m Trend of voter opinions aboit
initiative to limit school
administration spending i

48%

1%
' E:Zl%

Feb. 1998

Det. 1997

The pol was conducted Jaruary 25-
February 2 by the Field institute.
Resutts are from a telephone susvey,
of 728 registered voters in California
who were read a summary of each
official baflot description. The margin
of error among registered volers is

38 percentage points.

rank and file union members
aren't necessarily sure that sup-
porting Democratic causes are the
way (they want to go)”

i
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Bilingual Classes Get Support in Poll
s Education: Survey of Latino parents reports that 68% favor the
programs. But 49% of respondents also approve of a ballot measure to

outlaw them.
By CARLA RIVERA, Times Staff Writer

Tuesday, February 10, 1998

i

W ost Latino parents believe bilingual programs are good for
M !their children and give generally high marks to the overall
‘quality of education in the Los Angeles Unified School
District, according to a new poll commissioned by the newspaper La
Oplmon and television station KVEA Channel 52.

Sixty-eight percent of the respondents said they favored bllmgual
education and 26% opposed it. Of those parents with children in
bilingual programs, 88% said such education benefited their children,
while only 10% said they thought such programs were bad.

But the survey, released Monday, yielded somewhat mixed views
on a June ballot measure that seeks to dismantle California's system
of bilingual education. While 49% of respondents sald they would
oppose the measure, 43% said they would favor it.

Pollster Sergio Bendixen said the responses tended to show that
while most Latino parents support bilingual programs in the abstract,
they remain confused about the ballot measure. Indeed, when the
initiative was described to respondents, they were hlghly supportive
of one component that would allow non-English-speaking ch11dren to
attend a short-term intensive English course.

"There is no rule saying you can't be both for bilingual education
and for an immersion course," Bendixen said. "There may be some
confusion now on the part of parents about what the measure would
do. I think once the campa1gns for and against start . you will see

~ less divided opinion.'

The poll surveyed 503 Latmo adults who have children attendmg
Los Angeles district schools. The margin of error for the entire
sample was plus or minus 4 percentage points. Two hundred of the
respondents had children who attended bilingual programs.. ‘The
margin of error for this group was plus or minus 7 percentage points.
Sixty-five percent of parents chose to be surveyed in Spanish.

The anti-bilingual measure, sponsored by Silicon Valley
businessman Ron Unz and Orange County teacher Gloria Matta
Tuchman, would require that virtually all classroom instruction be
conducted in English. Proponents argue that the current bilingual
system is ineffective and that children are not learning English.

Alice Callaghan, executive director of Las Familias del Pueblo
community center and an Unz supporter, questioned the
methodology of the survey and the impartiality of the survey takers.

2/12/98 1:01 PM
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"The Spanish-language media have been hostile to the initiative
from the day it was introduced," she said. "They have a lot at stake
ensuring that immigrants continue to read and write Spanish. There is
nothing bilingual about the system in Los Angeles. The district has
monolingual programs and I'd be surprised if you sat down and
explained to people what was actually happening here that you‘d get
the responses that they did."

- Callaghan cited other public opinion polls, including one
conducted by the Los Angeles Times in October that showed broad
support for the Unz initiative. In the Times poll, Latino voters
statewide supported the initiative by an 84% to 16% margin.

"Rudy Bernal, a Los Angeles district specialist in bilingual
education, agreed that La Opinion's survey results tended to confirm
the opinion of many bilingual specialists that many parents are
confused about the Unz measure and what bilingual educatlon
means. ,

"Parents at large don't understand that you don't acqulre
proficiency in academic English, the English they need to compete at
high schools, universities and in the job market, in just a year,"

Bernal said. "We have to do a better job of educatmg parents about
what bilingual education means."

Among other major poll findings:

- * Seventy-six percent of parents polled said the quality of
education their children receive is excellent or good. Teachers and
principals also received high marks.

* A significant portion of Latino parents--41%--are concerned
about school security and believe neighborhoods in which schools
are located are dangerous and crime-ridden.

* Many parents in the survey--54%--did not know who Supt. .
Ruben Zacarias was, and of those who did, 30% believed he has not
kept his promise of substantlally increasing the number of text books
in classrooms.

Brad Sales, a spokesman for the superintendent, said it was not
surprising that many parents did not recognize Zacarias' name
because he has been on the job for only seven months. And:Sales
said that nonrecognition has probably contributed to perceptlons on
the textbook promise.

Sales said that the district has substantially increased its’ budget
for purchasing books and is well on its way to enisuring that by the
end of this school year, each student has the books that he or she -
needs.

2 Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for sumlar stories. You will not be
charged to look for stories, only to retrieve one.
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- Democrats Seek New Bilingual Education Plan

= Reform: Facing drive to virtually ban such instruction, leaders back
bill to give districts a freer hand in picking best way to teach pupils who

aren't fluent in English. Initiative co-sponsor Unz assails effort
By ERIC BAILEY, NICK ANDERSON, Times Staff Wrzters

ACRAMENTO--Year in, year out, for a decade running,
S California legislators have tried to produce new standards for
bilingual education in the state's classrooms.

They have always flunked. One bill was vetoed. A dozen others
never even made it that far.

- Now state legislators are at it again, taking a last stab at reform
before the California electorate does the job-for them. With an
initiative to virtually dismantle bilingual education going before
voters in June, a state senator is scrambling to push through'a more

* moderate alternative designed to let local school districts dec1de how
best to teach students not fluent in English.

The measure by Sen. Dede Alpert (D-Coronado) faces a Stlff test
in the Assembly, where it was bottled up in the final days of last

- year's legislative session. Even if it passes, the bill could be rendered
moot if the ballot measure wins and survives legal challenge.

" Republicans were bullish backers of Alpert's bill in 1997. But this
is an election year, and they have abandoned Alpert and are moving
in droves to support the anti-bilingual ballot measure, launched by .
Silicon Valley millionaire Ron Unz and Orange County teacher
Gloria Matta Tuchman.

Democrats, including members of the powerful Latino Caucus
have long been squeamish about tinkering with bilingual educ_atlon

- which is woven through the fabric of California's public school
system despite continuing debate and controversy over 1ts
effectiveness.

But now, facing the Unz mltlanve, Democratic reluctance 1s
beginning to thaw. Many see Alpert's legislation as a good political
weapon in the coming war against the ballot measure. ;

If her bill is approved and signed into law by Gov. Pete' Wilson,

- who has yet to show his hand on either measure, Unz's foes will
argue that the new regulations governing bllmgual education are
more flexible and preferable to the initiative, which they consider a

"one-size-fits-all" approach. -

"There's a sense of urgency," said Assemblyman Mike Honda
(D-San Jose), an opponent of the Unz initiative who is active in
efforts to craft a legislative compromise. "A lot of people want to
point to something and say, 'See, we have something. We don’t need
Unz LI

Democrats are also saying they now cons1der Alpert's bﬂl
worthwhile for California's 1.4 million schoolchildren not fluent in

tile:///C|//TEMP/Send Mail Message.htm

English. That group constitutes about a quarter of the state's students; .

the primary language of 4 out of 5 in the group is Spanish.
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also would hold dlstrlcts to account for producing positive results.
Now, there are few penalties for districts that fail to move students
quickly into English fluency and ensure‘progress in other subjects.

Advocates of bilingual education aren't exactly running to
embrace the Alpert leglslatlon even w1th the Unz mltlatlve on the
horizon. -

"There aren't going to be any winners in this," said Martha
Zaragoza-Diaz, a lobbylst for the California Assn. for Bilingual
Education. "If we're going to give districts flexibility, we need
assurances that children are not only learning English, but also math,
science and writing at their grade level." ;

The Unz initiative, in contrast, would require virtually &ll
classroom instruction to be in Enghsh with limited exceptions.

‘Children who are not fluent would get about a year of special help in
English and then move into mainstream classes.

Unz said his measure is filling the void left by Sacramento

"Last year I expected the Legislature to finally do something, but
they once again failed," he said. "That's 10 straight years! Now our

- Initiative is going to a vote in four months. It's a very foolish thing
for them to come in at the last moment and say they've agréed on
something."

The California law governing bilingual education explred in 1987,
but state education officials have continued to carry out its general
intentions, prompted, in part, by rulings in federal civil rights
lawsuits that prohibit putting children in classrooms where they
cannot keep up because of language differences.

In California schools, that has translated into about 30% of
non-English-speaking children taking traditional bilingual education
classes, in which they are instructed in basic subjects in their native
language while they learn English. The other 70% may receive help
from bilingual teaching aides, specially crafted lessons in various
academic subjects through so-called "sheltered English," classes in
English as a second language, or perhaps just a bilingual dlctxonary
Many get virtually no extra help at all.

Part of the problem is a dearth of trained bilingual teachers By
some estimates, the state needs as many as 26,900 new.bilingual
teachers to fill its needs. There now are about 15,000. Alpert's bill
would not rectify that situation.

Meanwhile, the State Board of Education has adjusted the
regulations, allowmg districts to apply for waivers from the bilingual
rules. Four districts in the state--all in Orange County--have received
waivers, and the Santa Barbara district plans to seek one.

As state educators have tinkered with the rules, California
legislators have repeatedly proved powerless to- push through

- legislation.

Last year, Alpert's bill (SB 6) appeared headed for approval until
it was waylaid in an Assembly fiscal committee at the behest of
Speaker Cruz Bustamante (D-Fresno). Members of the Assembly

- Latino Caucus, several legislators who are former educators'and
advocates of bilingual education expressed concern that the bill did
not have strong enough safeguards They said some students would
he left to cink araderminsits o
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A systemn that ensures

dollars. A 1998 initiative

As one might expect, the
results of such an approach to

; 3 3 English instruction are utterly
failure iskeptaliveby 28 A S 2 million Caliz
the flow of federal fornia schoolchildren—a quar-

ter of our state’s total public
school enrollment—who begin

would bring change. each year classified as not
knowing English, only about
By RON K. UNZ 5% learn English by year'send,

. s each new microchip and fiber-
Aoptic cable shrinks the circum-
ference of our world, more and

more Americans recognize the practical

. importance of bifingualism. Even today,

entrepreneurs or emplovees fluent in
Chinese, Japanese or Spanish have a
distinct edge over their English-only :
peers.

But if other languages such as Chinese
or Spanish are of growing world impor-
tance, English ranks in a class by itself.
Although English is not and never has
been America’s official national lan-
guage, over the past 20 years it has rap-
idly become the entire world's unotficial
language, utterly dominating the
spheres of science. technology and
international business. Fluency in Span-
ish may provide a significant advantage,
but lack of literacy in English represents
a crippling, almost fatal disadvantage in
our global economy. For this reason. the
better public and private schools in
Europe, Asia and Latin America all pro-
vide as much English as early as possible
to young chiidren.

