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Information about California Requirements for Limited Englisb Proficient Students 


Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, 


California Law 

• 	 The California Bilingual-Bicultural Education Act of 1976 was sunsetted on June 30, 
1987. 

• 	 The fonner State Bilingual Education Act established specific bilingual program 
requirements for identification, instruction, staffing assignments; classroom 
composition, reclassification and parent involvement.· 

• 	 California currently has no existing requirements for bilingual education of its own. 
On July 14, 1995, the State Board ofEducation (SBE) adopted a policy statement on 
educational programs and services for LimitedEnglish Proficient (LEP) students. The 
policy is not binding on school districts. 

• 	 However, Section 62002 states that if the Legislature does ~ot enact legi~latlon to 
continue a program listed in The Bilingual-Bicultural Education Act of 1976, "the. 
funding of that program shall continue for the general purposes as specified in the 
provisions relating to the establishment and operation.ofthe program." The funds 
shall be used for the intended purposes of the program. There are eight intended 
purposes: 

• 	 The primary goal ofall (bilingual) programs is, as effectively and 
efficiently as possible, to develop in each child fluency in English. 
The program must provide equal opportunity for academic achieve­
ment, including, when necessary, academic instruction tJrrough the 
primary language. 
The program must provide "positive reinforcement ofth.e self image of 
participating children". 

• 	 The program must promote "cross-cultural understanding". 
• 	 California school districts are required to offer "bilingual learning 

opportunities" to each pupil of limited English-proficiency enrolled in 
the public schools." , 

• 	 California school districts are required to "provide adequate supple­
mental financial support" in order to offer such bilingual learning 
opportunities. 

• 	 Insofar as the individual pupil is concerned participation in bilingual 
programs is voluntary on the part of the parent or guardian." 

• 	 School districts must "provide for in-service programs to qualify 
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existing and future personnel in the bilingual and cross-cultural skills 
necessary to serve the pupils of Limited English- Proficiency of this 
state." 

• 	 The Bilingual-Bicultural Education Act of 1976 provided for parent advisory co~it­
tees and school site councils to continue subsequent to the ,termination of funding for 
the programs sunsetted and that provision continues. 

Some California Facts: 

• 	 The number of Limited English Proficient students has nearly doubled in less than a 
decade. 

,n. Nearly 80 percent of the California LEP population is 'Hispanic. 
• 	 The California State Department of Education estimates that there is a shortage of 

21,000' qualified bilingual teachers in California. 
• 	 About 30 percent of all LEP students receive instruction in the academic subjects 

through the primary language. 
• 	 In California, Hispanics have a 50 percent dropout rate. , 
• 	 An average annual rate for transfer out ofa bilingual program is 5 percent. 
• 	 In 1997, the total LEP population in California was 1,381,3,93.. . 

• 	 29.70% received English Language Development (ELD) and Primary r 
Langu~~tional services ­
21.61°/ofeceived ELD, Specifically Designed Academic Instruction in f 
English(SDAIE) and Primary Language support services si~f C 

• 	 19.91 % receive ELD and SDAIE services vi'</ 
• 16.00% receive no special services 'Y-.J- .fo.'{ 

'( 

~. ;> • 11.50% receive ELD serviceU 
• 1.40% withdrawn from services 

California Funding 

• 	 Distribution of Education Funds in California--about 60% of the money is for general 
purposes, and about 40% is earmarked for special purposes or categories of students. 
Each district has its own combination of federal, state and local squrces. The amount 
depends on: 1) the average number of students (Average Daily Attendance or ADA), 
2) the general purpose money the district is allowed to have for each student (its 
revenue limit) and 3) the special support for which it qualifies (categorical aid). 
(EDFACT Sheet, September 1996. EdSource). 

• 	 Schools fund b~grams through their General Fund. Each district receives a 
set amount o~~neral purpose income ("revenue limit") from a combination of state 
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aid and local property taxes for each pupil (ADA). ·Revenue limit income is the 
largest portion ofeach district's budget. The school board decides how to spend this 
support (i.e. whether and how to fund bilingual education programs or LEP services). 
(EDF ACT Sheet, October 1996 .. EdSource). 

• . Schools also fund bilingual programs through Economic Impact Aid (EIA) . This 
funding is based on the number of special category, including LEP and economically 
disadvantaged, students. EIA funds are used at the district's discretion. Each individ­
ual district decides what percent of EIA money will be allocated to LEP services and 
what percent will be allocated to other categories. (Leroy Harnm at the Bilingual 
Compliance Unit ofEconomic Impact Aid). . 

". 
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" STANFORD UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 

CERAS207S 
STANFORD, CA.. 94305 

(415) 725·74J4 ' 
!(IX(,,15) 72S~7578 

-, September 28, 1997 
Ms. Glenda Booth 
Office of Senator Dianne FeInstetn 
U. S. Senate 

Dear Glenda: 

I am pleased to otrer the follov.ing comments about the proposed California ballot 
initiative, "Bnglish Language Education for Chlldren in Public Schools", authored by Mr. -
RonK. Unz. ' 

1. 	 The initiative focuses exclusively on the language of instruction, and does ilot 
address the quality ofinstruction in the content areas (such as readLIlg, math" 
science and social studies). Research ampLy demonstrates that program quality 
inv·:>lves multiple factors, ofwbieh the language ofinstruction is just one. The 
goal of educational reform should be the continuous improvement in all 
instructional aspects of schools, not just whGt."ter the environment is conducive to 
the learning ofEnglish. 

2. 	 ThIS initiative assumes that sheltered immel'sion in English will result in more rapid 
and efficient acquiSition ofEnglish. This is not ~e case. Exposure to programs that 
use the student's native language does not appear to slow down their progress in 
English. At least one major study funded by the U.S. Departmerlt ofEducation and 
subsequently reviewed by an independent panel ofstatisticians at the National 
Academy of'Sciences1 showed no difference between immersion and short~ and 
[cng-term bilingual education programs in how long it took students to learn 
English. Language minority studentS across the U.S. appear to be learning English 
"at the speed limit" across program types. Research does show considerable 
variation across individuals - mostly, the speed ofEnglish acquiSition is related to 
family education backgro\md and level ofdevelopment in their native Janguage. l 

3. 	 The initiative assumes tha.t there is no finding supporting the efticacy of bilingual 
education programs. But at least two independent committees of the National 
Academy of Sciences that reviewed the evidence of program effectiveness 
concluded, tersely but in no uncertain terms, that: "the panel still &ees the elements 
of positive relationships that are eansistent with empirical results from other 

I M. Meyer &; S. Fienberg (1992). Assessillg claluation Studies: The Case c>j'J3ilinpal EducatiQI'/ 

S!1'(:tegies Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 

l Bialy_tok, E. &. Hakuta, K. (1994), In Orl,sl' If.'(mls: The &iene, 11114 Ps,Yc/,oJogy CI/Second language 

AcqW5ition. New Yolk: Basic Books. 
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studies that S"tJpport the theoty underlying native language instruction".' In the 
study that compared immersion and short- and long-term bilingual educa.tion 
programs, the cleanest comparisons showed the short·term bilingual education 
programs to be significantly better than immersion program'in the areas ofrea.ding 
and mathematics achievement. . 

In sum, I believe tbat the initiative is misguided because it will foous attention 011 English . 
acquisition, and away from attending to academic standards. Children are learning English 
anyway. Attention needs to be directed towarC why, despite successfully learning English, 

. many language minority students (80 percent ofwhom are economicaUy poor) po poorly 
in our schools. This initiative does not help us focus on this key issue, a.nd instead drags us 
back into the 30*year*old debate oflanguage of instruction, a trap from which most 
serious educators are hoping to escape. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me ifI can provide you with any additional infonnation 
. Or supporting documents. ' 

Sincerely, 

/~ .~ 
Kenji Hakuta 
Professor 

~ August, D. &. Halmta, K.. (l997). bnpro,,'ing $Clf()(JlinZ for L:Ulguage-Mfnority Children: ,,{Research 
Ag871da. Washinstoll, DC: National Aea4~ Press. 
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English Language Education for Children in Public Schools 

by Ron K. Unz and Gloria Matta Tuchman 

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 
United States ofAmerica and of the state of California, is spoken by the vast 
majority ofCalifornia 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 ofEnglish, 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 to provide all ofCaliforniais 
children, regardless of their ethnicity or national origins, with the skills 
necessary to become productive members ofour society, and of these skills, 
literacy in the English language is among the most important; and 

, (d) WHEREAS the public schools ofCalifornia currently do a poor job of 
educating immigrant children, wasting financial resources on costly 
experimental language programs whose failure over the past two decades is 
demonstrated by the current high drop-out rates and low English literacy 
levels ofmany 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 in 
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. 

ARTICLE 2. English Language Education 

305. Subject to the exceptions provided in Article 3 (commencing with 
Section 310), all children in California public schools shall betaught English 

, by being taught in English. In particular, this shall require that all children be 
placed in English language classrooms. Children who are English'leamers 
shall be educated through sheltered English immersion during a temporary 
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. transition period not nonnally intended to exceed one year. Local schools 
shall be pennitted to place in the same classroom English learners of different 
ages but whose degree ofEnglish 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 ofEnglish fluency. 
Once English learners have acquired a good working knowledge of English, 
they shall be transferred to English lapguage 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 definitions of the tenns used in this article and in Article 3 I 

(commencing 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 perfohn 
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 Engli$h 
language, and in which such teaching personnel possess a good knowledge of 
the English language. 

(c) "English language mainstream classroom" means a classroom in which 
the students either are native English language speakers or already have 
acquired 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 education/native language instruction" means a language. 
acquisition process for students in which much or all instruction, textbooks, 
and teaching materials are in the childis native language. 

ARTICLE 3. Parental Exceptions 

310. The requirements of Section 305 may be waived with the prior written 
infonned consent, to be provided annually, of the childis parents or legal· 
guardian under the circumstances specified below and in Section 311. Such 
infonned 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 opportunities 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 
pennitted by law. Individual schools in which 20 students or more ofa 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. 

311. The circumstances in which a parental exception waiver may be granted 
under Section 310 are as follows: 
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(a) Children who already know English: the child already possesses good 
English language skills, as measured by standardized tests ofEnglish . 
vocabulary comprehension, reading, and writing, in which the child scores at 
or above the state average for his grade level or at or above the 5th grade 
average, whichever is lower; or 

. (b) Older children: the child is age 10 years or older, and it is the informed 
belief of the school principal and educational staffthat an alternate course of 
educational study would be better suited to the childis rapid acquisition of 
basic English language skills; or 

(c) Children with special needs: 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 childis 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 
school superintendent, under guidelines established by and subject to the 
review of the local Board ofEducation 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 to refuse to agree 
to a waiver. 

ARTICLE 4. Community-Based English Tutoring 

315. 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 thtlse efforts 
by raising the general level ofEnglish 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 year is hereby appropriated from the General Fund 
for the purpose of providing additional funding for free or subsidized 
programs of adult English language instruction to parents or other members . 
of the community who pledge to provide personal English language tutoring 
to California school children with limited English proficiency. 

316. Programs funded pursuant to this section shall be provided through 
schools or community organizations. Funding for these programs shall be 
administered by the Office ofthe Superintendent ofPublic Instruction, and 
shall be disbursed at the discretion of the local school boards, under 
reasonable guidelines established by, and subject to the review of, the State 
Board ofEducation. . 

ARTICLE 5. Legal Standing and Parental Enforcement· 

320. As detailed 'in Article 2 (commencing with Section 305) and Article 3 
(commencing with Section 310), all California school children haye 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 childfs 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 attorneyis' fees and actual 
damages, but not punitive or consequential damages. Any school 'board 

, . 

30f4 11104/9709:41:53 

http://www.onenation.org/fulltext.html


English for the Children .. http://www.onenation.orglfulltext.htrnl 

member or other elected official or public school teacher or admirustrator 
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 schoolchild may be held personally liable for fees and 
actual damages' by the childis parents or legal guardian. 

ARTICLE 6. Severability 

325. If any part or parts of this statute are found to be in conflict with federal 
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 provision held 
invalid shall be severed from the remaining portions of this statute. 

ARTICLE 7. Operative Date 

330. This initiative shall become operative for all school terms which begin 
more than sixty days following the date at which it becomes effective. 

ARTICLE 8. Amendment. 

335. The provisions of this act may be am~nded by a statute that becomes 
effective upon approval by the electorate or by a statute to further the actis 
purpose passed by a: two-thirds vote of each house of the Legisla~re and 
signed by the Governor. 

ARTICLE 9. Interpretation 

340: Under circumstances in which portions of this statute are subject to 
conflicting interpretations, S.ection 300 shall be assumed to contain the 
governing intent of the statute. . , 

END 

Ron K. Unz, a high-technology entrepreneur, is Chairman ofOIie Nation/One 
California, 555 BryantSt. #371, Palo Alto, CA 94301. 

Gloria Matta Tuchman, an elementary school teacher, is Chair of 
REBILLED, the Committee to Refomi Bi-Lingual Education, 1742 Lerner 
Lane, Santa Ana, CA 92705. . 

Copyright (C) 1997 by English for tbe Cbi1dren, a project of . 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 
All Rights Resernd 
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Analysis of Unz Initiative 

Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs 


• 

• 

AU children are to be placed in English Ian ua e la.s.sr~o=o~m"",-s",-,'___~......., 
o 

~ ' ~ " 'Lci>s-tl~b 
~nglish.learners hall receive their education in a sheltered English c: 

1 IOn program. " , 

• After acquiring "a good working knowledge of English" the children will be 
transferred to English language mainstream classes. 

• Parent waivers must be in writing, acknowledged each year by a personal 
visit to the school by the parents or guardians.· 

• The waivers will be granted if: 
the child already possesses good English language skills, 
the child is age 10 years or older, or ' 
the child has special physical, emotional, psychological, or 
educational need. 

' 

• Adult English iristruction willbe proVided for parents or me~1bers of the 
community who pledge to provide personal tutoring to California LEP 
students. $50,000,000 per year for ten years will be appropriated from the' 
General Fund for this purpose. . ' 

• Parents will have the right to sue for enforcement of the provisions of this 
statute. Administrators or elected officials or teachers can be held, 
personally liable .. 

1 
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Let's teach English to all ofCalifornia's children 
and end bilingual education by June 1998. 

News Articles Facts Volunteer .Contribute . E-mail 

Your Stories Courts Full Text Translations People . Links 

The 1998 California "English for the Children" .Initiative 

Begun with the best of theoretical intentions soml? twenty or thirty years ago, bilingual ed~cation has 
proven itself a dismal practical failure, especially;in California. Today, nearly one-quarter of all 
California children in public schools---over 1;209,OOO---are classified as not proficient in English. , . 

J: 

During the past decade, the number of these non:English-speaking immigrant children has more than 
doubled. Yet under the current system, centered on bilingual education, only about 5% of these children 
each year are found to have gained proficiency in English. Thus, our state's current system of 
language instruction has an annual failure rate of 95%. 

Last year, immigrant parents were forced to begin a public boycott ofNinth Street Elementary in Los 
Angeles after the school administration refused to allow their children to be taught English. Enormous 
numbers of California schoolchildren today leave years of schooling with limited spoken English and 
almost no ability to read'or write English. We believe that the unity and prosperity our of society is 
gravely threatened by government efforts to prevent young immigrant children from learning English. 

Our initiative will end bilingual education by ensuring that all California schoolchildren are taught 
English, unless there are special circumstances and their parents object. If it passes, today's immigrant 
children will be given the same opportunity to become educated, productive members of society that our 
own immigrant ancestors enjoyed. 

Our effort is bipartisan, supported by Democrats and Republicans, liberals and conservatives, 
. immigrants and the native-born. All ofus share the belief that young children should be taught English 

in California public schools; . 

With your help, we cru,t end bilingual education in California by June 1998! 

English for the. Children 
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212 E. 6th St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 , 

, (213)627-0005/(213)627-0050(fax) 
. info@OneNation.org 

Copydght (C) 1997 by English for the Children, a project of 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 
All Rights Reserved 
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.VIEW EXCERPTS FROM THE pOLLING DATA RETURN TO LIST OF POLLS 

Oct 15,1997- Study #400 

' he latest Times poll measured early public perception of 
the issues behind a handful of initiatives aimed at the June T1998 primary ballot. The poll found widesptead support 

for ending bilingual education in the public schools, opposition 
to legislative meddling in the political life of the Democrat·lean­
ing unions, approval of the state's assault weapons ban and a 
wish to strengthen it further, as well as support for the notion of 
requiring minor girls to get permission from their parents before 
having an abortion. 

Bilingual Education in California, Public 

English-Only Education Initiative Would Garner 
Widespread Support 

• Initiative would virtually end bilingual education in California public schools, Californians 
are against legislative meddling in political use of union membership dues. 

Schools 
California voters ranked education 

as one of the top three problems fac­
ing the state in the latest Times poll 
and bilingual education is ahot-but­
ton issue in the debate over what 
changes will bring the most improve­
ment to the state's public school sys­
tem. An initiative that will in effect ' ' 

nearly dismantle the program is cur­
rently in the process of getting sigila­
tures to qualify for the June primary 
vote. 

" Much depends on how Latino 

community leaders respond to the 

English-only initiative, and how 
divided the community is over this 

"comnlex, issue. 
r 

The poll found that opponents of bilitigual education and the 
"English for Children" initiative have widespread backing from 

. the state's voters. Eighty percent of California voters agree with 
those who say that students are better served by learning English 
in an intensive program designed to bring them up to proficiency 
in one year. Proponents of this system claim that students in 
bilingual programs are pushed into a "separate and unequal" 
track which leaves them less than proficient in the English skills 
they require, and segregated from their English-speaking peers. 

non-native speakers. However, support for the fledgling initiative 
is actually slightly stronger among Latino (84% to 16%) than 
among white voters who favor the measure 80% to 18%. 

, Early support for the measure is broad as well as deep. The 
hypothetical vote does not significan,tly divide along age or 
socioeconomic lines. Strongest SUPP9rt was found among women 
in the Republican Party at 93%. Eighty-eight percent of the elder­
lyand 89% of all Republicans along, with 73% ofDemocrats and 
73% of the youngest voters also support the initiative. Even 2 out 
of every 3 liberals support the initiative. A pocket ofpossible 
opposition can be found only among 35% ofself-identified liber­

, al Democrats at this time. 

It is worth noting that a Times 
poll measured majority Latino sup­
port for the much more Draconian 
measures of Proposition 187 at 52% 
to 42% as late as the first week of 
September, 1994. One month later, 

Latino voters were split 46% to 48% 
on the issue arid by late October, a 
solid 65% majority of Latino voters 
were arrayed against the initiative. 
Opposition to Prop 187 continued to 

grow in the Latino community-our 
exit poll measured 77% of Latinos who cast opposing ballots on 
election day. It is possible that we may see changes of this kind 
over time in the support for the English-only initiative, as well. 
Much depends on how Latino community leaders respond to the 
measure, and how divided the community is over this complex 
issue. 

,Union Dues and Soft Money, 
Another Republican-backed initiative aimed at the June 1998 

Supporters of bilinguaL~4\l~~tio!J~say_that many children from·ballotisa bill which \,:otild'requlre-unions to get written advance 
non-English SPtlakiflg.hQu$eholds need school instruction ifl'tHeif~ ~'penTIissforifrom'each member b~fore adding the portion of their 
first language in order not to fall behind in other subjects while "dues to the pot that is used by union leaders to make donations 
they are learning English. 