During this same period, many of
America’s own public schools have
stopped teaching English to young chil-
dren from non-English-speaking back-
grounds. Influenced by avant-garde
pedagogy and multiculturalist ideology,
educational administrators have adopted
a system of bilingual education that is
usually “bilingual” in name only.

- Too often, young immigrant children
are taught little or no English—in Los
Angeles, only 30 minutes a day, accord-
ing to the school district’s longstanding
bilingual master plan. This is based on
the ridiculous notion that too much
English too early wiil damage a child's
self-esteem and learming ability. Hun-
dreds of thousands of these American
schoolchildren spend years being taught
grammar, reading, wrniting and all other
academic subjects in their own "native”
language—almost always Spanish—
while receiving just tiny doses of
instruction n Englisk, taught as 4 for-
eign languuge.

implying an annual failure rate
of 95% for existing programs.

Defenders of the status quo argue
away these devastating statistics by
claiming that 3-year-old children nor-
mally require about seven years to learn
a new language and actually have much
more difficulty learning second lan-
guages than teenagers or adults: these
are academic dogmas with absolutely no
basis in reality.

On the other hand. the dreadful flaws

in the current classification methodology
are kept well hidden. In California, chil-

-dren from immigrant or Latino back-

grounds are categorized as not knowing
English if they merely score below
average on English tests, meaning that
unknown numbers of children whose
first and only language is English spend
their elementary school years trapped in

- Spanish-only “bilingual” programs.

The real dynamic driving this bizarre
system is special government funding.
School districts are provided with extra
dollars for each child who doesn’t know
English. This generates the worst sort of
perverse incentive, in which adminis-
trators are financially rewarded for not
teaching English to young children or
pretending that they haven't learned the
language; schools are annually penalized
for each child who becomes fluent in
English.

Under such a scheme, the widespread
educational fiction that young children
require seven years to learn English
suddenly becomes understandable, as a
necessary, enabling myth. And although
no one has been able to properly docu-
ment the tofal amount of supplemental
spending on children limited in English.
the annual total for California certainly

exceeds $400 million and may be as much
. as $1 billion or more, sums that can buy a

tremendous amount of silence or
complicity.

Unfortunately for its profiteers. “bi-
lingual education™ is completely
unworkable as well as unsuccessful.
Even after 20 or 30 vears of effort. Cali-
fornia has had absolutely no luck in
finding the enormous supply of properiy

Myth

certified bilingual teachers to match the
140 languages spoken by California
schoolchildren. All sides in the debate
‘agree that the old-fashioned “sink or
swim"” method of learning English is the
worst " alternative, yet more California
schoolchildren today are submerged into
this approach than are in properly strue-
tured bilingual programs, although
courts have ruled the former unconsy-
tunonal and the latter 1e°ally mandato-

Bllmgual or nothing” in practice
often means “nothing.”

Thesé' fact$ may only now be coming
to the attention of California’s affluent
white elite, but they have long been
well-known to the current system's pri-
mary victims, powerless Latino immi-
grants and their children. Over recent
years, there have been a series of spon-
taneous protests against “bilingual
education” by angry parents, most nota-
bly the 1996 Latino boycott at Los
Angeles’ 9th Streel Elementary School.,
which directly nsp’ired our “English for
the Children” m* tsauve campaign.

The initiative. targeted for next June's
ballot, would end bilingual education in
California by making it truly voluntary.
Parents could still~have their children
placec or kept in a bilingual program. but
only if they took the affirmative step of
seeking a waiver. Since public opinion
surveys. including a recent Los Angeles
Times poll. h..ne consistently shown
80 to 85% dislike for the current pro-
gram among its supposed beneficiaries,
voluntary bilingual programs will
become very few and far between. And
those prograrms that do survive our ini-
tiative by attracting genuine parental
support are probably worth preserving.
In a state as large and diverse as Califor-
nia. even the most unlikely program may
occasionally succeed due to specific local
conditions or unique individuals.

But either way, all of California’s
immigrant schoolchildren finally will be
granted the right to be taught English,
the universal language of advancement
and opportunity, supplementing their
own family languages. Only by ending
our failed system of bilingual education
can we foster the true growth of bilin-
gualism and the unity and prosperity of
our multiethnic society. .

Ron K. Unz, a Silicon Valley software
entrepreneur, is the chairman of the “En-
glish for the Children” initiative cam.
paign. In 1994, he chellenged incumbent
Gov. Pete Wilson for the Republican
nominution,
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Fix, don’t kill, bilingual ed

BY RUSSELL CONTRERAS

HE IGNOBLE crusade
against bilingual educa-
tion shows no sign of
abating.
California is leading the charge
once again, this time with a state-
wide initiarive called English for

the Children. The measure would -

eliminate bilingual education and
force children with few or no
Engiish skills into classrooms
conducted only in that language.
Other states may follow Califor-
nia’s example.

In almost every Texas legisla-
tve session, conservatives in
both the Texas House and the
Senate introduce English-only
bills that target bilingual educa-
tion in Texas. These bills also go
after bilingual ballots and road
signs. They argue that such pro-
grams are useless and costly.

Fortunately, Ladno politicians
have been able 10 stall or prevent
such legislation from advancing.
Buz the forces of anti-bilingual-
ism remain sorong.

In New York City. the media
capital of the world, anti-bilin-
gual-education sentiment takes
on an intellectual persona as
newspapers and magazines conie
out with pieces either discredit-
ing the programs or citing in-
stances in which Latino students
have failed to learn English.
When Hostos Community Col-

]

If we're going to eliminate education
programs that aren’t perfect, we should
also cut math, science and civics classes.
Student performance in those areas isn'’t

stellar, either.

lege, a bilingual institute, elimi-
nated the English proficiency
exam because too many students
were failing, the New York press
took the opportunity to attack all
bilingual programs.

While anti-bilingual education

-proposals like California’s have

yet to form in New York and
Texas, anti-bilingualism is build-
ing.

That's unfortunate, because
most people don't even under-
stand what bilingual education
does and what it attempts to ac-
complish. It is not education only
in Spanish. The prograuns are an
attempt to educate students in
their native language while devel-
oping their skills in English.

Bilingual education isn't per-
fect. Many students coming out
of bilingual-education programs
still don't know English very
well. But they're not the only
ones getting a less-than-great ed-

e

ucation. According to a recent
survey, 35 percent of students
who study government come out
of high school thinking that the
Constitution designates English
as the official language of the
United States. No such clause ex-
ists. i .

If we're going to eliminate edu-
cation programs that aren't per-
fect. we should also cut math,
science and civics classes. Stu-
dent performance in those areas
isn't stellar, either.

Instead of eliminating bilingual
education programs in Califor-
nia, Texas or New York because
of a socalled high failure rate,
we should improve them so all
our students have an equal
chance at a decent education.

Russell Contremas is a gradunate fel-
lowe at the [inirversity of Houston
Center for Merican-American Stud-
ies.

!




Unz’s initiative would hurt
non-Enghsh-speakmg kldS

By Thomas A. Saenz

<necial to The Bee Ia —23 % %

N ALL of the recent discussion about

multimillionaire Ron Unz's proposed ini-

tiative to eliminate bilingual education,
sackers have repeatediy stated that immi-
.rant parents wiil support the measure.
These backers may be surpnised at the reac-
tion once the measure’s true erfects becgme
LOWTL

Regardless of back-
zTound. all parents want
“he same thing irom the
sublic senoois. They want
“heir chiidren to Jearn
what it takes to succeed
a5 adults in our soctety.
Uf course. for immugrant
parents. learning Engiish
{5 a paramount concern in preparing their
children to succeed. That schoois shouid
-each all children - inciuding cnildren who
enter school speaking another language ~ to
=peak and write English is not a matter of
aebate among those who care about kids.
The pilinguai education programs the Unz

initiative attacks are designed 10 teach kids
tngiish. But these programs are aiso
designed to ensure that voung children con-
tinue to learn all of the other important sup-
jects taught in schoo!l - such as math. science.
history and civics. These skills are also kev 10
suecess i American sociely.

Il learmng English well iz all it takes to
succeed. then why do we teach anv of our
children anything else? Why snouidn’t we
~imply eliminate all other subjects. leaving
only reading and writing tonly in English. of
course! ior study by children? The answer is
that we recognize that children’s opportuni-
ties depend not oniv on these kevstone lan-
;uage skills. but also on mastering the vther
core subjects taught in school.
Non-Fr~¥ish.speaking students deserve
these sarne opportunities. Bilingual educa-
tion. which takes many forms in California.
is designed to teach children Engiish while
wnsuring that they are not deprived of the
npportunity to learn other essential academic

Children also need to

learn history, civics

skills,

There is no douot that theimplementation
of bilingual education has been far from per-
fect. Parents and educational leaders can and
snouid demand greater accountability and
success from these programs in both teaching
English and in teaching other core subjects.

But recognizing imperfection and the need
for reform in the current svstem is not the
same as decxdmcr that another svstem wouid
be better. The Unz initia-
tive wouid not onlv elimi-
nate the current systems: it
would also enact a substi-
tute, whose contours the
initiative proponents wise-
lv choose not to discuss.

This substitute wouid
give children oniy one
school vear to learn English:after the vear.
it’s sink-or-swim for allnon-English speak-
ers. In that one year. schools could oniy use
one rechnigue to teach Efigiish - an
unproven technigue that largeiy forbids
teachers from speaking anvthing other than
Engiish 1o kids. Moreover, schools are encour-
aged 1o mix voungsters of different ages and
of different primary languages in these class-
rooms. Thus, for many kids, 1t will be an
intimudating sink-or-swim situation from
Day 1. Meanwhile. no learning of other sub-
jecis is 1o take place.

Fmaxiy, the initiative permits schoolteach-
r= 1o be hauled into court and face
expensive liability if thev fail to follow these
rules. Thus. a teacher whe uses words in a
language other than English - even if the
teacher thinks it will help the child to learn -
could end up on the wrong end of a lawsuit.
Teach a kid. go to court.

Before Californians vote to eliminate
bilingual education. they can and should ask
what the substitute is. and whether it realiy
has kids" best futures in mind.

Thomas A. Saenz is Los Angeies Regional
Counsei jor the Mexican American Legal’
Deterse and Educational Fund.a national
Larino cil-rights organization with head-
quarters in Los Angeies,
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Latino support for Unz measure slips

BY MICHAEL BAZELEY °
Mercury News Staff Writer ]
SACRAMENTO — While ac-
ademics, educators and politi-
cal consultants debate the mer-
its of bilingual education in
Sacramento, a new statewide
poll is showing that voters con-
tinue strongly to support a
June ballot measure that would
radically overhaul the way Cali-
fornia- teaches its non-English
speaking students. .
The state Board of Educa-
tion found wide disagreement

during a special hearing Mon-
day devoted entirely to bilin-
gual education. But voters ap-
pear to have made up their
minds on the issue, with 64
percent of poll respondents
supporting an initiative that
would scrap the state's bilin-
gual education system apd re-
quire nearly all instruction in
English. According to the Field
Poll released today, 27 percent
oppose the measure and 9 per-
cent are undecided. '
The poll results reflect a

slight drop-off from: the 69 per-
cent of registered voters who
supported the June ballot mea-
sure in an identical poll taken
in December. The margin of
error is plus or minus 3.8 per-
cent. o

“The support for the initia-
tive remains strong, and we
think it will remain strong
through the end of the cam-
paign,” said initative spokes-
woman Sherri Annis.

But while overall support

was strong, the initiative's pop-
ularity appeared to be slipping in
the Latino community. o

Among registered Latino vot-
ers, 47 percent said they support
the initiative, a sharp decline
from the 66 percent who favored

it in December. Field Poll direc- -

tor Mark DiCamillo cautioned
that the Latino survey sample
was small, but he said the change
in support between the two polls
was still statistically significant.

Annis was disturbed by that

aspect of the new poll. “The Lati-
no numbers are troubling in that
I wish the sample has been large
enough to get an idea of what the
feeling was,” she said.

Opponents of the initiative, co-
sponsored by Silicon Valley busi-
nessman Ron Unz, said they ex-
pect more slippage of support as
people begin to examine the bal-
lot measure more closely.

“Most dramatic is the way the

" Latino support has fallen below

50 percent,” said Kelly Hayes-
Raitt, spokeswoman for the No
on Unz campaign. “Since the last
poll, we've picked up support
from such disparate groups as
the PTA and the California His-
panic Chambers of Commerce,
and [ believe this is an indication
of how flawed the Unz initiative
15"‘! .

If approved by the majority of
voters in June, the initiatjve
would bar most non-English
clgssroom instruction. Students
with little or no English skills
would spend about a year in a
‘'sheltered English immersion” -
class to learn English and then be
moved into a regular classroom.
Par_ents could still request that
their children be taught in their
home language, such as Spanish.

The ballot measure has be-
come one of the most talked-
about issues of the political sea-
son. The state education panel’
set aside an entire day to sift
through the complex issue, invit-
Ing academics with widely differ-
ent viewpoints and representa- -
uves from each side of the cam-

paign to testify, . ;
_ The hearing shed little new :
light on the often-confusing de-
batg over how best to work with
students who lack a go grasp
of English, @ 8ood

But Christine Rossell, a profes-
sor at Boston University, said her
research has concluded that
teaching students in thejr home
language first before moving

them into English ciasses does
not offer any advantages over
regular English instruction,
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“English As Required Language of Instruction Initiative”
> CSBA Staff Analysis
November 6, 1997

Initiative Backeround

Sponsors of a ballot initiative entitled the “English As Required Language of
Instruction Initiative” are now gathering signatures to-qualify for inclusion
on the June 1998 ballot. The initiative prescribes a single, statewide
approach to teaching English-Language learners in California’s public
schools. Under the provisions of the initiative, primary language instruction
is barred except under very limited circumstances and new liability is

imposed on board members whose district programs fall to comply with the
initiative's provisions.

Ron Unz and Gloria Matta Tuchman have joined forces to promote this
statewide ballot initiative designed to ensure that all English-language
learners in California are transmoned into regular Envhsh language
classrooms within one year. Both Unz and Tachman have experience in
political campaigns and have run for statewide offices. Mr. Unz, a software
developer. unsuccessfully ran in the California Republican gubernatorial
primary in 1994. Ms. Tuchman. an ex- school board member from Tustin,
was an unsuccessful candidate for state superintendent of public instruction
in 1994. In the hopes of broadening support, Unz and Tuchman hax e

{www.onenation. oro) to take the lead in ﬁnancmv and promonno this
initiative.

The initiative was prompted by concern that bilingual education has failed
and that children are not being taught English. Unz and Tuchman
frequently cite the state's 5 percent annual transition rate for English-
language learners as proof that current programs for English-learners are
"dismal practical failures.”

The Initiative was received by the Attornev General's office on May 6 and
approval {or circulation was granted at the end of May. The initiative
requires 433,263 valid signatures to be included on the June 1998 ballot.
As of October 1997 the proponents claim to have gathered 600,000
signatures. Unz is confident that they will have sufficient valid signatures by
the December 1, 1997 deadline. The initiative will then be assigned a
number in February or March of 1998 and appear on the ]une 2, 1998
ballot.

It is important to recognize that at the same time the initiative was being
developed and introduced for signature gathering, the legislature was
struggling with the same issue - reforming programs for English Language
Learners. After some movement, the legislature faﬂed to act on SB 6, which
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was placed on the suspense file by the Assembly Appropriations Committee. The’

- legislature appearea’ to reach an impasse on the passage of any bilingual education

proposal prior to the end of the 1997 - 98 legislative session, however, Senator
Alpert and a key representative of the Assembly are meeting to review areas of
contention and options. Legislators, both Democrat and Republican, continue to
discuss a compromise on this issue prior to the June primary election.

Initiative Content

Specifically, the initiative declares that: (1) immigrant parents are eager to have
their children acquire English, (2) one of the most important obligations of the
school is to teach children English, (3) schools are currently doing a poor job of
educating immigrant children and are wasting financial resources on experimental
language programs, and (4) voung children can easily acquire full fluency in a new
language if thev are heavily exposed to it in the classroom. : :

Based on those declarations, the initiative requires that all children be taught in
English. The initiative allows schools to place English-learners of different ages
together in a classroom for one yvear of sheltered immersion instruction. All
students would then transition to the regular classroom after a maximum of one
vear, except under limited circumstances. ' !

Parents may request a waiver to the immersion approach and request an :
alternative approach but only if the child meets one of the following specific criteria:

(1) the child is already fluent in English, (2) the child is ten vears or older and the
- principal and teachers have the “informed belief” that an alternative approach is

better suited to the child's rapid acquisition of English, or (3) that after at least
thirty days in an immersion classroom it is the ° mformed belief “ of the school
principal and the educational staff that the child has such special physical, -
emotional, psvchological, or educational needs and that an alternative course of
educational study would better suit the child’s overall educational development.
This individual written request must be submitted and approved by the local
superintendent, the local Board of Education and the State Board of Education.

The initiative provides $50 million per vear (for ten vears) for free or subsidized
adult English language instruction to parents and other members of the community .
who pledge to provide personal English language tutoring to school children.

Finally, the initiative gives parents and guardians legal standing to sue diétﬂcts and
individual board members, other elected officials, teachers or administrators, if a
child has been denied the option of an English lanauaoe instructional curriculum in

“a public school (Article 5).
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Current Programs for ELL Students

»

" The 1996 California Department of Education language census counted over 1.3
million public school students who were not proficient in English. These students

- account for over 23 percent of the state’s public school population. School districts
throughout California are currently operating a myriad of programs to meet the
needs of ELL’s (English-Language Learners, also referred to a Limited English
Proficient or LEP) due to the flexibility available in the state programs. Through a
combination of waivers and the use of one of the four options described in the
Department of Education’s compliance materials, districts have provided programs
that run the full range from English immersion to bilingual, based on local priorities
and resources. Although it is often perceived that all of the 1.3 million students are
receiving specialized instruction, this is not the case. More than half of all'cHildren
who are not proficient in English are in programs in which their primary language
is not used. The chart below highlights the local programs currently in operation.

Enroliment of LEP Students in Instructional Programs LEP — {imited English
proficient
ELD & L1 :
nxtucuon ‘ ELD ~Enghsh language
0% development
: 3os'.-l/""f_": T ——— e

LI - primary language

ELD, SDAIE, :,SD—XIE specxaﬂs
L1 suppon désigned academic
Not Recening LEP Svey
% instruction in English

CSBA Graph
Based on CDE data

It is esiimated that approximately $400 million is spent on the education of English-
learners. This funding comes from a combination of state Economic Impact Aid,
Federal Title VII dollars and immigrant assistance funds. The exact figures and the
specific programs funded by thesé dollars are dlfﬁcult to detail due to the flexible
nature of the allocations.
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‘Analvsis of the Initiative

Board member liability

The initiative gives parents legal standing to sue individual board members. not just
the board as a whole, for percelved wealknesses in the implementation of the
educational program. It is unclear if this provision will open other avenues to
create individual board member hablhtv on other issues. : !

Flexibility and local control

Districts currently use a wide variety of approaches to teach Eriglish and the core
curriculum to students whose primary language is one other than English. Districts
choose the program for English-language leamers based on student needs
community preferences, and av aﬂable resources. .

The Unz initiative mandates a single instructional strategy — one vear in a sheltered
English immersion classroom then transition to a regular classroomn — for all
English-language learners. There are no exemptions based on successful outcomes
for ELL programs in operation that have documented positive student outcomes.

This mandate for a single strategy would simultaneously occur during the
introduction of a standards-based system to hold districts accountable for student
achievement. This shift toward a standards-based system emphasizes that all
children will be required to have access to a standards-based curriculum and
achieve at high levels in order for districts to avoid possible state-impoesed ;sanctions.
It is unclear how a district could ensure full access to the core curriculum to all
students if thev are not allowed the flexibility to tailor programs to meet the needs
of their students.

Currently, schools use multiple approaches ranging from a dual-language. primary
program to a rapid transition program similar to what the Unz initiative would
mandate. Allowing districts to continue to tailor their education program, in a
way that allows for maximum student achievement, seems essential to
accomplishing the education goals the state and local districts have set.

Appeals i
The initiative provides an appeal process and allows parents the option of choosing
an alternative approach if their child is not succeeding within the mandated
program. ‘
In order for a parent to be eligible to request a waiver, the student must meet one of
the following criteria:

(1) The student is proficient in-English

(2) The student is ten vears or older and the principal and educational staff believe
an alternative program would better suit the child's rapid acquisition of basic
English language skills



(3) The child has been in an English language classroom for at least thirty days of
the current school year and the principal and educational staff believe that the
child has “"such special physical, emotional, psvchological or educational needs
that an alternate course of educational study-would be better suited to the
child’s overall educational development.”

Qualification for a waiver under this last criteria requires multiple steps. First, a
written description of the child's special needs must be provided to the local school
superintendent for his/her examination and approval. The superintendent’s
decision must be based on guidelines established by the local board. These local
guidelines would be subject to review and approval by the State Board of Education.
The initiative also states that “the existence of such spec1a1 needs shall not compel
issuance of a waiver”. Therefore, even if this condition is met. there is no assurance
that the child would receive an alternative program.