Sponsored by Republicans-former gubernatorial candidate 
Ron Unz and Latifla public school teacher Gloria Matta Tuchman 
are co-sponsors-tbe measure has been characterized by oppo­
nents as the latest embodiment ofthe sort of anti-immigrant and 
anti-Latino prejudice found in Propositions 187 and 209 and by 
its supporters as the true path to English language proficiency for 

to:-usually Democratic-political campaigns. This i~ a state ver­
sion of the "Paycheck Protection' Act" amendment that effective­
ly killed the campaign fmance reform bill recently in the U,s. 
Senate. ' 

Californians don't much like the idea of legislative meddling 
in union affairs. When asked whether they would vote for or 
against such a measure, 59% of California voters told the Tunes 

C Los Angeles Tunes 1997, All rights reserved, Los Angeles Times Califomia Poll; Oct 4-7, 1997 Pagel 



Poll that they would vote against it. A third of all voters would 
vote for it and 8% aren't sure at this time. The measure finds only 
slightly stronger opposition among union members than among 
non-members. Sixty three percent of union members who are 
registered to vote oppose the bill, 33% are for it and 4% aren't 
sure while among non-members the vote is 58% to 33% with 9% 
not sure. 

Opposition to the measure is found across political party lines. 
Support is slightly stronger among RepUblicans, but falls well 
short of a majority at 37% while 54% would vote against it. Even 
self-identified conservatives can only muster 39% support while 
55% would vote no. Men are a bit more positive about the mea­
sure, voting 42% to 53% while Republican men split evenly at· 
47% to 48%. . . 

Assault Weapons Ban 
California voters not only approve of the assault weapons ban, . 

but they also want to see it strengthened, the poll found. Nearly 
three out of every four California voters are in favor of the 1989· 
legislation banning the. manufacture, sale or possession of certain 
types of semiautomatic weapons. Even a majority of the 3 out of 
every 5 of voters who feel that the law has been ineffective in 
reducing the use ofautomatic weapons by criminals in California 
are in favor of it-by 63% to 35% opposed. 

Fifty-eight percent of all Californians and 60% of registered 
voters feel that the 1989 law has been "not too effective", or "not 
effective at all" in reducing the use of semiautomatic weapons by 
criminals in California. When asked if they would be in favor of 
the bill intended to close the loopholes in the original law, 71% 
of all Californians and registered voters said they were. 

The Times poll found that 28% orall California households 
keep at least one gun in their home or garage. Protection was the 
top mention at ]4% when respondents were asked to give up to 
two reasons why guns are kept in the home. Nine percent of 
responses cited gun-collecting or hunting as the main or sec­
ondary reason. Among Californians who keep a gun in their 
home, 63% favor the 1989 bim while 34% oppose, 67% feel that 
the ban has not been effective while 34% say effective and 56% 
are in favor of strengthening the ban while 38% oppose. 

Parental Consent 
. A large majority ofCalifornians continue to support a 

women's right to obtain an abortion in the first trimester-5901o 
ofall residents and 62% ofregistered voters expressed support 
for the 1973 U.S. Supreme Court Roe vs. Wade decision. Abor­
tion is both a political issue and one of persona] ideology for 
most voters and the widest disagreement lies between liberal 
Democmts-who support the Roe vs.-Wade decision 79% to 
12o/o--and conservative Republicans who are the main opposi­
tion to abortion rights at 4]% to 46%. One way to measure the 
broad support that women's choice enjoys in California is to note 
that Roe vs. Wade is supported by all Republicans at 49% to 40%· 
and even among self-identified conservatives at 45% to 41 %. 

. When it comes to minors, however, ~7% ofCalifornians feel 
that girls should be required to obtain permission from their par­
ents before having an abortion, while 26% fee] that minor girls 
should be aUowed to make that decision for themselves. Regis­
tered voters reflect the state at large at 65% for, 28% against. . 

The California Supreme Court recently overturned a never­
enforced state law: requiring girls under] 8 to seek parental con­

sent, citing privacy protections written into the state Constitution. 
Opponents of the court's decisiof) have vowed to campaign for 
the ouster of two of the state Supreme Court justices who voted 
to overturn the law. In addition, they have said they will place an 
initiative on the ballot to amend the privacy'protection in the 
Constitution to exclude minor girls. Such an amendment would 
likely prove popular with the state's voters, based on the poll's 
findings, and if passed would allow enforcement of the legisla­
tion passed by voters in 1987 which has been tied up in the courts 
ever since. 

Support for requiring girls to consult their parents in this mat­
ter is widespread, but is most popular among the state's black 
residents, at 79% for, 18% against. Latinos, despite being over­
whelming]y (81%) Roman Catholic, are nearly split on the issue 
ofabortion rights in general at 43% opposed to 39010 in favor and 
support the requirement of parental consent by 76% to ] 5%. 
White residents weigh in at 64% to 29010 on this issue. 

California's New Open Primary 
Under the new California "open primary" rules, registered vot­

ers may cast their ballot for the cillididate of their choice regard­
less of party. Registered voters who decline to state a party-vot­
ers commonly referred to as "Independents"-will be able to cast 
ballots fora primary candidate for the first time under the new 
rule. California's open primary plan is currently under scrutiny 
by the court, but is likely to still be in effect for the 1998 primary 
season. 

The poll found that 77% of voters who are registered in a 
political party-registered as Democrats, Republicans, etc . ..:...can 
think of a circumstance where they might cast their primary bal­
lot for a candidate of another party. The vast majority (86%) of 
those who said that they might vote for another party's candidate 
. said that they would do so because they favor the candidate as an 
alternative choice in the general election while only 5% said that 
they might be more inclined to vote to help insure a weaker 
opponent for the candidate of their choice in the general election. 
This is a much talked-about concern among opponents of the 
open primary system, but the real impact of rogue voters making 
trouble in this way seems to be minimal at this time. 

Independent voters-those who are registered but have 
declined to state a party-look fqrward to voting for the first time 
in the open primary. Seventy-one percent ofIndependents say 
they will now vote for candidates for elected office as well as the 
primary initiatives, while ]2% say they will continue to vote only 
for initiatives. The large majority of these voters-87o/o--plan to 
vote for the candidate they like while a tiny nurnber-2% say 
they are likely to use their vote to help insure a weaker opponent· 
for the candidate oftheir choice. , 

Analysis by JILL DARLING RlCHARoSON 
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Oct 15.1997 Study #400 


How THE POLL WAS CONDUCTED 

The Times Poll contacted] ,396 adults, including 1,092 regis­
tered voters, statewide by telephone October 4 through October 
7. Telephone numbers were chosen from a list ofall exchanges in 
the state. Random-digit dialing techniques were used so that list­
ed and non-listed numbers could be contacted. The sample was 
weighted slightly to conform with census figures for sex, race, 
age, education, region and registration. ·The margin of sampling . 
error for all adults and registered voters is plus or minus 3 per­
centage points; for certain subgroups the error rnargin may be 
somewhat higher. Poll results can also be affected by other fac­
tors such as question wording and the order in which questions 
are presented. . 

NOTES 

. All answer frequencies are given in percentages. 
"-" indicates less than 0.5%. 

'. Totals may exceed 100% where more than one reply was ac~pted. 
The wording ofsome questions has been abridged. 

SELECTED RESULTS FROM THE TIMES POLL 

CALIFORNIA SURVEY 


Oct 4-7,1997 


(A full summary of results will be available at a later date 
through the Los Angeles Times Poll) 

GUIDE TO COLUMN HEADINGS 

ALL . All California adults 
RV Registered voters 
DEM Registered Democrats 
[ND Registered independents 
REP Registered Republicans 

(ASKED OF VOTERS REGISTERED IN A PARTY) 

Will you continue to vote only for candidates of your own 

party in the new "open" primaries, or can you think of cir ­

cumstances where you might vote for candidates from other 

parties? . 

RV DEM REp 

Vote only for my own party 
Might vote for other party candida
Depends on candidate (Vol.) 
Don't know 

15 
tes 77 

7 
1 

17 
75 
8 

14 
78 
6 
2 

. (ASKED OF REGISTERED VOTERS IN A PARTY WHO SAY 
THEY MIGHT VOTE FOR OTHER PARTY'S CANDIDATE) 
Would you be more likely to vote for another party's candi­
date in the primary because you favor that candidate as an 
alternative choice in the general election, or because you 
think they would be a weaker opponent for your own party's 
candidate in the general election, or is there some other rea­
son you would vote for acandidate,from anotber party? 

RV OEM REp 

Favor as alternative choice 86 90 82 
Weaker opponent for own candidate 5 3 7 
Other . 4 3 4 
Don't know 5 4 7 

(ASKED OF VOTERS REGISTERED AS AN 

INDEPENDENTIDECLINE TO STATE) 

Will you continue to vote just for tbe initiativeS in the pri­

maries, or wiIJ you now vote for candidates running for eleet­
ed office? ' 


IND 

Continue to vote just for initiatives . 12 
Now vote for candidates . 71 
Depends on who runs (Vol.) 7 
Don't know . 10 

(ASKED OF INDEPENDENTSIDECLINETO STATE 
VOTERS WHO SAY THEY WILL NOW VOTE FOR 
CANDIDATES) 
Now that you are able to vote for candidates running for· 
.elected office in the june primary, will you vote for a candi­
date because you lik.ewbat he or 'she stands f.or, or will you 
vote for a weaker opponent to help insure that the candidate 

'you want wins in the general election in November?) 
'JND 

Vote for candidate you jike 87 
Vote for weaker opponent 2 
Depends (Vol.) 9 
Don't know 2 
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(ASKED OF ALL REGISTERED VOTERS) 
There is a new initiative trying to qualify for the June, prima­
ry ballot that would require all public school instruction to be 
conducted in English and for students not nuent in English to 
be placed in a short-term English immersion program. If the 
June 1998 primary election were being held today, would you 
vote for or against this measure? (INCLUDES LEANERS) 

RV DEM IND REp 

Vote for 
Vote against 
Don't know 

80 
18 
2 

73 
23 
4

80 
17 

3 

89 
10 
'I 

WHITES LATINOS 

Vote for 
Vote against 
Don't know 

80 
18 

2 

84 
16 

FOR COMPARISON: ,,'J' ',', " 
How the prospective Latino vote on Propositionl8.7,(;hanged as 
the Nov. 8, 1994 election approached:',: ':';V 
IUhe November.l9,4 general election wereh~l~t~day, ;ould 
you vote for or against Proposition I87? (ASKE:DOF REGIS­
TERED VOTERS), ' ' ' 

Oct,22"·25, 1994 Oct8-11, 1994 SeptS-cll,1994 
, ", LATINOS LATINOS , LATINOS 

Vote for <,)2 46 . 52 
",:' 42, Vote against' .',.' ',65 48 

Don't know" ' 13 6 '6 

. Election results, from the Times' exit poll: 
" :;Nov 8,1994' 
~'" LATINOS, 

Vote'for 23 
Vote agairist ,77 

There is another initiative trying to qualify for the June pri ­
mary ballot that would require union members to approve 
part of their membership dues to be used for political candi­
dates or initiatives. If the June 1998 primary election were 
being held today, would you vote for or against this measure? 
(INCLUDES LEANERS) 

RV ,REp 

Vote for 33 31 29 37 
Vote against 59 62 64 54 
Don't know 8 7 7 9 

UNION NON-UNION 
MEMBERS MEMBERS 

Vote for 33 33 
Vote against 63 58 
Don't know 4 9 

(ASKED OF EVERYONE) , 

As you may know, in 1973, the United States Supreme Court 

handed down a landmark decision, called Roe l'S. JJ~de, 


which essentially accepted abortion in principle. 


Generally speaking, are you in favor of the Supreme Court 

decision which permits a woman to get an abortion from a 

doctor at any time \\ithin the first three montbs of ber preg­

nancy, or are you opposed to that, or are you indifferent on 

the su bject or haven't you heard enough about that yet to 


~~ : , 

ALL RV DEM IND REP' 

Haven't heard enough I I 'I I 
Favor 59 62 69 67 49 
Indifferent 10 9 .9 II 8 
Oppose 28 26 18 19 40 
Don't know 2 2 3 3 2 

The California Supreme Court recently overturned a state 
law requiring girls under 18 to obtain parental consent before 
having an abortion, saying it violated privacy protection 
guaranteed by the Constitution. ' 

, Should girls under 18 be required to obtain tbeir parent's 
consent before they may have an abortion, or not? 

ALL RV DEM IND, REP 

Should be required 67 65 59 68 74 
Should not be required 26 28' 34 21 19 
Depends on family 

circumstances (Vol.) 4 4 3 10 5 
Don't know 3 3 4 1 2 

FAVOR OPPOSE 
ROEV. WADE ROE V. WADE 

Should be required 56 90 
Should not be required 38 5 
Depends on fam i1y 

circumstances (Vol.) 3 3 
Don't know 3 2 

In 1989 a California law was passed banning tbe manufac­
ture, sale or possession ohern i-automatic assault weapons. 
The measure exempts many types of guns used by bunters 
and other sports entbusiasts. Do you favor or oppose main­
taining this ban on tbe manufacture, sale and possession of 
semi-automatic assault weapon~~ 

RV OEM INO REp 

. Favor 73 74 81 67 67 
Oppose 24 24 17 28 :3 1 
Don't know 3 2, 2 5 2 

GU'NOWNERS NON-GUN OWNERS ' 
,~. h_.,••_. 

Favor. 63 78 
Oppose 34 20 
Don't know 3 2 
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Do you feel that this law has been effective in reducing tbe 
use of semiautomatic weapons by criminals in California? 

ALL RV DEM INO REp 

Effective 
Not effective 
Don't know 

33 31 
58 60 
9 9 

36 31 24 
53 59 69 
11 10 7 

Gu!:! OW!,:!ERS NON-GUN OWNERS 

Effective 26 36 
Not effective 67 53 
Don't know 7 11 

A bill to strengthen the 1989 assault weapons ban is pending 
in the state Legislature. This new assault weapons bill would 
close the loopholes of the 1989 law by expanding the defini­
tion of what constitutes an illegal assault weapon and would 
also include copycat weapons that are cosmetically different 
from the restricted firearms. Are you in favor of the Legisla­
ture passing a bill to strengthen the assault weapons ban or 
are you opposed to this? 

RV DEM INO 

Favor 71 71 80 77 58 
Oppose 23 24 15 22 34 
Don't know 6 5 5 1 8 

GUN OWNERS NON-QUN OWNERS ' 

Favor 56 78 
Oppose 38 16 
Don't know 6 6 

Are there any guns or revolvers in your borne or garage? (IF 
YES) What's the main reason why guns are kept in your 
home? Is it part of a collection, or is it kept for hunting, or is 
it needed for your job, or is it kept for protection, or target 
practice, or why are guns kept in your home? Is there anoth­
er reason why guns are kept in your home, or not? (ACCEPT­
ED UP TO TWO REPLIES) 

ALL RV OEM IND REp 

No guns ~ ~ u ~ ~ 
Guns (Net) l.8 32 ~ J.l !l 

Protection 14 16 10 12 24 
Collection 9 11 11 9 12 
Hunting 9 11 8 14 13 
Target practice 5 5 2 7 7 
Needed for job 1 1 1 2 
Some other reason 1 1 1 3 1 

Don't know ~ ,~ ~ ~ ! 

Tables compiled by RAy ENSLOW 
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Wednesday, October: 15, 1997 

THE TIMES POLL 
Bilingual Education Gets Little Support, 

, By MARK Z. BARABAK, TiMES POLITiCAL WRiTER 

~IPponents of bilingual education enjoy overwhehning 
.:.support in a brewing ballot fight that has sparked early , 

skirmishing in the 1998 campaign, with strong backing 
among California voters ofall races, ethnicities and political 
persuasions. 

A proposed measure to virtually dismantle California's 
RELATED system ofbilingual public education garnered huge support 

among the state's electorate, with 80% in favor and 18% 
~ Wilson Presidential' against, according to a new Los Angeles Times poll. 
Bid Finds Meager Support was in.the 75% to 80% range virtually across the 
Support board, among all races, income levels and age groups. Latinos 

voters surveyed favored the initiative by a slightly higher 
~ Lack of Wide , margin--84% to 16%--than whites, at 80% to 18%. ' 
Support Could Hamper Even two-thirds of self-described liberals supporte'd the Boxer 

proposed initiative, aimed at the June 1998 ballot. 

MAIN PAGE 

The Times survey offered the first independent sounding of 
public opinions on a wide range of social and public policy 
issues that could face California voters when they go to the 
polls next year. ' 

Among its other findings: 
TELL US , , * A proposed measure aimed at curbing the influence of , YOUR COMMENTS organized labor by restricting the political use of union dues 

was opposed by nearly 2 to 1. Those not in unions were only 
slightly less opposed than union members. 

* Californians evidently look forward to their expanded 
choices under the state's new "open primary" law, which allows 
them to vote next June for whichever candidate they prefer, 
regardless of party. Only a minuscule percentage said they 
intended to use the opportunity to make political mischief. 

* Californians strongly support the state's ban on aSsault 
. weapons, though most question its effectiveness. Such'doubts 
. notwithstanding, an overwhelming majority would like to see, 

. ..~ "c;.":_,:,,,:,.',':':~"".", .._...:.~:.::.:.~::::=vrr...:; '. ' th b str gthenede an en , .' '"~-":"'~," " , 
, * Californians strongly support legalizedaboition during' 
the first three months ofpregnancy. At the same time, however, 
a large majority believe parental consent should be required for 
girls under 18. ' , ' 

, The poll surveyed 1,396 adults statewide Oct, 4-7. The 
margin of sampling error is plus or minus 3 percentage points. ' 

Much of the early attention surrounding the 1998 campaign 
has focused on the proposed bilingual education initiative. The 
measure, pushed by Silicon Valley businessman Ron Unz and 
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Orange County schQolteacher Gloria Matta Tuchman, promotes 

English-only instruction for California's 1.3 million students 

with limited English skills. . 


Some Latino political activists have criticized the proposal 

and the negative reaction has, in turn, made some Republican 

leaders skittish about associating the party with the so-called 

Unz initiative, for fear ofa backlash. 


But the GOP rank and file was solidly behind the measure, 

with 89% support. Seventy-three percent of Democrats backed 

the initiative. . : . . 


"The immigrant community has long viewed education: as a 
. way up the socioeconomic ladder," said Susan Pinkus, director 
ofthe Times Poll. But, she continued, "a lot will depend ori 
how the campaign for the Unz initiative is waged and how the 
Latino community responds. " . 

As a case in point, she noted the polling history of 

Proposition 187, the 1994 anti-illegal immigration initiativ~. A 

Times poll conducted in September 1994 found that Latinos 

supported Proposition 187,52% to 42%. 


However, sentiment toward the initiative had turned 

deCidedly negative by election day, after a campaign that many 

Latinos perceived as scapegoating their community. Although 

Proposition 187 won statewide approval by a handy margin, 


. exit interviews conducted at polling places found that 77%' of . 

Latinos ended up voting against the measure. 


"The Unz initiative starts out a lot less controversial," . 

Pinkus said. "The campaign to follow will detennine if it stays 

.that way." ., 


A second proposed ballot initiative fraught with potential 

political undertones aims to inhibit the use of union dues for 

campaign activities. ' 


The measure, also intended for the June ballot, would . 

require union members to expresslyapprove part of their 

membership dues to be used for political candidates or 

initiatives. 


Republicans have seized upon the issue as a way to 
undercut the influence of Democratic-leaning labor unions. In 

.. Washington, the controversy over a similar provision 
sidetracked campaign finance reform legislation . 

. In California, Gov. Pete Wilson has enthusiastically 

embraced the initiative, sponsored by conservative activists, . 

and has indicated that he may use the issue to help him realize 

his presidential ambitions. . 


But the Times Poll found little initial support among voters 

for the concept ofa crackdown on unions' political activities, 

with opposition to the proposed ballot measure running 59% to 

33%. Sixty-three percent of union members were opposed, 

only slightly more than the 58% a.tI!0ng those not in unions. 


Democrats werestr6ngly 'opposea;'62%, to 31%~ -with::..~;= 


Republicans less so, 54% to 37%. . 