Parents must also provide “written informed consent” on an annual basis in order
to request an alternative program be provided to the student. In order to provide
this “informed consent.” a parent or legal guardian must visit the school and be
provided a full description of the educational materials to be used in each option
and all the educational opportunities available to the child. Following the site visit.
the parent may apply at the school site for the waiver. The mandatory parental site
visit requirement is unprecedented and exceeds the parental requirements for
placement:{n any other program, including special education. It is unclear in the
initiative who would grant a waiver for a child who meets one of the first two
criteria., However, since the State Board of Education is the only bodyv with the
authority to grant waivers under the requirements of the Education Code. one could
infer that all waiver requests would need to be submitted to the State Board of
Education (SBE).

If. in {act, the student’s petition would need to be approved by the State Board of
Education. it is unlikely thev can be approved in a timely manner. given the size of
the ELL population in California. The SBE meets for two days every month. As it
now stands. the board's agendas are full and meetings are often extended.
Requiring the SBE to look at and either approve or deny petitions would add a
tremendous burden to the SBE workload. The role created within this initiative for
the SBE is also a significant expansion of the board’s responsibilities in current
practice. The SBE has traditionally limited its scope to broad state education policy
issues and district-level waivers of state law. The board has not been-involved in
determining appropriate education placements for individual students and probably
lacks the staff to pursue such a role effectively. In addition. the SBE would likely be
at a disadvantage in determining individual student placements because it is
removed {rom the priorities of the community and resources of the district.
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Clinton ponders bilingual initiative

By Dana Wilkie .

COPLEY NEWS SERVICE

WASHINGTON — President Clinton.is inclined to oppose the anti-bilingual educatnon mltlatlve on
California's ballot, California Assembly Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa said here yesterday.

‘ But administration sources said the president has yet to make up his mind about the
measure, which would do away with instruction in a child's native language and put California in
the forefront of controversial social change.

"l think the president’s viewpoint on {the measure) is similar.to my own, and thatis —
mend it, don't end, it," said Villaraigosa, who was here Monday through today with other state
lawmakers to discuss with Clinton and congressional leaders issues of concern toCalifornia,

Villaraigosa did not discuss the measure, Proposition 227 on California's June’s ballot, with
Clinton or Vice President Al Gore. But he said presidential advisers left him with the impression that

"they do oppose the . . . initiative.”

"They seeitjust aslsaid...it's a sledgehammer approach to public pioli'cy," s’a‘id the
speaker, a Democrat. "It eliminates bilingual education, gives you no flexibility.”

An administration source said the president is still studying the initiative and has not made
up his mind whether to support it, oppose it or remain neutral. i

"We are certainly evaluating bilingual education and as part of that, we are looking at the
California experiment,” the source said.

California is home to 1.4 million schoolchildren who do not speak Enghsh|as their native
language. Debate has long raged over how best to teach these children — whether to put them in
classes with others who already speak English, or to segregate them in special classes where they
learn English as a second language and other subjects in their native tongue. !

Villaraigosa said he is not sure whether Clinton's opposition to Proposition 227 would
convince voters to reject it. ‘ [
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Prop 227 Voter Survey, final . A » Febri:ary 1898, page 1

‘-FINAL RESULTS = o ' E,
. Interview Dates: February 24 - March 1, 1988 - - -
- Sample Size=1,500; Margm of Error=2.5% :

. . . : . : : . ’
. . B * N . ’

1. First, next June thereﬁl] be a primary election for Governor, United States Senator and other
offices in California. How likely are you to vote in that election -- are you almost certain to vote
‘will you probably vote are the chances 50—50 or will you probably not vote” i

" CERTAIN ........... e es

PROBABLY ................. e 15 P
2. ‘In general do you:think thmgs in Cahfomla -are gomg in the right d:rectlon or do you feel things
are pretty senously off on the wrong track? . "
RIGHT DIRECTION ................. .49 RN
WRONG TRACK ... ovvveene i 31 ' -
- DON'T KNOW C e e e e 20 - o
3. One initiative on next June s statewide ballot thl be Proposmon 22? At requures that all public

'school instruction be conducted in English. It says the requirement may be wawed if parents
or guardians show that the child already knows English, has special needs’ of would learn -
English faster through an alternate instructional technique. It provides -initial short-term
- placement, not normally exceedmg one year, in -intensive sheltered Enghsh immersion
- programs for children not fiuent in English. It appropriates $50 million dollars per year for ten
years to fund English instruction for individuals pledging to provide personal English tutoring to
children in their community. It permits. eriforcement suits by parents and guardlans The
Legislative Analyst says that the fiscal impact of the initiative could vary significantly by school
district; that it requiires state spending of $50 million dollars per year for ten years to teach tutors
- of limited English proﬁment students, and: that total state spendmg on educahon will probably
" notchange. ) ’

If the election weré held today, wduld you vote yes or no on Pro;iosition 227? {IF “YES." OR
“NO,” FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still change your mind? {F
: UNDECIDED FOLLOW—UP Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no'?

. YES,STRONG ............... 35 |
YES, MIGHT CHANGE .. ...... 14" |
UNDECIDED, LEANYES ....... 6 ->55 |
UNDECIDED . ........... c.. 14 o
UNDECIDED, LEANNO. ........ 3 +26 :
NO, MIGHT CHANGE: . ......... 8 -
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 Prop 227 Votar Survey, final . . ' ‘ . February 1988, page 2
11

Now | am going to list the spécif ic provisions of the initiative. For each item l-read, please tell me if you
support .or oppose the provision. (IF SUPPORT OR OPPOSE, FGLLOW-UP Is that strongly

support/oppose or just somewhat?) (DO NOT ROTATE)
Strong  Some Some Strong Dont

Support Suppert O ggose Oggos Know

4 Requures all pubhc school instruction be ; , i .
conducted inEnglish ............. e 66 ~12 ... 7:.. 13 ... 2
. -nc--.i--c.'--su-----.sa.» ........ ~78V.----.'... 20 ‘;
5. The requxrement may be waived if parents or guardlans e -

show that the child already knows English, or has special
needs, or would leam English faster through an alternate

instructional techmque e Lo..31...26.. 11,0, 18 .. 14
.......... 5? 29
8. Provides initial short-term placement, not norma!ly exceeding = - |
one year, in intensive sheltered English immersion prqgrams ' :
forchn!dren notﬂuentm English ............: . 40 ,..25...11...16 .. 8
.................. 65 27
7. Appropnates $50 million per year forten years fundmg English-
" instruction for individuals pledging to provide personal Enghsh j
tutonng to children in thelr community ......... 24 ...20...14... 30 .. 12
~ A esred e an P S L 44
8. Permits enforcement suits by parents.and guardians19 ... 13... 10... 31 . 27

e et a e 32000 41

9. - The Legislative Analyst says that the fiscal |mpact could vary oo
significantly by school district, that it requires state =~ - T
_spending of $50 million per year for ten years to teach tutors - .~ . . |
~ of limited English proficient students, and that total state S P
'spending on education probably would not change 24-... 19 ...13... .30 .. 14

10, - Now that: you have heard more about Proposmon 227, ifthe electlon were held today would you )
vote yes or no? (IF “YES,” OR*NO,” FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still
change your mlnd? HS UNDECIDED FOLLOW—UP Do you lean more toward yes or more

toward no? :
YES  STRONG . .......... s
YES, MIGHT CHANGE -........ 13 (e - %
UNDECIDED, LEANYES ... ... 6 9 .
UNDECIDED ............ L 14 A
UNDECIDED, LEANNO ........ 3 ‘422

NO, MIGHT CHANGE ....... . 8 < .
NO, STRONG ...... ... 21 @ i
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Now [ am going tc read you some things supporters and opponents say about Prcposmon 227.

[ROTATE STATEMENTS] \ , S : ,

: Supporters of Proposition 227 say that bilingual educatlon in Callforma has beena faﬂure and the .
poimclans have been afraid to deal with the issue. Proposition 227 is necessary because the education
bureaucrats and the Sacramento pohhcxans will never fix the sntuat:on The voters must force the issue

!

. Opponents of Proposition 227 say that recently, the 19705 law mandahng bllmguai educahon in
California expired. Since then, individual school districts, teachers, and parents have devised theirown
“local programs to teach Enghsh to non-English speakmg children. Prop 227 would ouﬂ?w all of these’
local programs and impose a single untested program of sheltered English immersion on every school
district in California at a cost of $50 million dollars per year. We must oppose another unnecessary

state mandate and vote no on Proposition 227 L A , ;

B A B Hearing this, if the election were today, would you vote yes or no on F’roposutlon 2277 (IF

“YES,” OR “NO," FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still change your mind? 1F
UNDECIDED, FOLLOW—UP Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no7 ‘ '

NO,STRONG ................ 25 —>39

YES STRONG ........... ... 32

YES, MIGHT CHANGE ........ 11 ,

UNDECIDED, LEANYES ....... 5 ->48 j

UNDECIDED ............ L. 13 3 . i

UNDECIDED, LEANNO ... ... 5 49 R

NO, MIGHT CHANGE .......... 9 ' |
|

1998,23-10 C14:32 3‘32’? P, @4
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[SPLIT SAMPLE A] - ' ) f ‘

Now | would like to read you some other thlngs that supporters arld opponents say about Proposition
227. [ROTATE STATEMENTS] , - » o ! :

I Suppoﬂers of Proposition 227 say that bilingual education in California began with good intentions,
but has failed to teach childran to read and write English. Last year only 7% of limited-English students
in California learned enough English to. be moved into mainstream classes. Proposition 227 will require
" non-English speaking children to learn English as soon as they start school and will prowde sheltered -
English immersion classes that research has shown to be the most effective teaching method Prop
227 is needed to end the hundreds of millions of dollars wasted in brlrngual education programs thatare
failing our children. ‘ : : . ‘E : ‘
____Opponents of Proposition 227 say that if passed it would force children of dlfferent ages and
different language groups to sitin the same classroom for one year. Also, teachers would be prohibited,
under the threat of a lawsuit, from speaking to the children in their own language. Think of the picture:
five-year-old children in the same room as thirteen-year-olds, none of whom speak nor understand
English, trying to learn from a teacher who is prohibited by law from communlcatmg to any of them in
their own language. It just won't work. . :
12, Hearing this, if the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on Proposition 2277 (IF
YES OR NO, ASK: Is that a strong yes/no, or might you still change your mind as you get more
information?) (IF UNDECIDED, ASK: Do you. lean more toward yes or more toward no‘?}

1
i

YES,STRONG ...\ \'eo. .. L 34 |

" YES, MIGHT CHANGE .. ... ST
UNDECIDED, LEAN YES ........... .5 >89 .|
'UNDECIDED ......... U 3 T

" UNDECIDED, LEANNO . .. ........... 4 1
NO, MIGHT CHANGE ... .............. 9 ‘

1

NO,STRONG ................. PR 25 . —>38
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[
[SPLIT SAMPLE B) o N
Now | am going to read yolt some other thrngs supporters and opponents say. about Proposmon 227.

i

Supporters of Proposmon 227 say that bilingual education in Calrfornra began with good rntentrons
but has failed to teach children to read and write English. Last year only 7% of limited- English students
in California learned enough English to be moved into mainstream classes. Proposmon 227 will require’
non-English speaking children to learn English as soon as they start school and will provide sheltered
English immersion classes that research has shown to be the most effective teaching method Prop
227 is needed to end the hundreds of millions of dollars wasted in bilingual educatron programs that are
failing our children. i

___Opponents of Proposition 227 say that this initiative mandates one specif c educational program
to every school district in the state of California, regardless of ttie make-up and individual needs of the
particular community. In an era in which government is grantmg moare and-more responsrbllity and
authority to local communities to devise programs that best meet their needs, this mltlative is doing the
opposite. Prop 227 would outlaw all local programs that have been implemented by local school boards
with support from community PTAs, and would, in its place, mandate one untested program.
Proposition 227 should be rejected and parents should have the right o choose what‘s best for their
children, .

13.  Hearing this, if the election were held today, would you vote yes ornoon Propos;ition 2277? (IF :
YES OR NO, ASK: Is that a strong yes/no, or might you still change your mind as you get more

information?)- (IF UNDECIDED, ASK Do you Iean more toward yes or more tov‘vard no?)

P

NO, STRONG . ... ... . 26 —>39

YES, STRONG ...... el ..... 31 ]
YES, MIGHT CHANGE ............. S V] . |
UNDECIDED, LEAN YES- e vini ... 8 551 i
UNDECIDED . .. :.vvoeen o 10. { :
UNDECIDED, LEAN'NO ............... 6 +12
NO, MIGHT CHANGE ......... e 7 !
[’,
|
b

.
1998, 33-1@ 14:-33 Hez27 P.@S5 )
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Now | am going to read you some other thmgs supporters and opponents say about PropoSItmn 227..
[ROTATE STATEMENTS] :
!

—_ Supporters of Proposition 227 say that bi hngual education in Californla began with good mtentaons

» but has failed to teach children to read and write English. Last year only 7% of linited-English students

in California learned enough English to be moved into mainstream classes. Proposition 227 will require.
non-English speaking children to learn English as soon as they start school and will prowde sheltered
English immersion classes that research has shown to be the most effective teaching method. Prop

1227 isneededto end the hundreds of millions of doliars wasted in blllngual education programs thatare

failing our cmldren

Opponents of Proposmon 227 say that Proposition 227 is so poorly wntten thatitis opposed by all
the major candidates for Governor, including Dan Lungren, Al Checchi (“CHECK-ee”), Gray Davis, and
Jane Harman, as well as State School Superintendent Delaine (de-LANE) Eastin. Other opponents
include the chairman of the state Republican Party, Senator Barbara Boxer, the California PTA, the
California Federation -of Teachers, the California. School Boards Association, the California School
Employees Assaciation, the California Teachers Association, and the Association of California School
Administrators. Candidates from across the political spectrum as well asparents, teachers, local school -
boards and the head of California's public schools all oppose Proposition 227 because they know that
it is bad policy and will not teach English to our public school children. o

14. Hearing this, if the election were hel d today, would you vote yes orno.on Propos ition 2277 (IF
YES OR NO, ASK: Is that a strong yes/no, or might-you still change your mind as you get more
information?) (IF UNDEC!DED ASK: Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no?)

'

YES, STRONG .............. e .. 30 |
YES, MIGHT CHANGE ....... . 13 . -
UNDECIDED, LEANYES ..............6 - —>49
UNDECIDED ...... e, .10

NO, MIGHT CHANGE ............ ... 10

!

| »

UNDECIDED, LEANNO .. ..., e 7 +8 |
NO, STRONG .. ... e .24 41 |
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[SPLIT SAMPLE D] ' ' -
Now | am going to read you some otherthlngs supporters and opponents say about Proposmon 227.
[ROTATE STATEMENTS]) .

—___Supporters of Proposmon 227 say that bilingual education in Cahforma began with good intentions,

" but has failed to teach children to read and write English. Last year only 7% of limited-English students

in California learned enough English to be moved into mainstream classes. Proposition 227 will require
non-English speakmg children to leam English as soon as they start school and will provnde sheltered
English immersion classes that research has shown to be the most effective teaching method. Prop

227 is needed to end the hundreds of millions of dollars wasted in bllmgual education programs that are
faili ng our cht!dren ‘

I
Opponents of Proposition 227 note thatthe lnmanve gives cmldren on Iy one school year—— 1 80 days
— to learn enough English to succeed academically, and. after that they must be placed in regular
classrooms whether they know English or not. They say itis unfair that in the state of Callfomla people
oh welfare get five years to get a job, and criminals get three strikes before they arei“out,” but our
children will.only get one year -- and one ¢hance --to learn English. What happens to the children who
might need two years? Teachers who help chlldren Ieam English should get as many chances as

cnmlnals who hurt children. ‘ ;
15. If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on Propasition 2277 (IF YES OR NO,
ASK: Is that a strong yes/no, or might you still change your mind as you get more information?)

(IF UNDECIDED, ASK: Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no?) E .

YES,STRONG .. ..ooooviiinnnn., L..34 a
YES, MIGHT CHANGE -.......... L1000 o
UNDECIDED, LEANYES .............. 8. —->§3 |
UNDECIDED ..... O £ . :
UNDECIDED, LEANNO ...............5 +19.
NO, MIGHT CHANGE .. .. .. T

NO, STRONG...... e e h..22 >34
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ASK QUESTIONS 16-35:0ONLY TO SPLIT SAMPLES a1, b1, c1, and d1

|

Now | would like to list some things that could happen if Proposition 227 passes. After each, please tell
me how fikely each is to happen ifit passes~isit almost certainto happen very I|kely, scmewhat Ilkely, :

* [not too fikely, or not at all likely? (ROTATE) » : i
_ ‘ : Almost . VergSomewh.vNot toa Notat Don't
Certain  Likely . Likely' Likelyalllikely Know

16.. ‘Children of different ages and Ianguage groups

will be taught in the same classroom .......... 15 ...21...16... 21 | 15 .. 12
................. e eiieeeeian... 38 A
17. Teachers will besued |fthay dc notfollowthe : o T ; :
requ:rementsafthemltratve Ceeeiiiieeee. .o 12001700150, 28018 0., 9 |
............. i ereiaiiaeenan... 29 : o :
118. The initigtive willend upincourt .. ... e .. 82 .., 140,868, ..5.

‘119, Local programs that teach English to non- ) . : o
English 'speaking chi!dren will be eliminated eo.. 12 0017 .0..16.,.29 .. 15 L1

........ 1. | J

20. *_ Non- Engllsh speaknng chlldren will learn English v : , !
faster e .29 .25 012,016 1..9... 9

e PP~ T : '

21, Exceptmns will be made for individual children’ whose f

parents want some mstruct\on in their na‘uve _— SV
language  ..... PO Seeennentan, e 1100160022021 L 17 .13

Celeeas Ceees it ee e R A

122, ~ After one year in an Enghsh immersion program, many - _
: students who have not learmed enough English to compete - = 1| ‘ :
academlcally will be forced into regular classrooms 18 ...24 ...24... 13 ... 8 .. 12

T 42 - :
123. X A hlgher prcportion of non-Enghsh speakmg children - ‘ o
will learn English .. ... i .32 ...27...16...10 ... 86...9.
‘ Ceeeiieea e, Vetraeaan e .59 : ’
24 One way or another this initiative will end. up costmg ' S ‘ - ;
taxpayersmoney PR B A 46 ..11....8...86...5
25, _ Parents will be demed the right to choose what is \ S 1 . :
*’bestforthelrchlid ....... i 15000151800, 20 0. 22 .10
................ :..'............'.....30 ! V
. |
{
I
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(CONTINUE ONLY WITH SPI T SAMPLES a1 b1, ¢1,and d1)

Now | would like to read the list one more time, and this time please tell me how good or bad it wouild

be if that particutar thing did happen. Use a scale of zero to ten where zero means it would be one of

the worst things that could- happen and 10 means it would be one of the best thmgs that could happen.
. . \

g

‘ [CODE ACTUAL NUMBER 0-10, DK=99) (ROTATE)

)
t
|
l

!

I

'%

35. Parents will be denled the right to choose what is
best for their chlld

.....................................

, o
: , : ) - Mean Rating “Good” ‘BAD"
26. Children of different ages and language groups ‘ . ' ' o
K will be taught in the same classroom . ............. e.--.. 458...27 ., 35
27.  Teachers will be sued if they do not follow the , ‘ i ,
requirements. of the initiative ........... .. _. P 14 .. 65
|28 Theinitiative will end upin court ... ........ ... ..........'434.. . 30 L. 45
|29.  Effective local programs that teach English to non- . . l
English speaking children will be eliminated ........... L... 3.86... 20 ; 47
. oo }
30. Non-English speakmg chnldren W|Il learn Engllsh L ‘ i 7{ ‘
N faster i e PR '.<_7./61...70 L.12
31.  Exceptions will be made for individual children whose ' '
parents want some instruction:in thelr native : R “\ :
language = ....oo....... SRR SO .. 451, 21 .. 3
' N |
32. After one year in an Engllsh immersion program many '
students who have not leamed enough English to compete ? :
- academlcally wnll be forced into- regular classrooms L. 43
33. A htgher proportion of non- Engllsh speakmg chlldren ' . :
- willleam Engllsh e ey N : . 8
- |34 One way or another thls initiative w1l| end up costing -
1XPAYEIS MONGY . .'v v e vtiee e eeen e e, . 43

. 52
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ASK QUESTIONS 36 TO 55 ONLY TO SPLIT SAMPLES a2, b2, c2, and d2

|
|

v! V

Now | am going to read you the names of some groups and individuals who may take a position on this
initiative. For each | read, please tell me if you have a favorable or unfavorable opinion of the group or
individual. If you have not heard of the name, Just say so and we will move on. (ROTATE FOLLOW-

UP:is that strongly or just. somewhaW)