"That finding is counterintuitive," said Pinkus, noting the 


political import that leading Republicans have staked on the 

Issue. 


One of the ballot measures that voters approved last year 

will have its first tryout next June. Under the so-called open 

primary system, California voters can cast their ballots for any 

qmdidate, regardless ofparty registration. i. 


Proponents of the measure suggested that it would 
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e~courage voter participation and promote bipartisanship and 
problem-solving in government by boosting more moderate 
candidates. ' 

Opponents--including the two major political parties--have 
gone to court seeking to overturn the measure.' Among their 
objections, Democratic and Republican leaders have asserted 
thanhe law impinges on the rights of their members to choose 
their own parties' nominees, and invites 'mischief by cross-over 
voters. 

But the Times poll suggests that voters are e'nticed by the 
notion of greater choice and not terribly interested in causing 
trouble. ' , ' 

Seventy-seven percent of voters said they could think of 
circumstances in which they might vote for a candidate from a 
party other than their own. Seventy-eight percent of ' 
Republicans said so, along with 75% of Democrats. , 

Independents and voters who decline to state a party: 
preference stand to gain the mo~t from the new primary system 
because, for the first time in years, they can vote for canoidates 
,seeking office. Before, independents and decline-to-stat~ 
registrants could vote only for initiatives on the ballot. ; 
Seventy-one percent ofthose surveyed said they would take 
advantage of their new status, to cast ballots in contested 

.. II l· 

~mm~ . 
. As for mischief-making, most voters said they would mix 
and match their ballots with benign intent. Eighty-six percent, 
of those registered in a party said they would vote for a : 
candidate ofa different party because they supported tha:t 
individuaL A mere 5% said they would support an opposing 
party's candidate in hopes of sabotaging that party by 
nominating the weakest possible "general-election candidate. 

On the assault weapons issue, 59% of respondents strongly 
favored the 1989 California law banning possession, sale or 
manufacture of75 specific semiautomatic firearms, with an 
additional 14% somewhat. favorably disposed. Sixteen percent 
were strongly opposed to'the legislation, with an additional 8% 
somewhat opposed. ' ., ' 

Eighty-one percent ofDemocrats viewed the ban favorably, 
compared with 67% of Republicans and a like percentage of 
independents. : 

Despite the strong support for the 1989 legislation, 58% of 
respondents felt the ban had done little or nothing to take such , 
weapons out of the hands ofcriminals. Thirty~three percent felt 
the ban had been somewhat or very effective. 

An overwhelming majority, 71 %, expressed support for 
legislation that would close the loopholes in the 1989 law and 
expand the definition ofwhat constitutes an illegal weapon to 
include so-called copycat firearms. : 

Even 63% of those who felt the 1989 ban was ineffective 
favored strengthening the law. \ 

Democrats, at 80%, and independents, at 77%, were the 
most favorably disposed to follow-up legislation, compared to 
58% ofRepublicans. . , 

Sixty-three percent ofgun owners favored the initial ; 
legislation and 56% favored strengthening the ban. 
Twenty-eight percent of respondents said there was at least one 
gun in their household. ' 

On the abortion issue, 59% of those surveyed expressed 

11 /()4/Q7 ()Q'!7'7~ 



Los Angeles Times Poll http://www.latimes.~omlHOMElNEWS/POLLS/story24.htm 

support for the landmark\.t 973 Roe vs. Wade decision that 
legalized abortion during the first trimester of pregnancy. At 
the same time, 67% of respondents said that girls under 18 

. should be required to obtain parental consent before they could 
have an abortion. Twenty-six percent said no such permission 
should be required. 

Pinkus said: "People feel that you need parental consent for 
body piercing, to get a driver's license, to get a tattoo. This is 
an event that is far more serious in a child's life and people feel 
that the parents should be involved." 

The California Supreme Court overturned the state's 
parental consent law in August. Proponents of the requirement 
hope to qualify a ballot measure in 1998 reinstating the law. 

Copyright Los Angeles Times 

, -,'. 
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Federal Judge Rules Against 
"Bilingual" Requirement, Paving the 

Way for June 1998 Statewide Initiative 
Vote 

CONTACT: SHERI ANNIS (213) 627-2913 

Sacramento, CA---Federal District Judge William B. Shubb Wednesday lifted a 
state court injunction blocking the Orange Unified School District's move toward 
English immersion Classes. The ruling effectively ends "bilingual education" 
programs for the 29,000 students in Orange. Shubb's 17-page decision stated that 
any federal legal challenge against replacing "bilingual" programs with English 
immersion had "a low probability ofsuccess." . 

According to Ron Unz, Chairman of "English for the Children," Judge Shubb's 
ruling confirms both the lack ofany federal basis for native-language instruction 
programs'and the solid legal foundation ofhis proposed initiative. "Bilingual 
education is based on state law, and our initiative will change that state law. 
Children in the District ofOrange will now be allowed to learn English when they 
enter public schools, but 99% of California schoolchildren are still trapped in 
districts where "bilingual education" is mandatory, and our initiative is their' only 
hope of rescue. Our initiative will become law on the day it wins at the polls." The 
"English for the Children" initiative has now reached the 350,000 signature 
half-way point in its drive to qualify for the June 1998 ballot. 

The previous day, a vote ofthe State Assembly eH:ectively killed SB 6, the 
Alpert-Firestone measure, which would have provided increased flexibility in 
"bilingual education" programs. This represented the tenth consecutive year that the 
California Legislature had· deadlocked over attempts to modify or reform "bilingual 
education." The education of California schoolchildren not fluent in English is 
currently governed by the Chacon-Moscone law, which requires native-language 
instruction for all English learners, with limited exceptions. Although the law 
expired in 1987, it has never been replaced and therefore remains in effect. 

Uitz suggests th~t the bizarre nature ofthis government program underscores the 
need to allow a direct vote ofthe California's citizens on the issue. "Today, nearly a 
quarter of all California schoolchildren are legally prevented from learning English 
when they enter school because ofa state law which expired before most of them 
were even born. This is a perfect example of the Alice-in-Wonderland mess which 
only our initiative can clean up." 

1of2 10/27/9709:53:19 

http://www.onenation.orglnews091197.html


English for the Children . http://www.onenation.orglprll92897.html 

Home INews IArticles IFacts IVolunteer IContribute IE-Mail IYour Stories ICourts IFull Text I 

Translations IPeople ILinks 


Overcoming Leadership Opposition, 
California Republican Party Endorses 
"English for the Children "Initiativ;e 

CONTACT: SHERI ANNIS 
(213) 627-2913 

Anaheim, CA---Overcoming strong opposition from senior leaders, the 
rank-and-file members of the California Republican Party voted overwhelmingly on 
Sunday at their semi-annual convention to endorse the June 1998 "English for the 
Children" initiative, which would largely end "bilingual education" programs in 
California public schools. Opposition to "bilingual education" has been part of state 
and national Republican Party platforms for two decades. 

Republican Chairman Michael Schroeder and other party leaders had opened the 
convention on Friday vowing to prevent a party endorsement of the initiative, 
arguing that the ballot measure would further alienate Latino voters angry at· the 
party's past support for Prop. 187. Shortly thereafter, before most delegates had 
arrived, a newly created committee hand-picked by Chairman Schroeder voted 3-1 
to block the endorsement resolution sponsored by Assemblyman Tom McClintock 
(R-Northridge). . I 

But once the full membership arrived, the political tide began to tum as the caucus 
ofall 58 ofCalifornia's Republican County Chairman voted unanimously to endorse 
the initiative. Then on Saturday morning, the party Resolutions Committee 
overturned the previous committee ruling by a 15-6 vote and revived the 
endorsement resolution, which subsequently passed overwhelmingly by voice vote 
ofthe full Republican Party membership on Sunday morning. . 

Ron Unz, Chairman ofthe "English for the Children" campaign and an outspoken 
opponent ofProp. 187, suggested that the Republican Party leadership 
misunderstood the desires ofordinary Latinos: "Nearly all Latino parents are very 
eager to have their children taught English when they go to school, which our 
initiative will finally allow. Ensuring that all young children are sent to school and 
taught English should be the most uncontroversiallaw imaginable. We're also 
hoping to gain the endorsements of the Democratic, Reform, Libertarian, and Green 
parties as well. " I 

Aside from Republican Chairman Schroeder, Attorney General Dan Lungren, the 
likely Republican Gubernatorial nominee, and Republican Assembly Leader Bill 
Leonard had also indicated their opposition to the initiative. Gov. Pete Wilson had 
remained neutral. 
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California's Largest Teachers Union to 
Hold Referendum on Endorsing 

"English for the Children" Initiative 
CONTACT: SHERI ANNIS 

(213) 627-2913 

Los Angeles, CA---Activist members of the Upited Teachers ofLos Angeles 
(UTLA) will tum in sufficient union signatures 10:30am Wednesday Oct. 1 to 
schedule a union referendum to endorse the "English for the Children" initiative 
against "bilingual education" and assist its qualification and passage. Doug Lasken, 
who leads his elementary school's UTLA chapter, organized the effort, gathering 
some 600 union signatures, well over the 500 necessary to schedule a union vote. 
UTLA is California's largest public school teachers union local with 35,090 
members and the vote must be held within 30-60 days. Mr. Lasken will tum in the 
signatures atUTLA headquarters, located at 3303 Wilshire Blvd, 2 blocks west of 
Vermont. 

Mr. Lasken has written numerous articles critical of the LA Unified School 
District's "bilingual education" policy, especially the provisions which prevented 
teachers from spending more than 30 minutes each day teaching English to young 
immigrant children. He expects his referendum to have an excellent chance of 
passing: "We rank-and-file teachers see American-born Latino kids graduate 
elementary school who can't read or write English, and that's a tragedy that has to 
be stopped. I hope our union leaders don't try to block our "English education" 
steam-roller and find themselves flattened, just like the Republican Party leaders 
were last week at their own convention." 

Many public school teachers have long been skeptical of current "bilingual 
education" policy, with the late Albert Shanker, long-time leader of the American 
Federation ofTeachers, being an especially sharp critic. In 1987, the UTLA 
membership had voted 78% in favor ofan advisory referendum asking their union 
leadership to eliminate "bilingual education" through the collective-bargaining 
process, which the union leadership was unable to achieve within existing law. 

Ron Unz, Chairman of "English for the Children," sees the possibility ofa major 
union endorsement as being another sign of the bipartisan nature of the issue. 
"Teachers unions are one of the core constituencies of the Democratic Party, and if 
we can gain the endorsement of their rank-and-file members, it makes it much 
easier for Democratic elected officials to voice their true feelings on our initiative. 
Teachers were among the strongest opponents ofProp. 187 and Prop. 209, and 
their support will help demonstrate that our initiative stands on its own two feet. " 
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The 1998 California "English for 
, 

the Children" Initiative 

(1) Immigrant education is a complete failure in California. Some 1.3 n'llllion 
California public school children---23% ofthe total~--are now classified as not 
proficient in English. Over the past decade, the number of these mostly Latino 
immigrant children has more than doubled. California's future depends on . 
these children becoming fluent and literate in English, and this is the official 
goal of the current system, centered on use ofnative language instruction, 
with English being introduced to children only in later grades (so-called; 
"bilingual education"). Yet each year only about 5% of school children not 
proficient in English are found to have gained proficiency in English. Thus, 
the current system of language education has an.annual failure rate of 
95%. 

(2) Latino parents want their children to learn English. Last year's surVey by 
the Center for Equal Opportunity showed that Latinos overwhelmingly, rate 
learning Engiishas the top educational goal for their children, .and by 4~1 favor 
their children learning English as soon as possible rather than learning Spanish 
before English ("bilingual education"). Adult immigrants are also eager to 
learn English (English courses are the top advertiser on Spanish language TV). 

(3) Anti-bilingualism has become linked with anti-immigrant sentiments. 
There is a strong public perception that many opponents of "bilingual ; 
education" are using the issue as a cover for anti-Latino and anti-immigrant 
views. Unfortunately, this is often true. On the other side, private polling 
indicates that anger at "bilingual education" is a leading cause of 
anti-immigrant sentiment among California Anglos. Having individuals with 
strong pro-immigrant credentials lead the move away from "biling\.lal 
education" would help to decouple these two issues. 

(4) California state politics is completely grid locked on this issue. The 
legislation requiring "bilingual education" expired ten years ago, but political 
pressure and statutory interpretations have kept the system alive and growing 
during this period, with annual spending exceeding $300 million per year. 
Dozens ofbills marginally changing the system have been·proposed over these 
years, but none have become law. Given this history, it seems likely that the 
legislature will permit this failed policy to continue indefinitely. 

(5) An initiative would break the impasse and change policy at a stroke. 
There is no significant basis in federal or state constitutional law for ,requiring 
"bilingual education". An initiative statute redirecting schools toward English 
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language immersion for immigrant children would have immediate and 
sweeping effect. Such a ballot measure should be overwhelmingly popular, 
and pass quite easily (e.g. a decade ago. even the members of the Los Angeles 
teachers union voted 80% against "bilingual education"). A positive, 
pro-immigrant campaign could win a good majority of immigrantlLatino 
voters themselves, lending strong legitimacy to the results (e.g a 6/1/97 LA 
Times poll shows 83% ofLatinos in Orange County oppose "bilingual ' 
education"). 

(6) Immigrant children would becomefluent and literate in English. Research 
indicates that sheltered English immersion for young immigrant children is the 
most rapid and efficient means ofEnglish language acquisition. Within months 
to a year, the overwhelming majority of these young children would become 
fluent in English and could be transferred into a mainstream classroom, giving 
them the same educational opportunities as all other school children. This 
would have a tremendously positive impact on the future ofCalifornia society. 

English f9f the Children 

212 E. 6th St. 


Los Angeles, CA 90014 

(213)627-0005/(213)627-0050(fax) 


info@OneNation.org 


Copyright (C) 1997 by Englisb for the Children, a project of 
ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 

All Rigbts Resenred 
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English Language Education for Children in Public Schools 
, , 

by Ron K. Unz and _G_Io_r_ia___T_u_c_hm....-an_' 

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 
United States of America and ofthe state ofCalifornia, 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 Janguage of 
economic opportunity; and ' 

(b) WHEREAS immigrant parents are eager to have their children: acquire a 
good knowledge ofEnglish, thereby allowing them to fully participate in the 
American Dream of economic an? social advancement; and \ . 

(c) WHEREAS the government kd the public schools of California have a 
moral obligation and a constitutitinal duty to provide all ofCalifornia is 
children, regardless of their ethnicity or national origins, with the s,kills 
necessary to bec'ome productive members ofoUr society, and of these skills, 
literacy in the English language is among the most important; and 

(d) WHEREAS the public schools of California currently do a poor job of 
educating immigrant children, wasting financial resources on costly 
experiroentallanguage programs whose failure over the past two dec~des is 
demonstrated by the current high drop-out rates and low English literacy 
levels ofmany 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' in 
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. 

ARTICLE 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 
place.d in English language classrooms. Children who are English le~ers 
shall be educated through sheltered English immersion during a temporary 
transition period not normally intended to exceed one year. Local sc~ools 

lof4 07/22/97 16:21:3~ 

http://www.onenation.orglfulltext.html


English tor the Children http://www .0nenation.orgifulltext.htmJ 

shall be permitted to place in the same classroom English learners ofdifferent 
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 learriershave acquired a good working knowledge of~nglish, 
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 definitionS of the terms used in this article and in Article 3: 

(commencing 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 personnel possess a good knowledge of 
the English language. . 

(c) "English language mainstream classroom" means a classroom in which 

the students either are native English language speakers or already have 

acquired reasonable fluency in English. ; 


(d) "Sheltered English immersion" or "structured English immersipn" means 
an English language acquisition p~ocess for yourig children in which nearly 
all classroom instruction is in English but with the curriculum and 
presentation designed for childre~ who are learning the language. 

:,
iii· 

(e) "Bilinguai education/native language instruction" means a language 
. acquisition process for students in which much or all instruction, textbooks, 

and teaching materials are in the childis native language. : . 


ARTICLE 3. Parental Exceptions 

310. The requiremeritsof Section 305 may be waived with the prior written 
informed consent, to be provided annually, of the child is 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 di,fferent educational 
program choices and all the educational opportunities 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 ofa 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. . 

I 
• I 

311. The circuinstances in which a parental exception waiver may be granted 
under Section 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 . 
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vocabulary comprehension, reading, and writing, in which the child scores at 
or above the state average for his grade level or at or above the 5th grade 
average, whichever is lower; or . ' 

, 

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

(c) Children with special needs: the child already has been placed for,' a period 
of not less than thirty days during that school year in an English language 
clas'sroom and it is subsequently the infonned 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 childis 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 
school superintendent, under guidelines established by and subject t9 the 
review of the local Board of Education and ultimately the State Board of 
Education. The existence of such special needs shall not compel iss,llanceof a 
waiver, and the parents shall be fully infonned of their right to refuse to agree 
to a waiver. . 

ARTICLE 4. Community-Based English Tutoring 
. , 

315. 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 ofEnglish language knowledge in the community. 
Commencing with the fiscal ye~ in which this initiative is enacted and for 
each of the nine fiscal years follO:wing thereafter, a sum of fifty million 
dollars ($50,000,000) per year is'hereby appropriated from the General Fund 
for the purpose of providing additional funding for free or subsidized 
programs of adult English language instruction to parents or other members 
of the community. who pledge to provide personal English language tutoring 
to California school children with limited English proficiency. :. 

316. Programs funded pursuant to this section shall be provided through 

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 guidelines established by, and subjeCt 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 Article 3 
(commencing with Section 310), all California school childrenihave 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 childis parent or legal guardian shall have 
legal standing to sue for enforcement of the provisions of this statute, and if 
successful shall be awarded nonnal and customary attorneyis 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 tenns of this statute by 
providing such an English language educational option at an ~vailable public 

. 


3 of4 . 07/22/9716:21:4' 

http://www.onenation.orglfulltext.htm


English for the Children http://www.onenation.org/fulltext.htm; 

, . 
 scho.ol to a California school child may be held personally liable for fees and 
actual damages by the childis parents or legal guardian. 

ARTICLE 6. Severability 

. 325. If any part or parts of this statute are found to be in conflict with federal 
law or the United States or the California State Constitution, the statute shall 
be implemented tothe maximum extent that federal law, and the United 
States and the California State Constitution permit. Any provision held 
invalid shall be severed from the remaining portions of this statute. 

ARTICLE 7. Operative Date 

330. This initiative shall become operative for all school terms which begin 
more than sixty days following the date at which it becomes eff~ctive. 

ARTICLE 8. Amendment. 

335. The provisions ofthls act may be amended by a statute that:becomes 

effectjve upon approval by the electorate or by a statute to further the actis 

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 portions of this statute are subject to 

conflicting interpretations, Section 300 shall be assumed to contaJn the 

governing intent of the statute. 


, 
, .END ( 

j, ,. I 

Ron K. Unz, a high-technology e,ntrepreneur, is Chairman of One NationiOne 
California, 555 Bryant St. #371, Palo Alto, CA 94301. ;. , 

Gloria Matta Tuchman, an ele~entaiy school teacher, is Chair of , 

REBILLED, the Committee to Reform Bi-Lingual Education, 1742 Lerner 

Lane, Santa Ana, CA 92705. 


Copyrigh,t (C) 1997 b)' English (or the Children, a project:ot 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 
All Rights Reserved 
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Ron K.Unz. 
I 

A theoretical physicist by training, Mr. Unz serves as president 
and CEO ofWall Street Analytics, Inc., a Palo Alto-based 
financial services software company which he;co- founded in 
1987. Mr. Unz holds undergraduate and graduate degrees from 
HarvardUniversity, Cambridge University, and Stanford 
University, and is a past first-place winner of the American 
Westinghouse Science Talent Search. His writings on issues of 
immigration, ethnicity, and social policy have appeared in the 
Wall Street Journal, the Los Angeles Times, folicy Review, 
Reason, and various other publications. In 1994, he received 
34% of the vote in a Republican primary challenge to 
incumbent Governor Pete Wilson of California. He serves as 
Chairman of One Nation/One California. ' 

(1) Immigration or the Welfare State?, Policy Review, Fall19~4 

(2) Against Prop. 187, Los Angeles Times; October 3, 1994. 