1

' —--FAVOR-—- - ~UNFAVOR- Nelther/ | Never
Streng  Some Strong Some DKHeard of
36. State Schools Supenntendent Delaine Eastin .. 6 .. 17 ....5 ... 6...27 L.39
' R SRR [ I L. 66
37. BusinessmanRonUnz ................ '3 ...89....5.,..3...24 .5
1 i e, 12 8.iviun.. L. 80
38. GovemorPeterscn ............... 19 .. 29 ...27...16.... 7 .., 2
T e i, frvrararaeiaaaian... 48, re.. A3, ciree 9
38, Former Congressman Robert Dornan 8..1M...19...12...22 .. 28
............................. 19 .. .......3.......i. B0
lla0.  House SpeakerNethlngrlch .......... 16 .. 25 ..:27...18... 10 ... 4
S . . R - T 7
41, Gubernatorial candidate Al Checchi ... 8§ ..23....8....8...33 |, 20
- Vindsrasenencuninn e 1 LT 16...... L. 53
1142, The Parent-Teacher Assocratlon orPTA .33 .. 38 ....4....7... 12 . B
I et iateiaee e e T ... L M b 18
43. . Lieutenant Governor Gray Davis . ....... 11 .. 28...10...10... 26 |. 15
, et reeaa e h e 39 ... 20......... 41"
44, Citizens for an Eddcated America ....... B ...9 ....4....3...18 ‘ 59
e B 15 o y 1. 78
45, The Cahfomta TeachersAssocxaﬂon .22°..33..0.11 ... 110, 14 L, 9
| S eeeees BB aienn. 22......000 237
48, English Teachers Agamst227 .......... 8 .. 11 ....9...10... 20 . 42
. O S 19 .oeen s 19.......1. 62
l47. us. SenatorBarbaraBoxer e 17 U 26...24:..13..,13 L, 7
| et 43 ..l 37......... 20
48, Attorney General Dan Lungren .......... 13 .. 29 ...11...11... 24 |. 12
e, by o A2 L. 22......... 36
49. Congresswoman Jane Harman .......... 5.1 ... 68....5..:31 0. 43
e e LB 10......... 74
50.  The Catholic Conference of Bishops ..... 8. 16....6....9. . 30 ‘ 31
. Cea e o n i reaaiananes 24 ..., .. 16.......1, o1
.
=
NOp'S
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(CONTINUE ONLY WITH SPLIT SAMPLES a2, b2, ¢2, and d2) I
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (FOLLOW—UP Is that strongly dlslagree or
just somewhat?)
- —AGREE— _DISAGREE- 1 Dom't
o Stong = Some Strong Some | Know
§1.  Children should be given more than one year if o ' !
needed to learn English as long as they are trying . !
-mebesttheyvcan_ ..... B 56 ...23....9.. 7| . 5
.................................. 79 .......... 16 .
52, Some non- Enghsh speaking chlldren can learn English ;
in one year, but others will need longer than one year - : y
to learn enough English to comp_ewz ...25...10....6 I.. 7
_— e R 77 it 16 |
53. Itis not-a@ppropriate for people from out-of-state to '
/@ntn’buﬁng large sums of money to pass California . !
ballot initiatives | 10....9!.. 9
......................................... o190
54, Educatlonal programs designed by local schoo l,
and teachers are generally better than those programs - . ‘ ' -
mandated by the state . . .................... 37 ...28..,.7...10 |, 18
faereneenian e e .65 ..., 17 0
1155. If you were requued to learn a new foreign Ianguage in One yearin a classroom where the
teacher always spoke to you in the forelgn language and never spoke to youin Enghsh would
you be able to do it, or not? -
YES ... e 44 ,
o S 43 B
DON T KNOW ............... 13
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'RECORD 3plit:

1998.03-10

' Splits a1, b1, c1, and d1 READ dUES TIONS IN ORDER
Splits a2, b2, ¢2, and d2 READ Q66-75 FIRST, THEN 057-Q64)

f
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i

i
:
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T

Now | would like to read you some reasons people have given to vote yes on Proposition 227 For each
| read, please tell me if you find the statement a very convmcmg reason to vote YES on the initiative,.
or somewhat convincing, or not very convincing or not at all convincing as areasonto vote YES on Prop

227.

- 57.

58.

59.

. 80.

The sheltered English immersicn required by Prop 227
is a one-year transition program which focuses ‘
solely on leaming English. It will move

students quickly into regular classes. ......... 35 ..

----------------- L I e L

The current program of tmmlgrant education
is a failure. Each year only 7% are found
to have gained proficiency in English —

that's a 93% failure rate. ... SV e ..

LRI R A R I R R R R I R N L N B TSR R

For most of California’s non—Enghsh speakmg chlldren
bilingual education means monoclingual, Spanish-only

education for the first four to seven years of school 24 . ..

Prcp 227 will destgnate $50 million

. dollars per year to teach English to aduits

61..

62.

63,

64.

so they can help their children leamn

Englishaswell.. ......... e 2B

«x o 0w L2 I I I B R S S P R

We are currently spending hundreds of
millions of dollars on a failed program.

This is a huge waste of our tax dallars .. ... .. 44

I I A I I I Y L A I I I SR

The only people who oppose Prop 227 are people

who profit from bilingual education, like bilingual teachers,

coordinators and administrators ........., Lol 21

L A I I A I N A I A I L A

Prop 227 allows parents to request a special waiver
for children with individual educational needs who

would benefit from anothermethod ........... 21 ...

---------- L R R O N I IR O ]

Prop 227 is for the own good of the children who don't

speak English. If we don't get these kids speaking
English as soon as possible, alt of California socuaty

will suffer O 40 ...

Some Not Not |
what Very atAl
J31...12... 17
66 ... ... 29
.20...12... 19
I 7 .. 31
21...14... 29
T 43
.24 ... 14 . 32
L B 46
20...11... 18
- 30
..18 ... 16... 38
a39 .0, 52
29...15... 23
o 80 38
'21.:.10... 24
Y 34

i

i

Don‘t

. Know

RF)

12
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Prop 227 Voter Survey, final ) ) T B B S B Februa}y 1998, page 13

:
!
l
Now l would like to read you some reasons people have given to vote AGAINS T Prcpos;txon 227. For
each | read, please tell me if you find the statement a very convincing reason to vote NO on the
~initiative, or somewhat convincing, or not very ccnvmcmg ornotatall convmcmg asa reason to vote NO
- on the initiative. (ROTATE.) o .
. . Some Not Not ,Don't
. . Very what Very ' stAll [Know
85, ,We do not pass laws telling firefighters how to fight - . . b
- fires. We do not pass laws telling pediatricians how to

treat sick children. We should not pass a new state

» .
i3 .
» .

law that tells teachers how to teach English. .., .. ,21 ...18 ... 16... 39 6
P P ~.39......... 85
66. - Cnmmals in CaIrfomla get three strlkes But PrOp 227 o '
gives children only one chance to learn English. . 16 ... 17 ... 17... 44 .6
5 P - 1 T 61
67. A maijor contributor to Prop 227 is a mi illionaire from S l
Fiorida named George Dunn. . He is part of a fringe group 3
called ‘Separation of Schools and State’. They believe ' o P
government has no role in financing public education. He' -~ - -
is s0 extreme that he included a provision in Prop 227 that says any i |
teacher teaching a child in the child’'s own" S o i
language should be takento court ............ 23.... 15....15... 39 . 8
.................................. 38......... 54
68. Proposmon 227is opposed by the Catholic Conference : : S
: ofBlshops e e e e .. -14...14... 45 | 18
......... 23 ......... 59
89. The sponsor of Prop 227, Ron Unz, has.no expenence S
in education, and is using-this initiative to promote his |
political career. He is so hungry for attention that four % :
years ago when he ran for Governor against |
Pete Wilson, he said that Wilson was responsible - 1
for the Los Angeles ricts. We should not trust our - . : . ‘ -
educational policiestothisman .............. 17 ...17 ... 14,.. 40 ;. 12.
, ferieeaaaeane s R A '.‘.34.,.......54 P
70. - Inthe 1970s the legislature mandated balmgual education. It S ’
‘ did not work for everyone. That law has now expired. |
In thousands of classrooms all over the state, individual l[
teachers, parents and school boards are trying hundreds : ;
of methods for teaching English. Prop 227 outlaws all of : |
these local programs, even the best ones, and says one , N
way is the only way. We should oppose anyone who says, ‘One B
wayistheonlyway' .. ................ L...030...22...13...27.].. 8
L i 52 ........ 40 ‘
71.  Oneofthe major contributors to Propcsmon 227 is a multi-millionaire '
- from New York who s the third largest contributor in the
country to Newt Gingrich's politica action committee 16 ... 13 ....15... 41 [ 15

|
.

. i a s aciaa s et 29 ......... 56 |

72. All over the country, businesses and governments have ]
. baen successful by emphasmng personal responsibility : L

over big government decisions. Prop 227 moves us in s |
the opposite direction, imposing a big government mandate o

on every local school district in the state. We must

defeat Proposition 227 and allow local parentsand =~ - - A
teachers to decide what is best for their children . 28 ... 22 ... 14... 28 - 8
e S ¢ 42
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Prop 227 Voter Survey, final - . Februafry 1998, page 14
; , -
S
o . :
Some .. Not Not -|. Don't
' ' - Very _ what. Very atAll .' Know
73.  Proposition 227 will cost taxpayers $50 mrllron : o i

dollarseveryyear ........... .. cc.cvuunnn. 28...18...16... 30 |.. 8
e RPN e PRSPPI 46........ . 48 |
74. - Attorney General Dan Lungren opposes Prop 227 12...16 ... 15 .. 41 1 18
e e e e .28 L.l 56 | -
75. Prop 227 calls for a classroom in-which children of o : |
: different age groups, speaking different languages, . -
are trying to learn from a teacher who is prohibited i
* from using their own language to teach them English. It's . B
a bad idea that just won'twork .. . ......... ... 27...22...14... 29 L. 8
......................... et 49 43 |

76.- Now that you have heard more about Proposition 227, | would like to ask you again, if the
election were held today, would you vote yes or no on Proposition 2277 (IF “YES " OR “NO,"
FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still change your mind? IF UNDECIDED
FOLLOW-UP: Do you Iean more toward yes or more toward no?

"YES, STRONG ........ AU 31 S
YES; MIGHT CHANGE ......... 8 A
_'UNDECIDED, LEANYES "......." 5 —>45 l
UNDECIDED ............... 14 |
UNDECIDED,LEANNO ........ 5 = +4

NO, MIGHT CHANGE .......... 8 (

NO, STRONG e e . 28 ->41 [
77. . Supporters of PrOposmon 227 mclude busmessman Ron Unz, a Flondran named George Dunn
who is part of a-group called, ‘Separation of Schools and.State,’ an Orange County teacher
named Gloria Matta-Tuchman (*maht-tuh TUCK-man"who is a candrdate for- state
- supenntendent of schools and Newt Glngrlch R : l

_-Opponents include School Supenntendent Delaine (“de—LANE") Eastin, Senator Barbara Boxer,
Gubernatorial .candidates -Al. Checchi (* CHECK-ee"), Gray Davis and Jane ‘Harman; the
California PTA, the California Teachers Association; the California School Board Association,
the Cathohc Conference of Brshops and most major newspapers in California. ;

I
Heanng this, |f the electron were held today, would you vote yes or no on Proposrtron 2277 (IF
“YES,” OR “NO,” FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still change your mind? IF
UNDECIDED, FOLLOW—UP Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no'? :

YES, STRONG . ..: ... ... .. 31

YES, MIGHT CHANGE ......... 9

UNDECIDED, LEANYES ....... 5 —>45

UNDECIDED ......c......... 12

UNDECIDED, LEANNO. .. ... ... 6 +2
" NO,MIGHT CHANGE .......... 8

NO,STRONG:................29 ->43
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78,

.79

80. |

- [IF “NOT HISPANIC” ASK: 1 0 |
- 81. i
i

82.

i
‘ .
If you were designing a television ad to defeat Proposition 227, which of the foIIo wing images
woulld you use? (READ CHOICES ROTATE ORDER.) - . _ |

A ciassroom full of children with different ages and different language = [ »
backgrounds with a teacher who ¢an not teach them in their own Ianguage ... 24
Sacramento politicians imposing their will on local teachers and parents .. .. deen 100
Out-of-state extremists donating large sums of money to pass this initiative . . .; ....... 10
Children who do not learn English in one year being forced into regular English | »
classrooms when they can not understand the teachers or the other students .18

OTHER iieieeiiiiin e e i 2)
NONE OF THESE .o...vvovnnnn .. . i, 22
DONTKNOW ..o iiit sttt e s e e e s e e e ia e 13

~ And now some quésﬁcns about yourself for statistical purposes. First, what is yéur age?

~ Under 30=8%, 30s=15%, 40s=22%, 50-64=277%, 65+=27% o |

|
Are you Hnspamc or of Spamsh descent? (IF YES, FOLLOW-UP Is that .. (REAE;) CHOICES))

i
i

Mexman ............... e 9 f
Spanish ........ S e 3 .
PuertoRican ................. <1 .
Central American ............. <1 g
South American .............. <1 !
Other ........ ..o ...l 1
Hispanic, no further info ......... 3 KRN ‘
NOT HISPANIC ..... e 82 - —>toq81

‘REFUSE ............... RN 1 .

(SKIP TO Q82) .

Which of the following ethnic groups descnbes you? (READ LIST )

CAUCASIAN/WHIFEIEUROPEAN-AMERICAN i 70 j _
BLACK/AFRICAN-AMERICAN _.................. PR 4 !
CHINESE/ASIAN/PACIFIC-ISLANDER ......... ST v 3 |
NATNEAMERICAN(INDIAN} e, AP I
OTHER (" ] ~ ) e 2 ’
REFUSED . ..oiviviiriiiiniinnnnn, e eeia.. 2

(Latino R UPRILRUS |-

On mostissues do you conslderyourselfnberal moderate or conservatlve? (IF “LIBERAL“ OR
“CONSERVATIVE,": Is thatvery libéral/conservative, or somewhat'?)(lF“MODERATE Do you
lean more toward llberal or more toward consewatlve’?)

LIBERAL, VERY ...\t ieee e 10

LIBERAL, SOMEWHAT ... ... ... inn... .13 ->23 ?
MODERATE, LEAN LIBERAL ... ..o om0 5 |
MODERATE  .......... P e L..028 ;
'"MODERATE, LEAN CONSERVATIVE . ............... .8 —>42 I
CONSERVATIVE, SOMEWHAT ...... ... FUTU 17 L
CONSERVATIVE, VERY ........ PR [T 15 '=> 32 .
OTHER (____ ‘ 3 IV ‘ !

REFUSED - .......... ... . ... e 2
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|

83. Do 'you currently have any chiidren under 18 living athome? |

COYES. e . 31
No..' .......... _.."....fv."..,'..;‘sg
DONTKNOW .....,......... o<1
(IF YES: )
84. Are any of these children enrolled in pubhc schools’?
YES . i....o.. e e 21
NO- e .. 8.
REFUSE ... ... ... ... ... . .. o1
(No children ... ... . ... ....5. ..... 69)

85. What is the highest level of education that you hava achieved? !
Not graduated high school. . .......... e ;
Graduated from high school, but not attended any college 16 |

_Attended some college or trade school but not a college |
’ graduate ............ ... .0 i 31 l
Graduatedcollege ....................... R 28 !
Have done some graduate or post—coiiege education ... 18 ’ l
REFUSED A e 1 |
B6. Are you Protestant,. Catholic, Jewish, or somethingelse?“ ' ;
PROTESTANT ... ......iivnn.., e 43 |
. CATHOLIC. e e e e 27. \
JEWISH e e PR 3 ;
OTHER P 22 |
REFUSED ~ ... i ceineeiinnn. P 5 |

[IF PROTESTANT, OTHER, REFUSED, ASK:] : -

87. Do you con5|der yourselftobe a Fundamentahst Christian?’ o
YES . L. e S 16 !
NO ’ .‘.‘;,«..‘.'-.‘..' ....................... 23 (
DIREFUSED  «.veis oot ee e i 4 .

ANt Christian .. i e e e 57} i

88. Are you or is any member of your household a member of a labor union? [IF YES] ls that you
personally or someone in your household? :

YES, SELF S TS 12 {
YES, HOUSEHOLD ....... R T o
NO ol S e 76 : ”Ig
NO ANSWER  ....... F S AU 1 |

89 Do you have access to the lnternet or World Wde Web e:ther at home or at work'? (IF YES:lIs
that at home, at work, or both?) o ‘ 4 1

i

YES, BOTH AT HOME AND AT WORK

YES,ATHOMEONLY ... ............. 20'
YES, ATWORKONLY 11
NO............. e S, ... 45
NO ANSWER ......... e e <
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"80. Ncw we want to get a rough idea about your income. Please stop me when 1 read the' categcry
that inciudes your total HOUSEHOLD income before taxes in 1997 o !
5
.Under$20000.....,-..-...............;5;.,....3 .......... 11
- Between $20,000 to just under $40,000 ... ... e 18 |
. Between $40,000 to just under $60;000 ... ........... A 21 !
Between $60,000 to just under $80,000 .. .. ... ....... el 13 |
Between $80,000 to just under $100,000 ........... e 9 ;
$100,000 ormore ........ P e ... 8 i
DONTKNOW ......... T e 3
REFUSE ..., e e e T ¥ ,
; That's all the questions I have. Thanksy‘:’:ix for ydur time. Gpodfbye. o
CODE FROM SAMPLE SHEET |
91 RECORD SEX: '
i
CFEMALE . Lo 53 |
MALE. 47 i
|
CODE ELECTION HlSTORY ;.
92. 6192 e e ... B3 |
93, 1182 e 73 =
94, 1193 e 56 -
950 694 i 63 |
S96. 1184 76 |
87. 3/96 e 83 [
98. 1198 el 89 1
| .
99.  VOTEBYMAIL ..............icc.coeiaie. 38 S
100, ASSEMBLY DISTRICT ............. |
101, - STATE SENATE DISTRICT . 0. - \‘ |
. 102. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT ....... o
103.  COUNTY CODE: ............... ... i
104, CITYCODE: . ...........0....... 1 :
: : !
105. ZIPCODE: " ooooooiovennnn s, -
106. RECORD PARTY: |
Democrat A PR 45 S
Republican - .. ... ... . . 40 :
Declineto State ... ..................... .. 11" |
Other P C 4 S ;
- ’ . . N - A S
© 107. CODE HOUSEHOLD PARTY TYPE: .. ‘ ] :
- 108. LANGUAGE OF INTERVIEW - .
English =~ .. a8 - R
Spanish ... 2
. 109. ENTERID NUMBER .
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Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte

Calaveras .

Colusa

" Contra Costa

Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn ;
Humboldt

. Imperial

Inyo
Kern

~Kings
Lake

73

2

2

14

916 441 Q760

'SAMPLE SIZE by COUNTY OF RESIDENCE:

Lassen

Los Angeles

Madera
Marin

. Matiposa

Mendocino

" Merced

Modoc
Mono
Monterey

‘ . Napa
. Nevada -

Orarige .

-Placer
. Plumas

Riverside

Sacramento

San Benito

W

ONO—-OVAAOD RN

16

——

—h

3

112

62
71

1998, 03-10

N

. San Diego

. Santa Barbar ‘

" Sutter -
Tehama

* Yolo

San Bernardino

San Francisco
San Joaquin |
San Luis Obisbc
San Mateo |

Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta
Sierra
Siskiyou -
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus

a
l
|
!
E
|

Trinity
Tulare
Tuolumne
Ventura

Yuba

i
i
|
I
!
i
|
l
1
!
4
i
i
i
i
i
i
!
.‘
[

|
Sl

i
1?:36

Bo27 P.19

63
143

17




California Outreach / February 13, 1998
Research 1pm-2pm

510-643-6644

Graduate School of Education

both Eugene Garcia
510-643-8904fax | University of California.
510-848-0659
research Leo Estrada 310-410-1981 School of Public Policy
‘ 310-568-0130fax | University of California, Los
Angeles
research Ruben Zacarias / will | 213-625-6251 Superintendent San Francisco
send a representitive 213-485-0321fax | Unified School District
research - Maria S. Quezada 562-985-5811 California State University
CABE President (Dean) | 562-985-5793 or
- | 4528fax
research Kenji Hakuta/ his 650-725-7454 School of Education
assistant will be 650-723-7578fax | Stanford University
attending .
research Lily Wong Fillmore 510-642-0746 Professor Univ. Of California

510-642-5547/
935-9845fax

Language and Literacy Division




reaserch

m Lauﬁe Olson

California Outreach / February 13, 1998
Research 1pm-2pm

415-441-7631 California Tomorrow




California Outreach Mtg / February 13, 1998
Outreach 2:30pm-3:30pm

outreach Peter Roos 415-398-1977 Attorney/META
|
outreach Caroline Labat 650-363-4570 Office of Ruber% Barrales
outreach Carmen Cortez 209-782-7190 | Former Pres. ofitAMA
209-787-7196fax o
outreach Jorge Gonzales 408-441-5291 Santa Clara Board of Education
outreach Arturo Vargas 213-720-1932 NALEO j
outreach Phyllis J. Hart 213-487-3194 Executive Direéfor
213-487-0879fax | The Achievement Council
both Eugene Garcia 510-643-6644 Graduate Schodl of Education
510-643-8904fax | University of California.
510-848-0659 i
outreach Beatriz Leyva-Cutler - 510-525-1463 Bay Area Hispainic Institute for
Advancement g
outreach. Dolorez G. Terrazas 415-882-0234 “El Comienzo” ICalifornia Child
' Care Iniative Project
outreach Mario Salgado 415-487-7820 California Latinfo Civil Rights
: ‘ 415-487-7828fax | Network i
| |
outreach Larry Perales 805-937-4675-w | State Pres. Association of
‘ : 805-922-3689-H Mexican Amerijcan Educators.
outreach Benjamin M. Lopez 916-446-7904 California Rural Legal
o 916-446-3057fax | Assistance Foundation
outreach Ed Chen 415-621-2493 American Civil!Liberties Union
two people from his 415-255-8437fax |
office will attend , 1 _
outreach Ruben Barrales / -will 650-363-4570 (Republican) Mjember, Board of
be sending 650-363-1916fax | Supervisors County of San
representitive Mateo |
outreach 805-922-5707 California Teacbers- Association.