(3) Sinking Our State, REASON, November 1994 


(4)CCRI vs. Prop. 187, Los Angeles/Times, March 12,1995. 

! 

, (5) Immigration Mockery, Los Angdles.Times, May 21, 1995., 

(6) Big Brother, Meet Big Sister, Los Angeles Times, June 12, 1995. 

(7) English isn't Racism, letter published in La Opinion, May 21, 1997. 

Copyright (q 1997 by English for the Children, • project of' 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA' 
All Rigbts Reserved 
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Gloria Matta Tuchman 
I 

An elementary school teacher in Santa Ana, Ms. Tuchman has speciali~d for 
over thirty years in teaching students limited in their English proficiency. She 
has served on a number of state and national boards and commissions dealing 
with issues of educational reform, and twice was elected president ofher local 
school board. As a child in a Mexican-American family living in rural Texas, 
she was a central plaintiff in a desegregation lawsuit .under which her Texas 
town was forced to open its public facilities to children of all ethnic : 
backgrounds. Her step-father later served as National President of LULAC 
(the League ofUnited Latin American Citizens), and she herselfwas honored 
as LULAC Woman of the Year in 1988. She serves as Chair ofREB ILL ED, 
the Committee to Reform Bi-Lingual Education. 

Copyright (C) 1997 by English for the Chiidren, a project of : 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 
All Rights Reserved 
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The 1998 California. "English for 
the Children" Initiative 

. , 
(1) Immigrant education is a complete failure in California. Some 1.3 imillion 
California public school children---23% of the total---are now classified as 
not proficient in English. Over the past decade, the number ofthese mostly 
Latino immigrant children has more than doubled. California's future depends 
on these children 'becoming fluent and literate in English, and this is the 
official goal of the current system, centered on use ofnative language. 
instruction, with English being introduced to children only in later gr~des 
(so-called "bilingual education"). Yet each year only about 5% ofschool 
children not proficient in English are found to have gained proficiency in 
English. Thus, .the current system of language education has an annual 
failure rate of 95%. .- .I 

(2) Latino parents want their children to learn English. Last year's survey by . 
the Center for Equal Opportunity showed that Latinos overwhelmingly rate 
learning English as the top educational goal for their children, and by:4-1 
favor their children learning English as soon as possible rather than learning 
Spanish before English ("bilingual education"). Adult immigrants are also 
eager to learn English (English courses are the top advertiser on Spariish 
language TV).' i 

I 

(3) Anti-bilingualism has become/linked with anti-immigrant sentiments. 
There is a strong public percepti~n that many opponents of "bilingual 
education" are using the issue as acover for anti-Latino and anti-imniigrant 
views. Unfortunately, this is often true. On the other side, private polling 
indicates that anger at "bilingual education" is a leading cause of 
anti-immigrant sentiment among California Anglos. Having individuals with 
strong pro-immigrant credentials lead the move away from "bilingual 
education" would help to decouple these two issues. 

(4) California state politics is completely gridlocked on this issue. T~e 
legislation requiring "bilingual education" expired ten years ago, but political 
pressure and statutory interpretations have kept the system alive and growing 
during this period, with annual spending exceeliing $300 rnillionper year. 
Dozens of bills marginally changing the system have been proposed over 
these yearS, put none have become law. Given thishistory, it seems Jikely that 
the legislature will pennit this failed policy to continue indefinitely: 

(5) An initiative would break the impasse and change policy at a str,oke. 
There is no significant basis in federal or state constitutional law for requiring 
"bilingual education" i An initiative statute redirecting schools toward English 
language immersion for immigrant children would have immediate~ and . 
sweeping effect. Such a ballot measure should be overwhelmingly popular, 
and pass quite easily (e.g. a decade ago, even the m~mbers ofthe Los Angeles 
teachers union voted 80% against "bilingual education"). A positive, 
pro-immigrant campaign could win a good majority of immigrantiLatino 
voters themselves, lending strong legitimacy to the results (e.g a 6/:1/97 LA 
Times poll shows 83% ofLatinos in Orange County oppose "bilingual . 
educatlOn"). .. ; 
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(6) Inimigrant children would become fluent and literate in English. Research 
indicates that sheltered English immersion for young immigrant children is 
the mostrapid and efficient means of English language acquisition. Within 
months to a year, the overwhelming majority of these young children would 
become fluent in English and could be transferred into a mainstreaIn . 
classroom, giving them the same educational opportunities as allo.ther school 
children. This would have a tremendously positive impact on the wture of 
California society. 

English for the Children 

212 E. 6th St. 


Los Angeles, CA 90014 

(213)627-000S/(213)627-00S0(fax) 


info@OneNation.org 


, 

Copyright (C) 1997 by English for the Children, a projec~ of 

ONE NATION lONE CALIFORNIA 
All Rights Reserved. 
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Bilingual Education Gets Foe Group seeks issue for state 
ballot' . : 

By: Nanette Asimov 
The San FranCisco Chronicle 
Friday, July 18, 1997 

I 

California appears ripe for a bilingual education fight, since the nUmber of 
children labeled "limited English proficient" has more than doubled in the 
past 10 years to 1.3 million -- nearly a quarter ofthe state's public school . 
students. 

I 

The question ofhow best to educate them is.an emotional issue tq.at has long 
divided parents, educators and politicians. . 

, 
At its most baSic, the dispute centers on whether children should learn 
English quickly and intensively, or whether they should study math, science 
and social studies in their native language while studyirig English on the side. 

About 30 percent of California's 1.3 million limited-English stud~nts are 
taught in their native language~ said Norman Gold, manager of bilingual 
compliance for the state Department of Education. 

California spent at least $319 million last year on training teachers and 
providing classroom aides and materials specifically for children who speak 

'little English. ' 

Much of the state law governing bilingual education died in 1987. But· 
schools still are required to teach English to. non-English speaker~ and to 
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make sure they learn math, science and other subjects 

--in their own language, if necessary. 

The initiative by Unz and his group·-- which includes state Republican Party 
vice chairman Bok Pon, who was born in China -- would prohibit immigrant 
pupils under age 10 from learning academics in their native language. Instead, 
children would have to attend intensive. English classes for as long as if took 
for them to learn the language, even if it meant forgoing other studies until 
they did, t 

"It isn't the duty of the public schools to help children maintain their mitive 
culture," Unz said. : 

He complains that just 5 percent of immigrant children in bilingual education 
programs exit them each year, a figure that is mirrored in San Francisco's 

• • I

statistics. I 

"That's a 95 percent failure rate," he said. 

The politician unveiled his initiative yesterday outside Jean Parker , 
Elementary, the school attended by Kinney Lau, whose family sued the San 
Francisco school district in a case that led to the 1974 Supreme Court: ' 
decision requiring bilingual education. 

Critics accused proponents of distorting a serious educational issue with 
emotional appeals. . . ' 

"The public is beiI1g sold a bill of goods here," s~d,Marta Jimenez, general 
counsel of the Mexican American.'Legal Defense and Education Fund. She 
said the idea of withholding acad~mic instruction from children until they 
learn English is "arrogant in the l~ast, and seriously detrimental." ' 

She said it would violate a 1981 state liigh court ruling that requires dIstricts 
to ensure that "students do not suffer educational or academic deficits because 
of their English language limitations." r 

Pon joined Unz yesterday at Parker Elementary -- a school he attended 
shortly after arriving in the United States from China in 1952. . 

In thickly accented English, Pon said that anything other than total English 
immersion is a disservice to children. He used his own exp~rience to say why. 

. I 

"I've been cheated," he said. "They didn't have bilingual education when I 
went to school, but they put all the Chinese speakers in a class together. All 

, day we spoke Chinese. . ! 

"I failed in college because my English wasn't good enough. What happened 
to me, I don't want to happen to others." I 

NATIVE LANGUAGES 

The number of students classified as "limited-English proficient" in i 
California public schools, and the languages they speak (x): ' : . 

. I 
-- Spanish: 991,000 pupils. ! 

-- Vietnamese: 49,000 pupils. 
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-- Hmong: 30,000 pupils. 

-- Cantonese: 24,000 pupils. 

-- Pilipino: 22,000 pupils. 

-- Khmer: 21,000 pupils. 

-- Korean: 16,000 pupils. 

-- Annenian: 15,000 pupils. 

-~ Lao: 11,000 pupils. 

-- Mandarin: 9,000 pupils. 

Total enrollment in Galifornia public schools: 5.5 million. < BR;>(x) - . 
numbers are for the 1995-96 school year, and have been rounded to nearest 
1,000. 
Source: California Department ofEducation. 

I 
I 
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Campaign Targets Bilingual Education 

By: AMY PYLE 
Los Angeles Times 

I . 

Wednesday,)uly 9, 1997 

A campaign to end bilingual education in California was being launch¢d 
inside a skid row day-care center Tuesday morning, but the phalanx of 
television cameras did not interrupt Jose Negrete's construction ofan intricate 
Lego pirate cove. ; 

As former gubernatorial candidate Ron Unz and English-only teacher :Gloria 
Matta Tuchman described their quest for a spring 1998 statewide' 
initiative--which was cleared last week by the state attorney general, enabling 
a signature drive to begin today--the 10-year-old sorted through a peg-legged 
pirate, a skeleton, a treasure chest and, ofcourse, the plank. 

Although Jose was oblivious to thespeechmaking, he was actually an 
inspiration for the initiative, as one of 80 Spanish-speaking~hildren held out 
of Ninth Street School by their parents last year after administrators refused 
to move them into all-English classes. 

The Times' coverage of the two-week boycott piqued the interest of $ofiWare 
entrepreneur Unz, who decided to renew his fight against bilingual e~ucation. 
"0ur initiative ensures that the parents get their wish," Unz said. 

Jose's role in what could become a historic moment in California education 
began in February 1996, when he was a third-grader in a bilingual class, 
taught mostly in Spanish. Thanks ,to the boycott, by September he was 
attending a fourth-grade class tau,ght entirely in English. ' 

~i 
. "At first, I didn't understand what. the teacher was telling me," he said in clear 
but accented English. 

Was it scary? "Yes. Then I started learning, little by little. II 

The value ofEnglish is crystal clear to Jose. "When yOlJ get big, if you go to 
work arid they talk to you in English and you don't understand the~, they can 
fire you. II , " 

I ' 

" , " t.' 

Now, a quarter of California's public school students are eligible for bilingual 
classes. Nearly halfthe.Los Angeles Unified School District students are 
eligible. : 

i 

Dubbed "English for the Children," Unz's initiative woUld require that all 
public school instruction be conducted in English unless a parent can prove a 
child would learn faster through an alternative--possibly bilingual~-technique. 
Under current state laws, roughly the opposite is true: non-English-speaking 
children are to be placed in sOme form ofbilingual education unle~s parents 

. request English-only instruction. j 

The initiative provides for one year of immersion in English before students 
are mainstreamed . 

. Unz said his proposal was prompted by public opinion polls shoWing that' 
Latino parentswaht their children in English-only programs and by statistics 
indicating that bilingual programs graduate only 5% of their children annually 
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into regular classes. "That's a 95% failure rate," he said. 
I 

Bilingual advocates, poised to battle the measure, say Unz has misinterpreted 
the data. The 5% "transition rate" is based on all bilingual education students, 
most of whom are only beginning a three- to seven-year transition to : 
all':English classes. : 

, I 
The impact on bilingual students could.be devastating, said Joseph Jaramillo, 
staff attorney for the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational 
Fund. "It would send many California schools into crisis because they would 
be stripped ofthe very tools necessary to bring children into the mainstream." 

MALDEF is watching the initiative carefully, Jaraniillo said, because ~of its 
potential for tapping into the same immigrant-bashing that helped pas~ 
Proposition 187. . 'I 

But Republican Unz, who opposed bilingual education when he'ran against 
Gov. Pete Wilson in the primary in 1994, said he wants to avoid becoming 
another magnet for anti-immigrant rage. He notes that he campaigned against 
Proposition 187 arid that some conservatives already have distanced ; 
themselves >from his initiative because it would add $50 million a year to 
programs that teach English to adults interested in becoming English ~tors. 

, , , 

! 

,Unz sought out Matta Tuchman to lend classroom reality to his campaign. 
Matta Tuchman has long opposed bilingual education and teaches an English 
immersion first-grade class in Santa Ana. ' 

I 
I 

She has challenged bilingmil education for decades but had virfually'sworn 
off spending time onthe cause until she received Unz's phone call. "After a 
while you feel like a broken recor~," she said. "Isn't anybody listenin~?" 

j 
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Bilingual Education Under Attack 

Calif. Ballot Initiative Backers Hope Effort 

Will Resonate Elsewhere 


By Lou Cannon 
Special to The Washington Post 

Monday, July 21, 1997; Page A15 

The Washington Post . 


LOS ANGELES~alifornia, where socially divisive 
ballot m~asures often ignite national policy debates, is at it 

'. . 	 I agam. 	 '! 

The latest hot-button initiative is called "English for the 

Children" and would virtually abolish bilingual instruction ' 

for 1.3 million California public school students who are 

classified by the state as "not profici~nt fn Englis~." 


, ,Proponents hope that eliminating bilingual education here' 
would sound the death knell for similar programs 
elsewhere. Half otl'the national total ofchildren not 
proficient in Englfsh live' in California. ; . 

\ 	 i 
California voters ~e often harbingers of social ch~ge.In 

1978, paSsage ofthe anti-tax Proposition 13 triggered a 

national anti-tax movement. In 1994, Proposition ;187 

denied educational and medical benefits to illegal; 

immigrants, leading to similar efforts in other states and 

federal legislation that reduced benefits for legal : 

immigrants, as well. Last year, in another possibl¢ 

trendsetter, voters passed Proposition 209 to eliminate 

state and local affirmative action programs. Propositions 

187 and 209 have not been fully implemented bec~use of 

ongoing court challenges. 


"Bilingual education is a bizarre government program that 

costs hundreds of millions ofdollars and doesn't succeed in 

teaching children English," said Ron Unz, a 
 I 

multimillionaire software entrepreneur from Palo Alto who 

is underwriting the campaign to put the initiative on the 

ballot next June. Opponents acknowledge that the :initiative 

will qualify, and several of them also concede that it will ' 

be difficult to defeat. ' 


But Latino leaders contend that the measure is dubious 

policy and that the campaign to pass it will stir up ithe 

ethnic and racial passions associated with the campaigns 

over Propositions 187 and 209. ' 
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i 
"It's a horrible way to decide educational policy and ; 
another example of the initiative process gone berse~k," 
said Arturo Vargas, executive director of the National 
Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials. 

Bilingual education has been a thorny issue in California 
since 1986, when voters passed an initiative, since ; 
emulated by many states, designating English as the state's 
"official language." 

In 1987, the state legislature extended a la~ mandating 
bilingual education, but it was vetoed by then-Gov. George 
Deukmejian (R). Bilingual education programs survived 
because they have been mandated by the California ~ 
Education Department, which is headed by a nonpartisan 
superintendent ofpublic instruction. : 

Now, a new effort has arisen to curtail bilingual education, 
backed by a loose coalition ofpolitical conservatives :and 
Latino parents who do not think their children are learning 
English rapidly enough. : . 

Last year, dozens ofLatino parents at the Ninth Street 
School in downtown Los Angeles, where 90 percent of 
children do not speak English, organized as Las FamiHas 
del Pueblo and demanded that the school replace bilingual 
education. Their plea was rejected by school officials; 

Similar but less publicized revolts have produced ! 
modification ofbHingual programs in at least two Southern 
California commUnities, Santa Ana and Santa Barbara . 
. Recently, the State Board ofEducation gave the Orange 
Unified-8chool District in Orange CoUnty, with 29,000 
students, a year to try alternatives to bilingual education. 

I 

Educators in this district believe that young chilcken l~arn 
English best ifplunged into what are called "sheltered 
immersion programs" where they are taught English I 

intensively. This ~s also the view of Gloria Matta 
Tuchman, a bilingual first-grade teacher in ~anta Ana!who 
co-chairs the "English for the Children"·canipaign. i , 

As a child ofMexican American parents in Texas, , 
Tuchman was a central plaintiff in a desegregation lawsuit 
that opened a rural town's schools to children ofall ethnic 
backgrounds. She said she often talks to the parents ofher 
first-grade students in Spanish. : 

I 

"The parents tell me that the children learn Spanish at • 
home, and they want them to learn English in school,": 
Tuchman said. 

Unz, who calls himself a libertarian conservative~ is not 
fearful of immigrants~ In 1994, in his first try for political 
office, he received more than a third of the vote in the I 

Republican primary against Gov. Pete Wilson (R), whose 
reelection campaign featured television commercials 
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showing hordes ofMexicans running across the border i 

near San Diego. ' 
I 
I 

ufiz denounced Proposition 187 and Wilson's campaigJ as 
"despicable." He said that he will not allow anyone ' 
associated with that campaign or others with , 
"anti-immigrant views" to become involved in his effort to 
eliminate bilingual edm;ation. 

"It would be a disaster if this initiative was perceived as 
anti-immigrant because it is not," Unz said. : ' 

! 

But Harry Pachon, director of the Tomas Rivera Policy 
Center in Claremont, thinks that Unz is naive about his 
ability to control the political debate. He believes the ; 
initiative inevitably will attract support from those who 
fear the growth of Latino political and economic power in 
California and that Latinos will also see it as "an extension 
of 187 and 209." 

Pachon, whose parents are from Colombia, was put in: it 
class for mentally handicapped students when he entered 
school in Florida because he spoke only Spanish. He : 
eventually learned English by immersion, which he calls 
the "sink-or-swim" method of teaching language. : 

"I swam, but some kids sink," he said. 

Immersion advocates say that children also sink under 
bilingualism, with/many of them never becoming , 
proficient in Eng\ish. Unz cites state data which he says 
prove a "95 perc~ht failure rate" ,because only 5 percent of 
bilingual students' move into regular classes. : 

Some educators contend that Unz'misreads the data; i 

Reynaldo Macias, a professor of education at the' , 
University ofCalifornia at Santa Barbara, said there :is 
research evidence showing that bilingual education : 
succeeds when there are "qualified teachers and materials 
and a positiveenvironmeht" but that such condition$ 
prevail in only about a third of California schools. I 

Still others, including Pachon, say that existing data' are 
inconclusive and heavily "politicized" by both sides. 
Because of the absence of adequate data, he said, the Unz 
initiative is "premature." ! , I 

For the past two years, moderates in the legislature :led by 
state Sen. Deirdre Alpert (D) of San Diego and i ' 
Assemblyman Brooks Firestone (R) of Santa Barbara have 
been trying to find a middle ground that would give school 
districts flexibility to use different programs. ' 

An Alpert bill to allow this flexibility recently won 
approval of the Senate Education Committee but has 
drawn opposition from bilingual teachers and influential 
Latino organizations. Alpert expects that it will bel bottled 

i , 
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up by Latino leaders in the legislature. 

If recent California history is any guide, voters tire more 
.	apt to approve broad initiatives when the legislature has 
failed to address a perceived problem with more measured 
solutions -- as was the case both with Proposition 13 and 
Proposition 187. Alpert regards Unz's initiative ,as 
"divisive and poorly dr~wnfl but believes it is likely to pass 
unless school districts are given flexibility. ,: 

i 
"There is growing concern that we're producing students 

who are illiterate in two languages, n Alpert said. I "There 

are a number of approaches and combinations of 

approaches to teach English, but both sides are dug in. 

Sometimes in California, we're our own worst enemies. n 
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NEWS RELEASE from the Office of the Attorney General of California 

, Dated: May 13,'1997 

ATTORNEY GENERAL RECEIV:ES 
INITIATIVE 'FOR TITLE' AND 

SUMMARY, i', 

SACRAMENTO---Attorney General Dan Lungren has received a proposed, ballot 
, initiative for preparation of title and summary~ 

The proposed measure, entitled "English Language Education for Immigrant 
Children Initiative," seeks to amend the Education ,Code by adding that all children 
in California public schools shall be taught English by receivinginstructiort in 
English. The measure also proposes that a sum of $50,000,000 per year be : 
appropriated from the General Fund for the purpose of providing additional 
funding for free or subsidized programs of adult English language instruction to 

'parents or other members of the qommunity who pledge to provide person~l 
English language tutoring to California school children with limited English 
proficiency. ' 

I 

The initiative's proponents are Ron K. Unz ofPalo Alto and Gloria Matta : 

Tuchman of Salita'Ana.' '!, : 


( I 


The Attorney General's office will forWard the official title and summary of the 
proposed initiative to the Secretary or;:State,within 15 days after receiving fiscal 
analysis from the Department ofFinance and the Joint Legislative Committee. The 
Secretary of State will notify the news media when the initiative has been Cleared 
for circulation. ' ' 

,; 

Copyright (C) 1997 by English for the Children, a project of! 
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Nativo Lopez of Hermand~d 

Mexicana Nacional denounces 

"English for the Children" as based 
on anti-Latino racism, 5/21/97 

On May 21, 1997, La Opinion, California's largestSpanish-language 
newspaper, published an extensive interview with Nativo Lopez, P,resident of 
. the Board of Education for Santa Ana in Orange County. Among other 
matters, Mr. Lopez strongly denounced the "English for the Children" 
initiative, claiming that proponents Ron K. Unz and Gloria Matta Tuchman 
were motivated by a hidden agenda of anti-Latino racism. La Opinion 
subsequently published the following letter to the editor, responding to the 
charges:- ! 

I 

Letter of Ron K. Unz, published May 27, 1997 in La Opinion (original 
English) , 

, 
Mr. Lopez's organization Hermandad Mexicana Nacional is currently under 
federal investigation on charges of election fraud and misappropriation of 
government funds.' i 
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. . 
The Attorney General of California has prepared the following title and summary 

. of the chief purpose and points of the proposed measure: I 

EDUCATION. PUBLIC SCHOOLS. ENGLISH AS REQUIRED LANGUAGE 
OF INSTRUCTION. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Requires all public school 
instruction be conducted in English. Requirement may be waived if parents or 
guardians show that child already knows English, or has special needs,: or would 
learn English faster through alternate instructional technique. Provides Ishort-:-term 
placement, not normally exceeding one year, in intensive sheltered English 
immersion programs for children not fluent in English. Appropriates $?O million 
per year for ten years funding English instruction for individuals pledging to 
provide personal English tutoring to children in their community. Pemiits 
enforcement suits by parents and guardians. Summary of estimate by Uegislative 
Analyst and Director ofFinance of fiscal impact on state and local go~ernments: 
Probably no change in total state spending on K-12 public education. Potential 
savings to local school districts on programs for students with limited English 
proficiency. .-, I 

I 
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AntJ-BilingualE.ducation Initi~tive 

Begins Signature Drive in Heart of 


Immigrant Downtown LA : 

I 

Los Angeles, CA -- The drive to qualify a new. voter initiative to end Chlifornia's 

current system of "bilingual education" begins 1 0:00am Tuesday morning at Las 

Familias del Pueblo, a local community center at 307 East 7th St., in the heart of 

LA's heavily-iri:unigrant Latino downtoWn garment district. ~ 


"After 25 years of 'bilingual education,' a quarter of all children in California 
public schools don't know English, and of these, only about 5% learn English each 
year," said Ron K. Unz~ the Silicon Valley software entrepreneur who s~rves as . 
Chairman of the "English for the Children" initiative drive. "The current system 
has an annual failure rate of95% and is very unpopular with i:mri1igrant:parents, 
who overwhelmingly want their children taught English as soon as they; begin 
schooL We are fully committed to getting our initiative on the June ballot and 
ending CEbilingual education' in California within 11 months, allowing all children 
to learn English in California schools." : 

I 

Ifapproved by voters, the initiative will require that non-English profic~ent 
. students be moved from the native'-language based "bilingual education'l' system 

mandated by current state law into an intensive program of" sheltered English· 
immersion". "Bilingual education" wOl.Jld remain an option which parents could 
specifically request for their children. The initiative will also allocate $50 million 
per year for ten years to fund adult En~lish literacy programs. 

0;. 
I 

Mr. Unz, a leading California opponent ofProposition 187, mounted a ~ 
conservative, pro-immigrant challenge to Gov. Pete Wilson in the 1994 Republican . 
primary, receiving 34% of the vote. The initiative campaign is co-chaire(f by 
Gloria Matta Tuchman, a Mexican-Amer;ican elementary school ~eacher:from 
Santa Ana. Mrs. Tuchman is a past member ofMALDEF and U.S. Engl~sh, and 
was named LULAC"Woman of the Year" in 1988. I 

I 

Las Familias had served as the headquarters for the Latino parents who l'aunched a 
1996 boycott of the 9th St Elementary School in protest over the school:s 

. "bilingual education" policies and refusal to teach English to their childr~n. The, 

center is directed by Sister Alice Callaghan, an Episcopal priest and longtime 

immigrant-rights activist, who serves as an advisor to the initiative campaign. 


I 
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Anti~Bilingual Education .Initiative 
Launches Signature Drive at School 

near SF's ImnligrantChinatowD 
.District , 

I 
San Francisco, CA -- The Northern California leg of the drive to qualify a itew 
voter initiative to end California's current system of "bilingual education" begins 
10:00am Thursday morning outside the Jean Parker Elementary School, located at 
840 Broadway, near the heart of San Francisco's heavily immigrant China~own 
district. This was the elementary school attended by Kinney Lau, the Chin~se 
immigrant child who served as plaintiff in the unanimous 1974 Supreme Court 
decision Lau v. Nichols. Lau constitutes the legal basis for all modem "billngual 

'. education" programs. 

"We felt that our campaign to end the failed policy of 'bilingual education! should 
begin at the same site which marked the legal origins of the policy 25 years ago, n 

said Ron K. Unz,the Silicon Valleysoftware entrepreneur who serves as Chairman' 
of the "English for the Children" initiative drive. "We are fully committed to 
getting our initiative on the June ballot and ending 'bilingual education' iIi 
California within 11 months, allowing all children to learn English in California 
schools." ' I 

If approved by voters, the initiative wili require that non-English profici~nt 

students be moved immediately from the native-language based "bilingua.1 

education" system mandated bycurretit state law into an intensive program of 

"sheltered English immersion." "Bilingual education" would remain an Qption 

which parents could specifically request for their children. The measure also 

allocates $50 million per y.ear for ten years to fund adult English literacY: programs. 


Mr. Unz, a leading California opponent ofProposition 187, mounted a ! . 

conservative, pro-immigrant challenge to Gov. Pete Wilson in the 1994 Republican . 

primary, receiving 34% of the vote. The initiative campaign is co-chair~d by . 

Gloria Matta Tuchman, a Mexican-American elementary school teache~ from 

Santa Ana. Mrs. Tuchman is a past member ofMALDEF and U.S. English,and 

was named LULAC "Woman of the Year" in 1988. : 


I 

The statewide qualification campaign Will be run by Progressive Campaigns, Inc., 

California1s premier left-liberal initiative organization. In recent years, !PCI has 

successfully qualified Prop. 186 (Single-Payer Health Care), Prop. 210: (Minimum 

Wage Increase), and Prop. 215 (MediCal Marijuana). Prominent Northern 

California supporters of the initiative include Bok Pon, a leading cons~rvative 

activist and Northern Vice-Chair of the Republican Party, and Lee Cheng of the 

Asian-American Legal Foundation. . 
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English-Only Teachers Need Not Apply 

By:KATHLEEN SALISBURY 
Los Angeles Times 
Saturday, July 19, 1997, 

I 
< 

I am a fifth grade teacher at one of the 100 lowest-perfonning schools in the 
Los Angeles Unified School District. Part of the perfonnance prpblem with 
the schools is the district's bilingual program, which has resulteq. in a high 
proportion of novice teachers clustered in the worst schools. In the district's 
frenzy to hire bilingual teachers, emergency credentialed teache~s are pushing 
out experienced, dedicated, fully credentialed teachers. I 

I 

Why? Most of those highly experienced teachers do not speak flhent Spanish. 
Teachers with lifetime credentials and 20 or 30 years of experierice are being 
redesignated "teachers in training." In order to keep our current positions, 
many ofus are being required to sign a contract stating that we will become 
fluent in Spanish in a specific time. (A promise most of us will riot be able to 
keep). Meanwhile we are listed as "misassigned." .'. ! 

I 

And with the district's new bilingual master plan just implemented, we are 
told that seniority, a long fought for right, no longer counts in our 
assignments; a bilingual teacher just out of college and with an etnergency 
credential and no teaching experience can "bump" a fully credentialed 
monolingual teacher from a position.; 

I 

There are two salary tiers: Teachers who speak Spanish are paid a$5,000 
stipend over teachers who are monolingual English speakers: Seasoned 
elementary teachers are looking tq'other districts for jobs or seeking early 
retirement. I I 

! I 
~\ t 

It has been made very clear to us;that, regardless ofour teaching bxperience, 
we are not valued at our schools because we speak only the language of this 
country. Many gOOd, experienced teachers have left my school, replaced by 
novices. The demand for Spanish-speaking teachers rapidly incre~ses as the 
district continues to fail to transition into English the ever-growing numbers 
of Latino children. The positions for English-only teachers shrink. . 

I 

The message: Only those who speak aforeign language are quali~ed to teach 
California's students. It is commonly said that it takes five years to begin to 
be a good teacher. Many of the new bilingual teachers will also b~come 
effective teachers. But who will pay for those years? 

Kathleen Salisbury Teaches at Hooper Avenue Elementary SchooL 
, 

i 
I 
! . 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Michael Cohen 

cc: 

Subject: Re: English initiative 


FYI. Some interesting correspondence. 

Delia 

Forward Header 
~------------------------ -------------------------~~ 
Subject: RE: English initiative 

Author: "James W. Crawford" <JWCRAWFORD@compuserve.com> at Internet 

Date: 11/7/97 3:22 PM 


-------------Forwarded Message----------------­

From: James W. Crawford, 

To: "Ron K. Unz", INTERNET:rkunz@earthlink.net 


Date: 11/7/97 12:15 PM 

RE: RE: English initiative 

Dear Mr. Unz: 
Thanks for your complimentary words about my Web site design. I'm 

sorry you don't approve of my editorial decisions. My policy is not to 
repost every article on the anti-bilingual initiative -- I worry that my 
site's limited space allocation could be exhausted before the campaign is 
over. Anyway, I'm not a fan of redundancy (I usually post just one account 
of major developments). Or of name-calling, which is prominent in some of. 
your favorite articles (e.g., the egregious Jill Stewart piece calling 
Stephen Krashen a "windbag" and critiquing his research findings as 
characterized by Ron Unz [ill. Or of lazy journalism that merely recycles 
the conventional wisdom or presents only one side of an issue. I'm afraid 
that many of your starred items fall into this last category. But I'll take 
another look at them, and if any have news value, I promise to repost them. 

I didn't get your entire message. It broke off shortly after you 
lumped me in with the "academic loonies." (I take exception to that -- I am 
not now and have never been an academic.) I get your gist, though. You 
think bilingual education supporters are manipulating research evidence and 
concealing "true facts" about the program, which indicate that it's failing 
miserably. Is that about right? 

This is not a new allegation. I first heard it when I started 

mailto:INTERNET:rkunz@earthlink.net
mailto:JWCRAWFORD@compuserve.com


covering the field for _Education Week_ back in 1985. Indeed, I reported 
such comments in my stories. At the same ti~e, I investigated -- the 
research issues, the classroom practices, the history, the politics, etc. 
Gradually I came to my own conclusions, many of which can be found in my 
book _Bilingual Education . 

Briefly, I don't think using kids' native language is, in itself, a 
panacea for the ills that plague today's schools. Or that it's essential. 
for all LEP students. But on b';:lIance, it's a lot more likely to keep them 
from falling through the cracks than an English-only program other 
things being equal. Of course, not all bilingual programs are well designed 
or well implemented or well staffed. When they are, they seem to help in 
counteracting other drags on student achievement -­ such as poverty, family 
illiteracy, and social stigmas -­ unlike most other pedagogies for minority 
kids these days. So I find that pretty exciting, even if the potential is 
just beginning to be realized. Finally, there's no question that bilingual 
education teaches English well, albeit gradually in programs .that stress 
native-language development, and that it can produce superior academic 
outcomes over the long term. Which is what matters, after all, not how kids 
do after one year. 

That's the way I read the research. So do the great majority of 
experts in applied linguistics and language education, who -­ believe it or 
not -­ are far more concerned with maintaining professional standards than 
with pushing any political point of view. It's significant to me that the 
handful of academic critics of bilingual education, such as Keith Baker and 
Christine Rossell, come out of fields like sociology and political science. 
They don't think psycholinguistic or pedagogical expertise is necessary to 
draw scientific conclusions about bilingual education. I'm skeptical of 
that. I'm also skeptical of their highly selective reviews of the research 
that throw out 80-90% of studies, which happen to be overwhelmingly 
favorable to bilingual program models. (If you don't believe me, read Baker 
& Rossell's own description of their methodology.) 

Honest people can and do disagree on the merits of bilingual 
i 
i 

education. Still -­ like you -­ I can't help but notice that some people in 
this debate don't come across as very honest. I'm especially critical of 
those who seem to be ideologically motivated. They don't care to 
investigate this question for themselves because (1) they've made up their 
minds after hearing just one viewpoint, (2) their conclusion is popular 
with lots of voters, and (3) attacking bilingual education serves a larger 
agenda -­ e.g., bashing Big Government or minority set-asides or "political 
correctness" in academia. Or perhaps it advances their political prospects, 
should they decide to run for office. So they don't think twice about 
advocating radical proposals affecting millions of children, without making 
a careful assessment of the potential impact. If they end up wrecking the 
schools~ well,that's politics. They can always move on to another issue. 

We've never met. I'm not certain whether this characterization 
could fairly be applied to you. After observing you in numerous media 
appearances, however. it wouldn't surprise me. Correct me if I'm wrong. But 
it seems to me that your knowledge of the issues surrounding your 
initiative is superficial at best. I've seen no indication that you've 
given bilingual education a fair chance. Have you visited a bilingual 
program to see what goes on? There are plenty of well known success stories 
within an hour's drive of Palo Alto. Have you sought out the views of 
respected researchers in the field? Kenji Hakuta tells me he lunched with 
you last spring but found you unreceptive to any views favorable to 



bilingual programs. Have you even bothered to read any of the research 
literature you dismiss as "academic dogma"? If so, it's not obvious. Had 
you done so, you would know, e.g., that none of the major critics of 
bilingual education has claimed (as you do) that "a few months to a year" 
of special English instruction is sufficient to keep LEP kids from falling 
behind. Does it worry you that your initiative would terminate numerous 
programs that parents perceive as successful -- including English-speaking 
parents whose kids are learning a second language? I've heard you say 
nothing in public that suggests an awareness of this problem. 

You're obviously a bright guy. So you must understand how 
misleading it is to claim a "95% failure rate" for bilingual education based 
on the percentage of LEPstudents redesignated as fluent in English each 
year. These figures are so erratic and so influenced by extraneous variables 
that their validity for measuring anything is questionable. As I've noted on 
my web site, some of the current English-only districts come up short by 
this crude yardstick, as compared with districts that have a commitment to 
bilingual education. Not that such comparisons mean much -- redesignation 
rates are raw data, not research evidence -- as you must know. (Didn't you 
study physics at Harvard?) What's more, it's disingenuous to use these 
numbers to indict a program that enrolls only 30% of the state's LEP 
students. That's been pointed out to you on numerous occasions. Yet,' in 
front of poorly informed audiences, you continue to use this argument to 
score debater's points. Just as you level the absurd charge that educators 
support bilingual programs mainly for the money -- when the state subsidy 
for LEP students is an infinitesmal slice of its total education spending. 
Just as you rely on anecdotes about a minority of parents within a single 
school to insist that most parents want their kids out of bilingual 
education. 

So I'm wondering: If you honestly believe your claims, why do you 
need sophistry to make your case? Or is this campaign -- as I suspect -­
just an ideological joy ride for you? An ideologue, by my definition, is 
someone who knows the "true facts" without doing his own investigation and 
who feels vindicated by popular opinion and favorable press. Not my idea of 
an intellectually honest person. Who are you, anyway? 

James Crawford 

> Dear Mr. Crawford, 

> I recently learned of your pro-bilingual, anti-initiative web site, 
and was very impressed with its quality> and esthetics. Some of the design 
aspects which you use have given me ideas on enhancing the display of our 
>own "English for the Children" web site. 
> 
> I vilas also quite impressed with the comprehensiveness of the 
articles which you had available on our> initiative. Then I noticed that 
by some remarkable coincidence you had left out most of the "starred" 
articles> displayed on our own web site, i.e. those articles most 
significant and favorable to our effort (e.g. #12, 13, 27, 28, > 59, 71, 86, 
94, 106). Many of these articles were from the among most prestigious 
national and statewide > publications to have covered the issue such as the 
Economist, the Boston Globe, the Washington Post, the Wall > Street Journal, 
the Sacramento Bee, and the Mercury News. But since presumably they came 
to the "wrong" > conclusion, you left them out of the collection. By 

.1 



contrast, our web site contains just about every significant > article 
touching on our initiative, including some of the most negative and 
unfavorable---but the mainstream > media coverage has been so overwhelmingly 
favorable that the collection speaks for itself. 
> 
> I can only conclude that the same selectivity used to produce your 
web site no doubt reflects the > research methods used by you and other 
pro-bilingual advocates in your "scientific" studies "proving" the 
>effectiveness of bilingual education, thereby explaining how a system with 
a nominal annual failure rate of 95% >can be touted as a great success by 
its supporters. 
> 
> None of this matters all that much. It looks increasingly likely 
that "bilingual education" will be > completely wiped out in California 
within seven months, and nationwide shortly thereafter. And if so, I will 
make it > a personal point to ensure that the national media and the history 
books properly record the true facts, namely >that you and a few other 
academic loonies have done more damage to the education of more 
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-=; J•• What servi¢d are now required under federallaw~u4~ decisi0i'S (the "lou" , 
I guidelines)? What are the civil rights issues here? ~ Vc9J...!Y1." s,ljJ\- XrAi 

, . I ~ j 
( 

2. What does the Education Department's bilingual education program require Jith respect to ~\U..l() . 
the particular type of instruction local school districts provide. to LEP kids. Note ito Elena: It 
basically provides flexibility to local districts/schools in choosing the approach that they think ~ 
will work best for their kids--but I don't think you can presume everybody at the 'meeting will ~ 
know this. i 

4\3. What is the research and'evidence on the impact of bilingual education progrJ,.S? Are the~ 
i~i~iative advoc~tes basically, on .the mru:k or off t~e mark in claiming that only 5% of LEP kids in 
blhngual educatIOn programs gam Enghsh proficIency each year? 'j ~ . 

--I 4. What are 'the California politics on tills issue? ~J CeQ. .~1'~ k-­
. i "~~(J&J

~ /J 
does this intersect with national test politics? 
5. How are the Hispanic groups responding to this initiative--is there a ified pqsition? How ~ 

c. 
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Calif. bilingual education foes seek vote 

LOS ANGELES - Opponents ofbilirigual education submitted 

petition signatures Thursday for a ballot initiative that would 

dismantle' virtually all the bilingual classes in California and require i 

that children be taught in English. '! 