David Sanchez

805-347-0014

Member Board jof Directors

|
|
|
|
|
|
4
|




|
|
|

outreach Bill Rojas 415-241-6121 Superintendent San Francisco
‘ ' Unified School District / No
' answer :
outreach Deborah Escobedo 415-546-6382 META, Inc !
415-546-6364fax |
outréach Rosalia Salinas 619-296-5768 (h) | Former Presidelfn, CABE
i
outreach Richard Ross 916-441-1995 Ross Communications
!
outreach Mary Hernandez 415-543-5598/ | San Francisco I\EJIALDEF Board

she is not at this
number

- Art Torres

617-666-1979 -




Py

Page 11

CALIFORNIA EDUCATION MEETING

ELECTEDS

Delaine Eastin - Superintendent, Public Instr.

916/ 657-56485

Senator John Burton - President Pro Tem

916/ 445-1412

Senator Richard Polanco - Majority Leader -

916/ 445-3456

Senator Dee Dee Alpert - Education .
Committee

916/ 445-3952

~Senator Hilda Solis - Chair of Task Force

916/ 445-1418

_Senator John Vasconcellos - Education
Committee

916/ 445-9740

Assemb. Cruz Bustamante - Speaker

916/ 445-8514

Assemb. Antonio Villaraigosa - Majority
Leader & Speaker-elect

916/ 445-0703

Assemb. Kerry Mazzoni - Chair, Education
Committee

916/ 445-7783

916/ 445-8243

Assemb. Mike Honda - Education Commlttee
Assemb. Debra Ortiz - Sacramento ‘
Representative

916/ 445-1611

Joe Serna - Mayor of Sacramento

916/ 264-5300

Member

Manny Hernandez - Sacramento School Board

916/ 327-3444

Gloria Molina - Los Angeles County
Supervisor

213/ 974-4111

Arturo Vargas - NALEO Executsve Director '

213/ 720-1932




Maritza Rivera

‘ 03/10/98 10:25:25 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Maria Echaveste/WHO/EOP, Michael Cohen/OPD/EQOP

cc: Marjorie Tarmey/WHO/EOP
Subject Bilingual Education

Today's meeting with the Hispanic Education Coalition is at 1:30 p.m. at the White House
Conference Center in the Jackson Room. i
|
|

Groups in attendance:

“Eharles Kamasaki National Council of La Raza \
Hilda Crespo ASPIRA A |
lleann Jimenez Mexican American Women's National Association 1
Victor De La Paz National Association of Latino Elected Officials ;
im Lyons National Association on Bilingual Education i
ennie Torres National Puerto Rican Coalition |
Carmen Feliciano Puerto Rico Federal Affairs Administration
Hector Garza American Council on Education
Georgina Verdugo Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
Moira Lenehan National Assn of College Counseling and Admissions |
Maryln McAdam National HEP-CAMP Assn
oger Campos | Hispanic Assaciation of Colleges and Universities
Cuauhtemoc Figueroa League of United Latin American Citizens
- Gabriela Uro - Council of Great City Schools
Susana Gomez Cuban American National Council
Maria Arnesto - American Federation of Teachers

Delia Pompa : i
\/Sarita Brown i

* . The Hispanic Education Coalition asked to have a briefing on bilingual educat:on and the
Unz mltlatlve

. . i
¥ Since there is no official position as of yet, the purpose of this briefing is to let the groups
know what the White House has been hearing on bilingual education such as during 'yOur meetings
with the groups in CA and also with the CA Congressional delegatlon and to get feedback from the
groups as to this issue. , ﬁ .

* You will be meeting at 1 p.m. in Maria's office with Delia Pompa and Sarita Brown to brief
them on what you have been hearing. . |

i
|
{
i
I
i
|
|
|
l
|



Definitions of Approaches Used in Bilingual Education‘

. Engltsh as a second language (ESL) Students receive spemﬁed perlods ofi mstructlon almed at
the development of English-language skills, with a primary focus on'grammar, vocabulary, and
* communication rather than academic content areas. This approach is usually embedded in the
approaches descnbed below o ‘ |
Contenr-based ESL - Students receive specified periods of ESL instruction that is structured
around academic content rather than generic English language skills. This approach may be in
contrast to traditional ESL or combined with it. This approach is also usually embedded in the
approaches described below. ~ :
Sheltered instruction - Students receive subject matter instruction, modified so that it is
accessible to them at their levels of English proficiency. : i
Sheltered immersion - All students'in the program are English language learners, usually though
not always from different language backgrounds. They receive instruction in English -with an
attempt made to adjust the level of English so subject matter is comprehen51ble Typu:ally, there
is no native language support. :
|

Transitional bilingual education - Most students ion the program are English language learners.
* They receive some degree of instruction through the native language; however, the!: goal of the
program is to transition to English as rapidly as possible, so that even within the program there
is a rapid shift toward using primarily English. Thls ‘approach'is sometxmes referred to as early
exit bilingual education. : : ‘

Maintenance bilingual education - Most students in the program are English language learners
- and from the same language background They receive significant amounts of their instruction in
their native language. Unlike transitional programs these programs aim to develop English '
proficiency, but also to develop academic proﬁcrency in the native language. Thls]approach is
sometimes referred to as-late exit bilingual education. i
Two-way bilingual programs - About half of the students in these programs are na)ttve speakers
of English, and the other half are English language . learners from the same language group. The
_ goal of this program is to develop proﬁc1ency in both languages for both groups ofl students

'National Research Council (1997) Improvmg Schoolzng for Language Minority
Children: A Research Agenda.




Mike_Smith @ ed.gov {Mike Smith)
02/25/98 06:48:47 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP

cc: David_Stevensoﬁ @ ed.gov (David Stevenson) , Pauline_Abernathy @ ed.gov (Pauliné Abernathy) ,
Delia_Pompa @ ed.gov (Delia Pompa) | ’
Subject: Re: UNZ and other important stuff

N

Mike: 1. | think Delia is entirely consistent with my take on the
so-called "bilingual” issue -- | could imagine some very radical
changes to Title VIi. | don't actually know where the Secretary is --
the three years sounds good to Kevin. | think we can have something
that we can work off of by Wed of next week. | will not be here on
Thursday and Friday of next week.

2. On Unz - | agree we should vigorously oppose. There are many
grounds not least among them that it offers no choice and that is
specifies a single curriculum approach that has no basis in evidence.

it is appallingly bad and we should say so. | think a strong VP
statement of opposition followed by a hard-hitting more elaborate
position released by the Secretary would position us where we want to
be.

3. On class size -- | have not seen the charge that POTUS {mc) gave
us for the white paper. My vision of a reasonable white paper is that

it would include a lit review of the evidence, an analysis of what we -
know about the differences in instruction that are possible in smaller
classes and what we know about preparing teachers to teach in smaller
classes, and an analysis of some of the problems and what to do about
them in implementing smaller classes. Joe's piece did not cover all .
of this. This issue is complicated by the fact that we owe someone in
the Congress a piece on class size. What do you all expect from us on
this?

4. Releasing the seven year numbers would be great!!

Mike

, Reply Separator
Subject: UNZ and other important stuff

Author: Michael_Cohen@opd.eop.gov at Internet
Date: 2/24/98 12:38 PM

1. Unz: There's a growing consensus here that we have to come out against ]
Unz, and do it soon--probably over the course of the next month or sooner.

We are still not certain about who should first announce our
position--Riley, the VP, or the President, Some of this will revolve

around scheduling--The VP is in California a few times, including a speech
to the Dem. state convention at the end of March, which will focus on ™



mailto:Cohen@opd.eop.gov

education. So that may be an outside limit on when we address the issue.

There is also a strong consensus that, on political grounds, our opposition -
to Unz needs to be coupled with some kind of "mend it but don't end it"
stance with respect to bilingual education overall--and an expectation that
ED should take the lead in defining whatever policy change may be
appropriate.

Based on my recent conversations with RWR, yourself, and Dalia, my sense is
that the three of you are not yet in the same place. .
As | told you last week, RWR was in a 3-years-and-out mode,
You were talking about qualified teachers and accountability--though it
wasn't clear what policy change or action if any that would lead to
(e.g.,~tougher accountability provisions in current legislation; visible
"enforcement” of what we've already got; more $ for bilingual teacher
ed, etc.). '
Dalia thinks we've got the right policy and don't need tn change
anything

Bottom line: We need either a policy recommendation or a brief options
paper from ED ASAP, so we can determine our position and develop our

- strategy .quickly. 1'd like to be able to call a meeting with people here
{Bruce/Elena, Maria Echaveste, the California political people, etc. and
you and Dalia). | know Dalia is out at NABE this week, and | don’t know
the timing of the evaluation reports that are supposed to be coming in
soon, so | don’t know what is feasible.

Any chance you can have an ED position sketched out by mid next week? I
don’t think we can delay much longer.

2. Class Size: Have you had a chance to look at the draft Joe Conaty put
together on class size? Someone sent it to me last week, and | looked at
it quickly over the weekend. It looked pretty promising and reasonably
complete as the basis for the white paper we talked about. Anything you
can do to keep things moving along on that front is important.

If we are going to get class size as part of the tobacco legislation, we

are going to need 2 things: (1) tobacco legislation, and (2) a lot of

puble pressure around class size. | think we can get the President to do

class size events if we can figure out how to make news. | think the white
. paper would be-a great hook for an event, and we should do one soon.

Transmitting the legislation would also be another, and we're pushing to

get that done. Releasing 7- -year state by state figures is another -

possibility. )