, , 
I 
I 

ILeaders of the English for the Children campaign said they have I 

I 

collected more than 720,000 signatures. Only 433,000 signatures I 
I 

,are required to qualify the measure for the June 1998 ballot. 

IfCaliforrua's voters support the initiative and eliminate bilingual, 
education, "there's a good chance that within two years bilingual 
education will be no more than a bad mem<;>ry around the country, 
said Ron Unz, a Silicon Valley businessman who is spearheading 
the campaign. 

The initiative would require that children be taught in English ! 

unless a parent requests bilingual instruction. Even newly arrived ! 

immigrant children would have only one year of "sheltered English" 

instruction. i 


, 

I 
I 

Currently, students with limited English skills are taught primarily; 
in their native languages, with perhaps one class daily in English, : 
until teachers say their English is good enough for them to be 
mainstreamed, whic;h can take years. 

Among the harshest critics ofbilingual classes are some 
Spanish-speaking parents who say their children are routinely 
tracked into such classes and never master English. 

The initiative already enjoys overwhelming support among all 
races, income levels, ages and political leanings. A Los Angeles i 
Times poll last month found 80% in favor; there was a slightly. 
higher margin of support among Hispanic voters. 

\ ' 

Unz recruited as the campaign's honorary chairman the famed high 
school teacher Jaime Escalante. His success teaching calculus to; 
poor Hispanic high school students in East Los Angeles was I 
celebrated in the movie Stand and Deliver.

" I 
Escalante, who emigrated fro~ Bolivia at 32, favors all-English!, 

I 
i 
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I 
I 

instruction, he said Thursday, becau~e "school prepares you for 
life. You educate yourself to integrate in this society. The way you 
do that is learning English. " : 

i 

. Theresa Bustillos, a lawyer with the Mexican American Legal \ 
Defense and Educational Fund, which opposes the initiative, s~id 

, I 

that putting students with limited English abilities into mainstream 
classes ~eans they "are going to fall behind academically in math, 
science and social studies." : 

By Carol Morello, USA TODAY 

o Go to Nationline 
o Go to News front page 

Front page, News, Sports, Money, Lif~ Weather, Marketplace 
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. 

FROM: KAREN SKELTON 
I 

. . I 
DATE: NOVEMBER 12, 1997 I 

I 

SUBJECT: BILINGUAL EDUCATION AND CALIFORNIA POLITICS 

OVERVIEW 

The "English for the Children" initiative, sponsored by Republican and f~rmer 
gubernatorial candidate Ronald Unz, is planned for the June 1998 ballot. I The initiative 

I 
would move California's 1 A million non-English proficient students from "bilingual • 
education" classes into an intensive program of "sheltered English imme~sion." Bilingual 
education would remain an option for parents who specifically request it!through a 

. I 

waiver. Supporters and opponents both agree that the measure would essentially end 
I 

bilingual education in California, and probably spark a move to do the same nationwide. 
I 

Half of the children in America who are classified as "nonproficient" in English live in 
California. Most of these students come from Spanish-speaking homes: California 

I 

spends approximately $300 million annually on bilingual education. I 

The question of whether to abolish bilingual education for these mostly Latino children is 
a politically charged question in California. The initiative is California':s third potentially. 
divisive "race" initiative in 4 years. In 1994, Proposition 187 barred public benefits for 
illegal immigrants. In 1996, Proposition 209 ended affirmative action. i 

I 

THE POLITICS 

i 
The gut reaction of most Californians is that public school instruction should be 
conducted in English. Most people--Hispanic, Caucasian, Republican ~d Democrat-­
want kids to learn English as early as possible by the most effective mdms possible. 
Elev~n years ago, Californians resoundingly approved a measure makirtg English the 
state's official language. I 

I 

The recent Los Angeles Times poll reflects this basic sentiment. The poll asked all 
registered voters whether they would vote for or against all initiative "that would require 

I . 

all public school instruction to be conducted in English and for studl!nts not fluent in 



English to be placed in a short-term English immersion program." The, poll found 75 
percent to 80 percent support for the initiative among every single voting group in the 
state. Liberals support it 2-to-1. Latino voters support the initiative by a ration of 84 

, ' 

percent to 16 percent. Latino parents, like other parents, want their children to learn 
English and prefer that their children's courses be.taught in English. I 

I 

I 

People disagree on the best ~ay to achieve that result, or whether there's dne best way in 
all circumstances. Nobody thinks it is bad for students to be bilingual. P~ople disagree 
on whether bilingual education is achieving that goal, or leaving students ':'limping along 
in both, inasters of neither." .i 

Under the best circumstances, the "English for Children" initiative will pr9voke a healthy 
debate on the merits of bilingual education in California. But, that is unli~ely. Even 
though many Latinos may privately feel bilingual education has failed, they and other 
voters may be reluctant to attack such a "sacred cow." I 

The success of this initiative will depend more than anything else on the language in 
which it is framed. If the initiative is framed as anti-immigration, anti-affirtnative action, 
anti-Latino, then Latinos are likely to fight against what they perceive to b¢ "another 
racist campaign." Given the history of Propositions 187 and 209, it is likely this initiative 
will devolve into nasty hand-to-hand combat over'race. . i 

. The divisive political rhetoric is heating up on both sides.' The initiative's lsupporters 
declare it is "shameful that so many politicians continue to support a program which they 
realize does not work." Opponents of the initiative call it "anti-Latino racism." 

I 

At this time, most elected officials have not taken a position, but the line-Jp is taking 
shape. Last week, the California Teacher's Association came out against the Initiative. 
On November 23, the United Teachers of Los Angeles wili vote. Both sides have signed 
up endorsements that signal a tough fight ahead: Latino teachers say they s~pport the 
initiative and a few Republican State Legislators say they oppose it. (See ~ttached list) 

I 
I 
i

CONCLUSION 

It does not make political sense for us to take a position on the initiative atithis time. 

First, we must assume for now that the Unz initiative is going to pass by a large margin, 

and it would take huge money to defeat it. Second, this initiative raises a California state 

issue that begs the question of federal "meddling." ! 


I 
Third, a popular Democratic.President's opposition to the initiative will enFice Governor 
Wilson, who has remained silent, to oppose the President and support the initiative. 
Other Republicans will follow Wilson's lead. We are then in the position 9f a sitting 
President fighting a sitting Governor over a Ca~ifornia issue. We do not want this. 

I 

Fourth, a Presidential position at this point could adversely effect the 1998 ielections in 
California. Given the presumed popularity of the initiative, we may assume that . 
Democratic candidates in the State may support it. If the President oppose~ the initiative, 

I 

it may cause a political disagreement between the Democratic President and Democratic 



'candidates, and thus give the Republicans a "wedge" issue they'll readily ex~loit. If the 
President supports the initiative, he risks alienating "base voters" who the D~mocratic 

I 

primary candidates must capture for a win. Thus, the President's least risky:position in 
terms of the 1998 elections is to allow the candidates to make their own political 
determinations independent of the President. : 

! 
I 

Fifth, the State Legislature is considering drafting bi-partisan legislation w~ich strikes a 
compromise between the Unz initiative and the position taken by the California Teacher's 

, I 

Association. The legislation may be drafted by January; Our involvement finy earlier will 
ensure negotiations collapse. 

RECOMMENDATION 

I ' 

1. 	 Keep the powder dry. Avoid knee jerk reactions. Do not get involved in tl1e heated 
political rhetoric over the initiative. Wait for Stat~ Legislature'S compromise. 

2. 	 Stay on the Offense. Unpack this issue and go back to what is atstake. T:ake a position 
that supports education for the 21 st Century: bilingual graduates (however we get there), 

computers. in the school~, local s.chool fle.xibili.ty. . . I. 
3. 	 Consult WIth gubernatorIal candIdates, HIspanIC Caucus, ASIan and HIspa;mc'leaders, 

unions, and educational groups before making any decision on the initiatiye. 
4. 	 If we oppose the initiative, plan to spend a great deal of money to win. I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
i 
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CURRENT POLITICAL ARGUMENTS 
, 

ARGUMENTS USED TO SUPPORT THE INITIATIVE (To Abolish BilJngual Education) 
I 

• 	 "Bilingual education" is a failed program. I 

• 	 The number of students classified as "limited Eng'lish proficient" 
has more than doubled since 1982. : 

• 	 The number of students reclassified as "English p*oficient" has 
remained flat. Only 5% of students graduate to pr'oficiency in a 
gIven year. I 

! 

• 	 Bilingual Education does not work if it is not done right, and California 
cannot do bilingual education right. I 
• 	 Only a third of supposedly bilingual classes are taught by 

credentialed bilingual teachers. i 
• 	 California schools have been trying to recruit and train more· 

bilingual teachers for 25 years. 
• 	 Class-size reduction has made the teacher shortage even more 

I 
acute. . 

• 	 California can't offer a high-quality bilingual program to more than 
a small number of students - - estimated at about 1'0% of English 
learners. : 

ARGUMENTS USED TO OPPOSE THE INITIATIVE (Save Bilingual Ed~cation) 

• 	 Initiative would virtually end bilingual education. : 
• 	 Initiative Process is poorly designed for dealing with complex education 

issues. i 

• 	 Initiative removes flexibility from local schools over educational 
decisions. . 

• 	 Initiative exposes teachers and other educators to personal :liability 
lawsuits. i 

I 
I 

! 
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POLITICAL LINE-UP 

SUPPORT INITIATIVE 
• 	 Ron Unz, Silcon Valley Republican, former gubernatorial candidate, and author 

I 

of the initiative 	 ' 
• 	 Gloria Matta Tuchman, Latina school teacher from Santa Ana ~d co-author 
• 	 Jaime Escalante, Latino calculus teacher whose success with inper-city kids was 

the basis of the movie "Stand and Deliver." . 
• 	 Fernando Vega, past City Councilman and School Board Member, worked on 

Clinton-Gore 1992 campaign. 
• 	 Mayor Richard Riordan 
• 	 Darrell Issa, Republican Senate Candidate opposing Senator Boxer 

I 

OPPOSE INITIATIVE 
• 	 California Teachers Association 
• 	 MALDEF (Antonia Hernandez) 
• 	 Association ofLatino Elected and Appointed Officials (Arturo Vargas) 
• 	 State Assemblyman Bill Leonard, Minority Leader i 
• 	 State Assemblyman Rod Pacheco, only Republican Latino Assemblyman 
• 	 California Association of Bilingual Education 
• 	 U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 

NO POSITION YET 
• 	 California Federation of Teachers 
• 	 California Association of School Boards 
• 	 U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein 

• 	 PTA 
• 	 Lt. Governor Gray Davis (Democratic candidate for Governor i~ 1998) 
• 	 Atty. General Dan Lungren (Republican candidate for Governor!in 1998) 
• 	 Delaine Eastin, Supervisor of Public Instruction 
• 	 Speaker Cruz Bustamante 
• 	 Assemblyman Antonio Villaregosa 
• 	 Supervisor Gloria Molina 

ALTERNATIVE VIEW 
• 	 Democrat Al Checchi opposes the initiative but thinks bilingual ~ducation has 

failed. He favors intensive language schooling of 3 and 4 year oids who do not 
speak English. Separate provisions would be made for students who are older 
when they arrive in California schools. i . 

I 
I. 



Record Type: Record 

To: Miguel M. Bustos/OVP @ OVP 
cc: Moe Vela/OVP @ OVP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: NABE ~ 

Miguel, I think you should definitely consider having VP going to NABE, and I thi k we should have 
. a position on the initiative by then. 

Miguel M. Bustos @ OVP 

Miguel M. Bustos @ OVP 

11/07/97 01 :52:06 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Maria Echaveste/WHO/EOP 

cc: Moe Vela/OVP @ OVP 
iSubject: NABE I 

,I 
Moe and I are interested in suggesting the National Association of Bilingual Educ.ation's conference 
in Feb. and Dallas, Texas as a possible event for the VP. However, we understa:nd that the current 
climate on this issues is hazy and unclear. Should we submit the request for their consideration or 
should we drop it because the Administration would not have had a position yet'. Please advise. 
Gracias ... 

I, 
• I 
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TO: Mickey Ibarra. 

FROM: . Andy Hernandez , 

i 
DATE: , February 16, 1998 i 

I 
The politics ofthe UNZ initiative in the Latino Community and iCs rmptications for RE: 
the administration. . i 

I 

Qyetview 

across et 

Recently, a number of oUsters undits and conservatives commentators have suggested that 
a I 0 . al education an wou d in fact support the UN

I 
Inlttattve 

, 
In 

...california. They are wron~, They are just as wrong now as t ey were on ropos~ on an 
Proposition 2u9 In CaJlforrua' where the same chorus was heard on how Latinos ~ould vote in 
favor of anti-immigrant legislation and oppose affinnative action. They predicted ILatinos would 
vote 2~1 in favor of these initiatives. On election day, Latinos voted 70·80% against these very 
same measures. Not only did they vote overwhelmingly against 187, they broke t~mout records' 
to do so, 

While the pundits and pollsters were wrong, Latino leaders were right. 

There exists considerable polling data that suggests that once the UNZ initiative u) perceived to 
be an anti·bilingual education measure by Latino voters, Latino voters will again 1:)e energized to 
turn out in large numbers to vote overwhelmingly against the UNZ initiative and punish those 
politicians associated with'it as they punished Republicans in 1996 with the lowest Republican 
vote in 25 years. Latinos will vote anywhere between 75·80% against the UNZ i~itiative. 

== 

The President and Vice-President can solidify their positive standing among Latinb voters and 
further deepen Latino identification with the Democratic Party among new Latino'(a) voters by 
coming out ofthe initiative. Probably more significantly for our prospects in 2000 the Vice­
President can position himself among Latino politicaJ leaders, panicularly in Calif6mia, as their 
champion. It is an act of political conviction and courage that Latino leadership vYill not forget. 

i 
. I 

Not doing anyth.ing will have the opposite effect. Latino leadership would not forgive the fact 
I . 
I . 



e Latinos interviewed favored the measure 
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I 

that the Vice-President stepped away from thls fight in California. Furthermore:, because the 
contrast between Republicans and Democrats would be blurred, we would loos~ a historic 
opportunity to crysta1lize opinion against the Republica~s for the long haul, ! 

Latino Electoral Support for Bilingual Education 

Polling in the Latino community has generally found overwhelming support am?ng Latino voters 
for bilingual education. Since the mid-eighty's when sophisticated, scientific public opinion . 
polling was first undertaken in the Latino community, support for bilinguaJedufation has ranged 
from 65-80% among Latino voters. I 

I 
I 

A national telephone poll of2,285 Latino citizens was undertaken by the South'west Voter 
Research Jnstitute just prior to the presidentiaJ election in 1996 and found that ~6% of 
respondents opposed" a law that wouJd eliminate bilingual education." 

Exit polls in Texas (N::<: 1,626) and California (N =::: 930) ofLatino voters leaviAg the polls in 
November 1996 found that 65% of T~as Latino Voters and 58% ofCa1ifomia'Latino Voters 

I 

oppose « a law eliminating bilingual education". Only 21% ofLatino voters in ~exas and 17% in 
California said they supported such a measure. ! 

Recent Polls by the Los Angeles Tjmes and Field Polls in California paint a di~erent picture. 
According to a Los Angeles poll taken in October of 1997.84% of the Latino ~espondents 
indicated that they favored the UNZ initiative. Ofcourse, a L.A. times poll cOf!.ducted in 
September 1994 found that 52% ofthe Latinos supported proposition 187. Two months later, 
77% ofLatinos voted against the measure. . 

with 45% 0 osed. The Field Po s track record is not much etter t an t e os e es mes 
fo 10 predictmg ow Latinos wouJd vote either on PropOSItion 187 or 209. In September 1994 
a Field Poll reported that Latinos were split on 187 (44% in favor 48% agJnst) and in October 
1996'a Field PoU showed only a slight majority opposing 209 when in fact. 70% ofthe Latjno 
voters according to exit polls conducted by Los Angeles voted against 209. I . 

I 

J also recaJl the argument that Dick Morris and the White House pollsters made that Latinos 
would vote for Proposition 187 and were ambivalent about affinnative action. ;They were also 
~~ i 

I 
~~w does one explain the differences between those polls that show considera~le support for 
blhngual education and those that show just the opposite? ! 
, I 

It is easily explained by (1) sample size or how many people you actually interJew with the built­
in margin oferror associated with small sample sizes (2) the way you ask the qJestion and (3) 
how you interpret the results. . i 

I 

Most national or state polls have very small Latino samples. The Field Po)) for lexample 
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. I 
interviews fewer than 80 Latinos for all ofCalifornia; The Los Angeles Times 150.! The same is 
true for other national polls where most sample sizes range from 150.- 3 50 respon~ents out of 5 
million voters, Obviously the margin of error is off the charts, ; 

Secondly~ how you ask the question makes a marked difference in the kind offesp~nse you are 
going to get. If you ask Latino voters if Latinos should learn English .first, 88:0 ~gtee, If you ask 
should biJinguaJ education be eliminated, 80% say no. People agree that EnglIsh IS to be taught 
and learned but not at the expense ofdoing away with bilingual education. i 
~ I 

I •

The question on the UNZ initiative is how will it be framed come November? Ther,e IS no 
question that ultimately it will be seen as an anti-bilingual education initiative. EXP9ct Latinos to 
vote 70% 80% against it. 

- -_...- ­- I 
Finally, there is the question of how you interpret the data. Every time pollsters haye claimed to 
know more that Latino leaders, Latino leaders have been vindicated. Because Lati~o Leaders and 
elected officials can read the data out ofa long history of direct, intimate relationships with Latinp 
Voters ~ they have a much better ((feel" for what is meant in what is said. . 

I 
. The notion that folks that hardly know Latinos wouJd know better what Latinos feel, think: or 

would act upon, than those very people who emerge out of, and have built Latino political 

participation would be amusing ifit did not lead to such poor political decision ma19ng. 


: 

Even Latino RepUblican leaders understand the political fallout for taking an anti-bilingual 
education position in the Latino community. All three ofthe Republican congressp~rsons, and the 
RepubJican rising star in California, State Representative Pacheco, have unsuccessfully fought 
their own parties attempts to do away with bilingual education. They believe, accur~tely, it will' 
damage the RepUblicans Parties ability to win over Latino voters. They know their party is 
making a huge mistake. ! 

! 

. Bilingual Education;AdministratioQ Policy and Campaign Promises I 

, I 

On what grounds should the President and the Vice-President publicly oppose the UNZ initiative 

in California ~ on the very same policy grounds they have supported bilingual education as . 

effective educa.tion policy in two presidential campaigns and through six years of the! 

administration. i 

I 


Becaus~ the ~resident and Vjce-President ran in 1992 and 1996 on an educational plJnk 

supportmg bilmgual education, making commitments to Latino leaders to oppose it'sielimination 

and sought to demonstrate the Presidents commitment to improving Hispanjc education 

opport~nit!es by camp~gnin~ on ~i1ingual education, their silence as the elimination qf bilingual 

education IS underway m Callforrua wouJd be a glaringly apparent. It would become an issue 

among Latino elected officials and activists. I 


J~we ran on bilingual education when we were courting Latino voters, then it would ~e politically 
disastrous and morally wrong to run away from it because it may prevail with white voters. It 

. I 

I 
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i 
would leave a residual ofdistrust and disappointment among Latino elected officials and civic 
leaders. Furthermore, it would give Latino Republicans the right to daim Democrats aren't mu'ch 

. better on this issue. FinalJy, it could provide Latino poJiticalleadership the inspiration to seek· 
other primary options other than the Vice-President. 

I . 
i 
I 
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I 
The Texas Foreign Language Association 

An Association dedicated to'the learning of languages other than: 
English and the professional organizations of Texas teachers of . i. 

J '" 

languages other than English, Pre-t< through unlversltYf . 

... ! 
I 

rnOM: 	 Phyllis O. Thompson, Ph.D. 
Directory, Advocacy and Public Outreach . 
Texas Forejgn Language Association 

MAILING ADDRESS: 	 Houston Baptist University 

7502 t-ondren Hd 

HOLlston, I X 77074 


FAX: '2816493012 

, . PHONE: 2816493000 X2277 

[·mail: .ptho~p5440@aol.com 

DATE: 	 April 21 , ,1008 

Our members, teachers of languages other than English. understand that suc~essful 
language acqljisition occurs over a period.of .time, the length of which is depehdent 
upon tactors that cannot be mandated by law. Therefore we oppose a ·1 
mandatory three-year.time-Umit to Title VII grants. i 

We support the National Association of, Bilingual Education (NABE) position tmat 
Pre::;idenl ClilltUII ~Iluuld ulJlJu~e eillirely lile CalifurlliaUlIl Illilialive (PrulJu::;iliull 227) 
or take no stand at all on this Initiative, 

\ ,. 
. ·t', 
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LA'" OFFICES 

FlODHURST ORSECK .JOSEF'SBERG EATON 

MEADOW OLIN & PERWIN, P.A. 


CITY ....TIO ..... L B","~ BUILOII'JIO, SUITE ~oo 

as WEST FL.AGL.ER STREET 

~ AAlo.:Or-J $. PODr1\')Fi':$T MIAMI, F'LORIOA 331 ~O-17eO 
~OtH.h·" O~:;t.'Ct"' (1:.i34-1~ .... ell 

ROBERT c, JOSEF:';I3EFlG r[L.(PMONES 
...",d'ER H, BECI<.>lAM. JR ..JOEL 0 E ... TO .. 1011",1011 (:lICl!;1 3!;B-2BOO i OF COuNSELa~~~'f ~. ""1E'ADOw FORT LAUDU/UAL£ (954) .,,63·-41\..., 

MIC"""';L $, 01..1 .. 

.JOEL 03; PER""-I N 

STr:V'N c. I.,ARtcS 

VICTOR M, DIAL, JR. 

IoCATroERINE W. e;ZELL 

KARI!:N F>ODHURST C"lIi:R'" 

XAVIER MARTINEZ 

April 20, 1998, 

FACSIMILE 

202 456-558i 


Bruce Reed 
Special Assistant and Director of the. 
: Domestic' Policy council 

FACSIMILE 
202 456-5581 

Michael Cohen 
go 
Special Assistant to the President 

FACSIMILE 
202 401-0596 
Secretary Richard Riely 
Sec~etary of Education 

FACSIMILE 
202 456-6218 

Maria Echaveste', 
Special Assistant to the President 

and D,irector oftfle Office 0,( Pub1 i.e Liaison i 
i 
I 
I 

Dear Mr. Reed, Mr. Cohen, Se,cretary Riely and Ms. Echaveste: 
, I

i 
I am writing to urge the President and the Clinton 

Administration to refrain from calling for a three ye~r time limit 
on Title VII grants as part of .its opposition to the C~lifornia Unz 
rnitiativ~ (Proposition 227). As a produtt of bilingJal education 
in the public schqols of Dade' County , Florida tha'liwent on toI 

. , I 
graduate from the President I s alma mater (Yale Law School) I I 
personally know the .value of and need for bilingual ieducation in 
order to help ~cculturate recent immigrants io this cou~try. I 
also have had the personal experience in my family of my older 

http:FL.AGL.ER
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I 
I 

brother who was not fortunate enough to have bilingu~l education 
availble at the time that he entered the public education system in 
Dade County, Florida. The resulting set back to his education and 
the emotional fall-out caused' by it, I believe had ~ tremendous 
impact on his subsequent attitude towards education~ He is the 
only member of our family who was not able to benef it from 
bilingual education and, perhaps not coincidentally,! is the only 
member of my family that never graduated from COllege! or attained 
a post-graduate d~~ree. 1 

I 

Bilingual education is a real and vital need for! millions of 
Hispanic Americans. I, strongly urge President Clinton and Vice 
President Gore to avoid the temptation to comprom~se on this 
important issue of public policy. 

Sincerely, 

V,q, .~ 
Victor M. Diaz, Jr 

VMDjr/njd 
cc Osvaldo Sota, Esq. 

Chairman, Spanish American 
League Against Discrimination 

I 

I.AW OFFle.;:s. POOHUI'ISl ORSECK .JOSEF'SBERG EATON MEADOW OLIN & '"ERWIN, P.A, " OF COUNSEL, WAI.TEFI H. IilECKHA..,. J~. 
-- ._. - _._ .._-- -"'--'" ,,-.. _. _..... __ I 



Jo-Ann T. Carncarte 

Support Services Chairperson 


Washington School 

3905 New York Ave. 

Union City. NJ 07087 


201-348-5699 FAX 201-348-1602 

email·jcarricarte@union-city.k12.nj.us 
 I 

April 21, 1998 . 
I 

& Director of the Domestic Policy Council 

to the President 

to urge President Clinton to oppose Proposition 2 ~7 . 
the President's statement should focus on improving the

I 

. and levels of achievement for language minority 
I 

the length of time it takes them to learn English. If the 
compelled to set arbitrary time limits before he 6pposes 
27, then President Clinton should NOT take any position on 

, 
! 

. ! 
I 

. I' 
of research out there on the time it takes to aquire a' 

. Naturally, the length of time varies depending on the 
4i.IJ.o..... iJ, ... 's native language foundation and knowledge. 

mailto:email�jcarricarte@union-city.k12.nj.us
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Council of the Great City Schools 
1301 Pennsylvania Ave:nut, N.W. + Suite: 702 + Washington'iD.C.. 20004 

(202) 	393-2427. (202) 393-2400 (fax)! . 
hnp:llwww.egcs.org I 

! 

I 
April 15. 	1998 

llonorable Richard W. Riley 
U.S. Department of Education 

600 Independence Ave., SW 

Washington, DC 20202 


Dear Mr. Secretary. 

On behalf of the Council of the Great City Schools. 1 would like to share wi~h 
you a copy of a resolution p~~sed by our board of directors. This resolution, passed on 

, 	 I 

a unanimous VOtl::, exprc:sses the Council's opposition to (he Vnl. InitiaTive Proposition 
227. slated for the June 2 ballor in California. 	 I 

i 
The Council's Board of Direccors also formed an Ad Hoc Task 1:~orcc on 

Bilingual Education, with (he expiesspurposc of helping defeat rhe Un? initiative in 
California. At our March legislacive conference, this task force met for ;thc firsr rime 
and engaged in an intense discussion about the issues. The group's COrlst!nsus was LIlat 
this initiative should be stopped in California and must noc be allowed}o spread to 
other pam pf the nation. The inidative's proposals are educarionally'upsound. ' 
polirically divisive and a direcr threat to how the nation has traditionally determined 
instructional practices for all children. not only rhost! whose firSllanguage is English., 

Although the campaign rhetoric of Unz primarily focuses on bili~gual education, . 
the reality is that the iniriarive does much more harm than good. nor o,nly to bilingual 
education but, (0 the entire educarional endeavor. School districts across the na.tion 
are working hard to improve the services provided ro students whose t1rs[ language is 
not English. A school district's decision to adopr an insrrucdonal progfam thar 
includes teaching in student,,' native languages depends on a myriad o~' factors. Such 
facrors include the availability of adequately trained reachers to serve the number of 
languages spoken by the children. the availability of textbooks and oth,tr instructional 
resources, and the educational standards and objectives-both locally and stace 
detennined. N local school districrs assess such factors, it is critical {h~t stare and 
ft:dt:ral policies provide adequare suppon and guidance ratha than arliiLrary parameters 
such as program time limits thar, in fact, arc hurdles (0 implemcnring,quality 
educarion programs. . . I 

i
The Council's (ask force raised (hree main concerns with the UIlZ iniriative. We 

arc concerned [hat- I 
1. 	 School board~ would be mipped of (heir power [0 de(ermine rh.e most 

appropriate insrructional approach for language: minority studerirs enrolled in 
thelf communities. . I 

http:hnp:llwww.egcs.org
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, '. 

2. 	 The proposed 180 day instructional approach proposed by the initiative lacks a 
sound pedagogical basis yc:t would be mandated for all districts. ~dversely 
affecting language minority students; i' 

'3. 	 The poii[ica.l rhetoric of the Unz campaign precludes any rc:spo~sible discussion 
, about how best to reach children whose first language is not English. 

, 'I 

In addition to the three concerns outlined above, Council mem~c:rs (both from 
California and orhc::r srares) indicated that the Unz initiati've would h3o{,c an adverse 
impacr on i!lLprograms in a. school-not only those pr~vided for scud~nts whose first 

, language is not English. As language minority students arc mainscrearhed inca regular 
English courses, after only 180 days of special English classes. a great majority of {hem 
will have fallen behind in.coment areas such as mach and ~cicnct. Schools will have to 

accommodate for these premacurdy mainsrrcamed students, either by:pcoviding 
additional hdp through tutorS and rcachers. adjusting the inmuctionJJ program 
affecring an entire class. or through some ocher means. I 

Through this letter, I reiterate the request made [0 you and Mik1c: Cohen at our 
recent Legislative Conferc::nce: Pkase take a principled stand against the Unz. initiative: 
on the grounds that ie undermines local control and it fails to seek {h~ best incerest of 
our children. particularly those who are learning English. Your respe~ted leadership is 
needed (0 keep the debate focused on these issues. and not be cloude~ by me heated 
debate around the effectiveness of bilingual education. We need to wprk hard together 
(0 improve instruction for our English language learners. 

Sincerely.

1LOCv 
, Michael Casserly 

Executivl; Director 


CC: 	Hon. Xavier Becerra, Chair of the Congrcssional Hispanic Cau4us 
Mike Cohen, Special Assistant (0 the President . 
Delia Pompa, Direcror Office of Bilingual Education and Language: Minority 
i\ffairs ! 

I 
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COUNCIL OF GREAT CIlY SCHOOLS OPPOSES CALIFORNIA INITIATIVE TO 
LIMIT EDUCATION SERV[CES FOR LANGUAGEMINORI1Y STUDENtS 

. I 

. RESOLUTION: In opposicion to the UIlZ Initiative "English language Education [oJ 
Immigrant Children" (Proposition 227) slaccd for the California June BaJIO(. ' 

I 

WHEREAS, the Coundl of (he GretH City Schools is a national organizarion represel~ting 
50 of the largest urban school superill[endents and school boards; and, i 

" , 

. WHEREAS, t)ur nation's public schools cnroH over 3 million students who are Engdh 
language learners; and' i 

WI-! ER.EAS, the member districts of the Council of the Great City Schools are rc.spol~siblc 
for cducatiog over 40 percenr of the nation's linguistically diverse students, wtH~ speak 
over lOO languages; and " , I 

, I 

WHEREAS, the member disui([s of the Council of the Grear Cil)' Schools value the I 

richness of its culturally and linguis[i,afly diverse students and communities; an~ 


i 
Wl-f£R.EAS. lh<: member JistriClS of the Coun~iI of (he Great City Schools recogniz.e: char 


. parents of linguistically diverse sluJenls are more likely to be involved in th<:ir i 

children's education wht:n schools value their primary language and culture; and 


, I 
I 

WHEREAS, (he proposed California illiti;i(ivc cnti'tlc.:d "English Language Educatio'n for 

Immigrant Children" would remove: locaIcomrol from locaJ s,hool boards of I 

education to determine the mos[ <:frec(ive merhods {o (each their studen{s; and I 


! 

WHEREAS, (he proposed ini{ia(ive would oudaw existing educational programs [h~r our 

disrricts have found effecrive in increasing English proCiciency and academic i 

achievement for our diverse studenr population; and I 


WHEREAS, the proposed iniliative mandales a s(are.imposed"one-sizc-f'its-all" me,lhod of 
leaching language minority children which severely limits oprions suited to theIvaried 
needs of our non-English and limited English speaking sludenls-dcpriving them an 
equal opporrunicy (0 learn; I 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, thal the 

Council of the Grea( Cicy Schools opposes the proposed California Uol iniliative , 
(Proposition 227), entitled "English Language Educa[ion for Immigrant Children;" and thar 
the . . , I 

I 

Council of (he Grc::a( City Schools will acrively parricipa[c in the campaign to defeat ithis 
iniliarive. I 

,i 
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Page I 01'2Uoard of Dir~ctors and Member Distri«.:ls 
" , 

.As ofMurch 24, ]998 

School Distri~t Superintendent 

Board of Directors and Member 'Districts 

I 


I 

Board ReprC$CDlativt 

Atlant:J Puhlic Schools 
f~1l\limCl[~ City Puhlic School:; 
8icrningham Public School:! 
Roston Public Schools 
Rroward C~)unty Public Sch~lt)l:, 
Bul'fallJ Public Schools 
Charlon:~-MccklC'l1bllrs Public Schllllls 
Chicago Public Sctwol$ 
Cleveland Public Schools 
Columhus PuhlicSchMI" 
Dalla.... rndC:l'~ndent School Di:';tric( 
Qa"'1on Cit\' School District' ' 
Di:mwr Public Schools 
Detroit PublicSohools 
District .)1' CO\\lrnbia Public Schools 
EI PASO [odc:gendent School DijHricr 
F(II"{ Wnoh TnfkpSldem Schittl] Dj.:goq 
Fre~no Unified School District 
How>ton Indc:;pendcnt School District 
JcrfL-r.:lOn C<)unl:V Public Schqpls 
Lung Bea..:h Unified SchMl Di.,,(nct 
Lo:> Ang!:les TJnifis;Q Scb00J Di~!rict 
Mc:mQhi:, {'iI}' Public School~ 
Minmj-Dade C,)unty Puhlic Sch(;ol::; 
Milwaukee Public Schools 
Minnenpolis Pllbljc SchooL<; 
N!I~hvill~-pjlvjdj'\On MClropolimnPublic Schl)')I.~ 
N~w Orl¢.f.Ul;;Puhlic SchooJ:;; 
New yolt City Public Schools 
Nc!wark Public Schools; 
NorfoUc Public Schools 
Oakland Unitied School District 
Oklahomu City Public Schoob 
<)mall:; Puhlic :';ghflO!<; 
Philadelphia Public Schools 
pia.~bursh Public Schools 
EonlAAd Public Schools 
Provid~nc<: Pub'ic Schools 
RictuDond Public Schools 
RochesttT City School District 
Sacramt!'l1IO Cjty (IDifi~d Ss;hCJOl District 
San Arnonio lnd'Z!!!'l'Idcnt School District 

http://~,cgcs,orglaboutlboard,cfin 

B~njamin C:U1uda 
Rob~ Sl.:rullcr 
Johnny Brown 
Thomas W, Payzll.l1l. 
Frank RP<!truZido 
James Hams 
Eric Smith 
Paul Vallas 
James Penning 
Rosa Smith 

.Jam!:!:> Hughey 
James Williams 
Irv MOSKowitz 
Eddie Green 
Juliw W. Bcc~n 
Stan Y. paz 
Thomas Tocco 
Curio:> Garcia 
Rod PaiSe 
Stc'phen Daeschncr 
C:lfl Cohn 
Ruben Zacaria~ 
Gerry How(! 
Rogl!1' C. CuevllS 


AlJan Brown 

Carol Johnson 

BllI M. Wise 

Mom.:;' Holmes . 

Rudolph F. Crew 

Beverly L. Hall 

l FnmkSellcw 


. Carole Quan 
Marvin Crawford 
John 1. Mackiel 
David Hornb~ck 
Dale Frederick 
Dill.l13 Snowden 

'Arthur ZarrelJa 
Alben Williams 
Clifford Janey 
James Sweeney 
Diana Lam . 

I
Je<m Dodd, . 

I 

1. Tyson Tildon 
. B"TT'IJ Clcriunons , ~ ~ ~ l' 

Felix Arroyo 

Abraham $ fischldr' 

Florence Johnson 

Susan Burg!.!s:> 
Gery Chico 

I 

~a1dHeq.t~ 
Lorena Heard 

K.athleen tbs 

Joey Williabs 

Bennie Milliner 

In:na Cl I 

Tonya Vi Kinlaw 


IKathy Becker . 
Je~Ma.rtiiJ.:z 
Mll.I1uel Nubez 

llJthUI M. Gaines 

Joseph Hardl!sty 

.Karin Palachcck 


. Victoria Ca.:.\IO 
I • 

Barbara Pre,scon 
G. Holmes I;3raddocK 

Josep~ v. Fisher 

Judith L. Fanner 

Kent M. wd,C:ks 

Mauddk CUde 

Luis Reyes ~, 

Calvin Ledford 


, Anna Doctsdn 
Jean Quan i 
RonBogle I' 

" Bernard Kolasa 
1

Dorothy Sumners Rush 

Ronald SubJr 

Marc Abrwrii; 

SusanDmt~ 
Delores McQuinn 

Frank Willisl 

[da Russell ; 

,Margaret M1{cle:> 

3/24/98 
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'I 
'. Board of Dir~ctors and Mc:mbc:1' Dislri"s 

I 
Page 2of2 

I 
San Diego Unitied School Oi:'trlc( 

. San Francisco (Jniti~d $Chll()[ District 
Seattle Public School::! 

BenhaO. Pl!ndl~ton 
Wnldanur Rojas 
John Slanford 

Franc~s O'N~il! Zimmerman.,
Dan Kelly ! 
Ellen Roc I 

;.it. Louis Public Schools Cleveland Hammonds Rcm.ni ShuteX 
St. Paul Public SChllOls Curman L. Gaines Becky Montgom~ 
Tolc:do Public Schools Mcrrill Grant Ttm)' Olazch-
Tucson ('niticd School District G<:org<: F. Garcia lod T. (r~ldnd 

--------,--------------..--__.......... _L____........_._ 

Council clf [be Ck~\u City St;hoQl~ 


130 I Pennliylvania Ave;:nue. N. W. Suite;: 702
o 

Washington.D,C. 20004 
(202) )93-2427. (202) 393-2400 (fax) 

hnp:IIWVIW.cgcs.orglaboutJboard.ctm· 3/24/98 
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Is B~Education 

an"Effective 
'EducationalTool? 

by Christine Rossell 

B
ilingua1 education bas been II controversial issue throughout the 
UDited States since its .inception in the mid-1960s. Its most 
common fonn is called tmnsitional bilingual education (TBE). 
In 1r1mitionai bilingual education, the student is raught to read 

and write in the native tongue. with subject matter also taught in the na­
tive tongue. The SKond language (English) is initially taught for only .a 
small portion of the day. As the cbihl progres5es in English, the amount of 
instructional time ill the native tongue is reduce~ and English increased, 
until the student is proficient enough in English to join tbe regular class­
room. 
) At the heart of the controversy over this pedagogical technique are 
three questions: (1) Should limited-Engllib-proficient (LEP) children re­
oeM; because of their f.aoguage bamer, spci::ial, seIf-conta.iru:d instruction 
that keeps them out ofthen:guLrr classroom? (2) Should LEP child.ren be 
taught to read and write in their native tongue? (3) Should time be taken 
out of theregu1ar instructional day to team LEP children about the cul­

'ture of their anwtoBI countries? Although the pub.tic may disagree about 
the answers b> these questions, federal and !tate policy IDllkers have, since 
1968, come down squarely on the affirmative side. Federal and state gov­
ernments have provided millions of dollars to fund programs that teach 
LEP children in their native tongue and culture. 

It is thus important to know whether TBE is the best method for 
teaching LEP dWdren. In onier to assess thceducational dI'ectiYeness of 
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transitional bilingual education, however, ~ must rompan: it to other ed- a 

ucational programs for LEP children. There are four basic alternatives for ~3: 
instructing UP children. The fust of these is ruhmersitm or IIlsink-or- . !~ 
swim." Jllthis model, the l..EP clilld is placed in a regu1aI: English class- ~N 
room with English mODDlingual.chi1dren and given no more special help ~ 
than any child with educational probleDlB. :tiJ 

A second technique is Eng/ish lIS a Stcond Language (ESL) instruc- ~~ 
riOD, which consists of regular classroom instruction for most of the day \.~ 
wmbioed with a. snP.cia1 pull-out provrnm ofE......1:"h Iantll1l1Ve msttuction :Sj- --- -- ----. ~-- ~- r-~ -_. ----.--- ._- -O~~---~--~----b~D----- ...---- ------ ----~-- :-0-­
for one DC two periods a day, or ill some districts two or three periods a ~ 
week, and participation in the regoLu classroom for the rest Df the time. ::! 

A third instructional technique is slruchIruJ immersion, where in­ ~ 
struction is in the fartgwlge being le:arned (in this counby, ,English) in a :~ 
self-contained classroom of LF..P children. The second language used in ~~ 
tb~e programs is always geared to the: children's language proficiency lit (T1 

each stage so that it is comprehensible, and the student thus learns the SfA:­ ~ 
ond language and subject matter' conb:nt sUnultmCDUdy. ~ 

The fourth instructional technique, 1r1l'fU;tWnol hif;TlgUIJf education 
(TBE), is described above. The mtionale underlying THE differs depend­

. ing on the age of the child For very young children, it is thAt learning to 
read in the native tongue first is a necessary condition -fur optimal,reading 
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ability in the second language. For all children, it is argued that learning a 
second language takes time, and children should not lose ground in other 

t\~l
,Cor.. 

subjects partit:n1ady math, dUJing tlut time period. 
The majority ofelementary school program! have as their goal exit­

ing a student after three ~. But these prognms also allow students to 
6tty in the program longer than tbmc years if they are judged to he below 
par in English language skills. Indeed, many children stay in a bilingual 
program throughout their dementary school career (see Rossell and Baker, 
1988; Ramirez.. 1991; Rossell, 1992). Transitional bilingual education js 
less common once a Child reaches de grade ",rhere departmental.ization oc­
ents (diffi:rent subjects taught by different teachers), Because teachers have 
to be certified in both a subject inatta and in a foreign Language to teach 
in a bilingual program in junior high and highschool. few school districts 
are able to staff bilingu.al programs at these gmde letreIs. Thus the typical 
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LEP child enters I regular English program in junior high school. It is gua1 education-Baker and de Kanter (1981, 1983) and Rosscll2lld Ross ?3 
only in the large school districts with large nwnbem ofLEP students of a (1986)..1 The total number ofstudies and books we have read now numbers . :~ 
single language group that naUn-fongue i.nst:ruction in one or more sub- above 500, ofwhich 300 are program evaluations, in the sense that their ~. 
jocn might ocrur at the secondarylevel . . pwpose ill to evaluate the effectiveness ofTBE OJ some other second 1an- '~ 

At least nomi'UlIIy. TBE appears to be the dominant special J.an- guage acquisition technique. Revjewing the research Was a frus1::nting and ~lfj 
gllage instructioruU program in the U.S. The American Legislative arduoos ttsk since most ofit consists oflow evaluations that do not even ~~ 
Exc.h.ange Council and U.S. English (1994) recently reported 60 pero:nt CDme dose to meeting scientific standards, even when they are conducted 1~1 
of the state and locally funded programs for J...t:P children wue la/Jtltrl .by outside consulting firms' tbat are supposed1y~Iorthe_~ JDethod-_~_ ___:SL 

-:-bilingualcducation-in-1991"-92:1ustfthe-won:ls-llInomin:al1faniialabe1edlJ- --o!ogical~eI1:iSe.Ui:ifo~ate!f,the~fact that an-article is published in an ' !~ 
in a deliberate sense, boweVf!£, because it is quire clear from visiting class­
rooms and reading cvalmtlon reports that virtually the only children re­
ceiviog ruuive-tongue .instruction in the U.S. according to tbe theory­
leaming to read and write.in the native tongue and kaming subject mattec 
in the native tongue-are Hispanic clilldren. This is because often only 
Hispanic chifdren are a large enough group to have enough students 
speaJWtg one language to 611 a classroom and to h'il'Ve a teamer who is f1u­
eDt in their native tongue.- ­

The bilingual education programs foe Asian, African, and Europe­
an students are not truly bilingual education. Aman, African, and Europe­
an students in so-called bilingual education pI'ogrma.s learn to l'ead and· 
wnre in E"g];!b. exactly the opposite of the theory. and receive little na­
five-tongue instruction beyond learning the alphabet and a few words or 
pncs. Thus., claims for the success ofAsi1!D5 in bilingual education pro­
grams cannot be taken at face value. Asian and African bilingual education 
progrnms are genernlly elmer to what.is called stiuctu.red immersion (that 
is, instruction in English in a self-oontained classroom of LEP students), 
even though for political. legal,.or .funding "awns they may be described 
as "bilingual education." 'The European bilingual education programS (e.g. 
Russian, Portuguese, Hebre\'I, Polish, etc.) Inay even further ~]d from 
the theory. Many of them 'an: simply regular classroom instruction with 
ESL puB-out support ifneeded. This lack of consistency in the treatment 
only wmplli:ates the issue ofevaluating and analyIlog the effects ofbilin­
gual education programs.' .. 

The research evidence presented here is the result of a collaboration 
with Keith Bahr in updating OlJ.[ earlier reviews of the research on bilin­
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acadenucJOurnal does not guarantee it is scientific. Approximately 11 per- . ~ 
ce~t ~f the methodologically unaccepttble studies were pllblished 10 acad- t ~ 
cow: JO~. It thus appears that millions of dollars are wasted each yell 1~ 
on unsoenlillc, descriptive evaluations oflocal school district bilingual ed- ,; !o 
ueation programs. Ii ~ 

~ 
MerLodologicallyAcceptable Studies ~ 

We found 72 out of300 program e'l1a1uations--1l.bout one-fourth of Ul 

the total-to he methodologically acceptable. Methodologically 3.cceprabte .Q' 
studies generally had the following clwad:l:ristics: g 

.. . • ' 0 

1. ~heywere lrue expenments m which students were randomly as-

Slgned to treatment and control g:r~ups. . . 


2.They had non-random assignment that either matched students 

in the treatment and comparison groups 00 facton that influence 

achievement or statistically oonl:J:olIed for them. 


3.They included I comparison group of LEP nudents of the same 

ethnicity and similar.language background. 
 . 

4. Outcome measures weie in English using NCEs, raw scores, 

scale scores, pen:entiles. etc., but not grade equivalentt. 
 z o 

S. Additional educational treatments were either nonexistent or !?i:l...controlled for. 
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F~~ the effect of transitional bilingnal educarion--<om­
, 
I 
I 

pared to (1) °submersion," ie., doing nothing, (2) ~L, (3) structured im­ I 

mmion, and (4) maintemnce (long-term) bilingual educatio~n "ccnd 
language (usually English) reading. language. and mathematics as demon­
strated by the 72 methodologically acceptable studies-all of them of 
Spanish bilingual education programs and students. Table 1 also shows the 

---- --effect-ofstructured-immccsioncompared_to_ ESLpull-Qut.J S~die~ ~~.'t"_.:­
peated in more than one [3tegory of outcome if thq had different out­
comes at diH"erent grade Ievds or for different cohom-thar is, a group of 
students 1n the same grade. Those not in the table are excluded. because 
they did not assess altemative second-language leaming programs or they 
did not meet the methodological criteria. 

The percentages inTable 1 indicate the percenmge ofstudies show­
ing a program to be better than the alternative it is compared to, the per­
cent~ showing no difference, and the percentage showing the program 
Co be worse than the alternative it is compared to. Tbis is repeared for each 
lI.chlevement outcome-reading, language. and math.. The total number of 
stumes assessing the particular meVemeot outcome for each category of 
COmp.a.risoDS are shown below the percentages. 

THE v. Snbmemon. Table 1 .indicates that f01 second language 
reading.~ 22 percent of the studies show trans.itional bilingual education to 
be superior, 33 percent show it to be inferior, and 45 perttnt show it to be11 
no different from submeWon--that is. doing nothiD.g. Altogether, 78 per­'j cf!nl of the studies show TBE to be no different from or worse than the 
supposedly discredited submenion tu.hnique.. t 

In a standardized achievement test of Itmpge. a test of a student's 
understanding of grammatical rules, transitional bilingual education does 
even worse dun it does in reading. Sevenpe.rcent ofthe studies show tran­
sitional bilingual education to be superinr•.64 percent show it to be infe­!1 
rior, and 21) pen::ent show it to be no d.i1ferent from submers.ion-daing 
nothing. Altogether, 93 ~cent of the studies show 'mE to be no differ­
ent from or woJ'Se than doing nothing at allS 

These more negative findings for language than for reading suggest 
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Table 1 
Pea.eot ofMethodolGgicallyAtteptalde Smdies~Demol181ratiog 

Pmgnm Effec6veness by.AclUem:nentTest Outcome 
---,-- ­

READING-· LANGUAGE MATH 

TBEV.SDbmmUm(DoNo~ 
TBEBetter 22% 
No Diffi:rena: 45% 
TBEWorse 13% 
------~ ----

TollllN 6{) 

TBEv.ESL 
TBEBettzr 
N[J~o.ce 
TBEWcme 

TotalN 

TBE v.SuhnenionlESL 
'TBE.Better 
No Dlfference 
TBEWome 

ToWN 

1BEv.S~dLnmasWB 
T.8EBetter 
No DiffuUlCl: 
TBEWorsc 

TotdN 

7% 9«1' 
19% 5~ 
M% 351)6 

14 34 

0% -0% 25% 
7196 67% 50% 
2996 3J~ 25% 

7 

19% 6% 11% 
4896 35'CIfI 55% 
33%· 59% .:14% 

38 

0% 
17% 
83% 

12 

006 0% 
100% 63% 

096 38% 

1 8 
Stmctu.rcd Imuu:nioll v. ESL 
_~Bena l()()% 096 0% 
~D~ m6 006 0% 

TdN 3 0 0 

TBEv:. M.int.BE 
l'BE1krter 100% 0% 0% 
• 
TobiN 1 0 0 
• ~ are listed in moo: tLan 00£ cmgol)' ift:hI:rewe.re different dIi:x:I5 fur difiUmt gmIe Of mfHlrts. 
.... Oo1~~mtfur~pmgrams. 
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that a child is Jess dependent on school for many of the skills learned in I. 

readiog-decoding, vocabulary, and understanding concepts-1:han they 
are for grammar. The line mlei of grammar, it appears, are learned mostly 
in school, and because they an: more compleX, they are more influenced by 
school time on task. Thust rhese result! suggest there is it .risk that bilin­
gud edocation students will incur a deficit in English gnunmar rules be­
owse they have spent l~ time on them thall have LEP children in an all­
English environment. 

~ _________ In_ntdlh,~9~ pcrcenLofthe studieubow_TBKID.~be superiorJ35_peI-=-_~~ 
cent show it to be inferior, aod S6 percent show it to be no di.fFerent from 
submersion. Altogether, 91 percent of the stu.dies show it to be DO diJfer­
tnt or worse than the supposedly discredited submersion tc.chnique in de­
veloping math proficiency. 

THE v.ESL. Altbough many 50-called submersion situations­
probably me an Englisb-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) program where 
the students are puUed out of the regula! classroom and taught English in 
small groups for a period a day or a few times a week, it is generally not 
specified in the evalnatioos. Nevertheless, we Bu~pect that many of the 
studies classified above as submersion may in fact include an ESL puU-out 
componcnt.lnseven srudies,1:ransitional bilingnal education is specifically 
compared to re.ading achicVi:ment in the .regular classroom with ESL pull­
out None of these studies shows TBE to be better than ESL pull-out in 
reading. Fm: studies (71 percent) show no difference between tran",tional 
bilingual edw.:ation and ESL in reading, and two stlJdies (29 percent) show 

I 

t 
THE to be worne than ESL. Of the three studies that examined language 
achie\ICment; none showed TBE to be superior, two showed DO difference 
belften TOE and ESL, and one showed THE to be wone. Of the four 
studies that examined math. one sbomd TBE to be sUperior, two showed 

I 

no difference, and one showed THE to be worse. 
THE v. SuhmersionlESL. Because we suspect that many, if not 

mon, ofthe so"'Ca.lled submersion altenultiVeil had an ESL component, we 
also show.in Table 1 the outcomes for a categoI}' (the third from the top) 
that combines submersion and ESL stwlies. Because of the small number 
of studies that specifically examine ESL pu11out, there. is virtually no dif­
ference in the findings: 81 percent of the studies show TBE mbe no dif­

i 
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(crent from or worse than sUbmersion/ESL .in reading, 94 percent show 
CI

THE to be no diff'erentn-om orworse than submusionlESL jn language; Co.:!
'3 ,- cDand 89 percent show TBE to be no different from or l\'Otsethan submer­ .:;0 

sion/ESL in malh. 
tN 
t 

THE v. Structured Immersion. Table 1 alsD compares THE to .... 
structured Hnmersion, the fourth category from the top. Most of these ~~ 
studies come from the Caoadianimmemon programs, which come in sey- ;,,;. 
era1 carefully documented t}ptMarl)' immersion {late bilingual), dehyed I ~~ 

_Jl1lJ!lmion (~y_1Li1L~,_4tJP imn1~!,?n,_aJ!d_~kr~l~ Ul!.ny ~s,__~~QL 
we had to tltranslate" the progmns into U.S. terminology. TwelVi: studies I~ 
lad reading outcomes, one study had language outcomes. and eight studies ~ 
had math outcomes. No study sbom:d TBE to be superior to structured ~ 
immersion in reading, language, or matb. In reading, 83 percent of the :~ 
sl.U.dies shnwed TBE to be worse than structured immersion, and 17 per- !o 
cent &hawed no difference. In language, the one study ~howed no cllifer- ~ 
eru:e. In math, five studies showed no difference, and three studies shovved ~ 
TBE to be worse than immersioo.. ~ 

-Structured lmmeainn v. ESL. There were also three studies that (f) 

compared structured immersion to ESL specifically.. These studies aD a 
, showed structured immersion to be superior to ESL.in lellding. ~ 

THE v. Maintenance BiIingoaI Education. The fuW categuI)' in 0 

Table 1 compares transitional bilingual education to mainteoaoce bilingual 
edur:ation, which.continues native-tongue instru¢on after a child has be­
come fluent in English. i:'his study sbowed transi60ruU bilingual ealucaliDn 
produced significantly higher English reading achievement than mainte­
nanee bilingual education.' In other words~ more Eoglish time on task j; 

_(THE) produces higher English language achievement than Jess tilne on ;;" wk (maintenance bilingual education). 

.. 
l :zConclusions .The results moWn in Table 1 suggest that the ideal progmm for sec­
t. 

0 

(J\ 
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ond language learners 1& ulitructured immersion" where instruction ;11 in .... 
English at a: level the students can llndemand in a self-contained class-­
room consisting entirely of LEP students. While it may be helpful if a lJ. 
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teacher knows his or ler stuckots' native tongue, it is probably best for the 
studentll if the teacher is DDtjlumt in it because, human nature being what 

. it is, the more proficient a teuher is in a language, the more time he Of she 
will spend teaching in it Thus. contraIy to the theory and current practice, 
I suspect that the better teachers of LEP children will be those who are 
more mmfortable in English than their students' native tongue. 

Nevertheless, it cannot be emphasized enough that the researth 
clearly shows, as with all other educational interventions, that dIe inter­

__._~_._venti()nitsclf is_ouly_one .ofmanyJrnpo.rtant factors_explaining.achieve=_____ 
ment. Indeed, the most important factors in a child's acquisition of 
EDglish and other subjects are the child's family chatacteristics, his or her 
inreIligcnce, the characteristics of his or her classmates, and the intelli" 

. genee and talent ofliis or her teacher. For most students, at least in an ed­
ucatiooal system in which all programs ultimately provide substantial 
amounts ofEngfish, the exact percentage ofeach bnguage has, on average, 
expJained only :l small po{tion of the. variance in achievement. Even in the 
worst cases, I am ~lrutk by how smaU ~e differences in academic ~clrieve-
~ent are-a muunum o~a~ut 15 ~.tnts--be~n programs Wlth very 
ddferent amounts ofEnglish mstrucfJon. For any smgle stlBlent, however, 
there could be serious consequences to havinglittle English iosbUction. As 
Table 1 indicates, substantially more studies Sho.W a hMm .from TBE, oom­
pared to. all-EnglSh instructiDn. than show a benwt, and this disparity in­
creases when the all-English program is structured ia;unersion.. Thus, the 
risk of academic deficiency in English is Fater for THE than for aU-
English instruction. 

Nevertheless, transitional bilingual education as actually imp1e':" 
mentedis typia.11y nota disaster, despite its porential to be so, The faeili­
tatIDn theory justifYing bilingual education states that studentB must be 
taught to read and write in their native tongue Until they reach proficiency 
in the native tongue {called the threshold effect} in order to achieve the 
J.:,..t.-~leveJ f .. de ,_I and E ...I: h In ............... __L: 

""61.tQ1 0 cogrubve vQOpn:umt °6..5 ~"""fi'" auneVCment. 
This theory ifblindly followed could result in a child never transitioning 
out of-the native tongue and never learning English. Yet students in THE 
do learn English and master content areas in English, although they may 
be behind their LEP smoolmam; who are taught completely in English. 
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I suspect rlut the major reason why THE is not more ~armfu1 is 
that many bilingual education teachers are subverting the theory. Rather· 
than waiting until their students are proficient in reading and writing in 
their native tongue as the theoxy advocates, they transition their students 
fairly quickly into English. Unfortunately, thls. cannot be said for all of 
them. Some teachers are ardent believers of the theories they have been 
taught, and their students are in TBE and native"tongue instruction for 
the entire time they are in school. As a result, my poticy recommendation 
is~for albEnglish instruction-for.~childrenrpreferablY- structured-im-- ­
mersion, although the period of being in a sclf-oontained clanroom must 
IX! of a very short duration, a year or less. The research evidence suggests 
that all-English instruction holds the least risk and t.lIiWlIly bas1he. greatest 
benefit for limited-English-proficient children. 
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Endnotes. 
1 Moreover. only the Spanisb tanguage teacbers h.ave noo-native speakers fluent 

in the language. Because we sh~ a border with a Spanish speaking country. 
there is ample opportunity (or non-ffuparucs to learn Spanish. In addition, 

. Spanish is an easier language to learn fur English speaking people than are any 
of the ASian Dr African J:anguages. Thus, the Don-Spanish bilingual program, 
have a much sma.llu teac:het labor pool to draw from since virauaUy the only 
people who speak Cantooese, Khme~ Vietnamese, Cape Veroean, Haitian 
Creole, etc... are native spe:aken, .almost all ofthem immigrants. 

2 This collaboration has produced a 1995 book Bil;npal &/UJ:QhDn Reform in 
MtlJJt1e/msms, published by Pioneer Institute in Boston, Mass. 

.I AU oC the studies .in Table 1 appear in complete citation fOmlm Rossell and 
BaTa:r (1996). ~­

oWe included oral progres;& in preschooJ or kindergarten in this caa:gory since a 
reading test for tbfs.c grades is obviollSlywpproprlate. 

'Neitbu Baku and de Kanter (1981,1983) nor Rossell aruf Ross (1986) enm­
ined lmgmtge since at that time then: wen: too few stwlies that aamioed this 
outcome. 

• Ramirez et all 1991 also c:umincd maintenance bilingual education (late-aii 
bilingual education), but unforrunately did not direcdy compare it to transi­
tiooal bilingual education (coot:r:uy to media reports and Lis own conclusions). 
Although his graphs appeared to show t:bat the students in late-eait bilingual 
education were doing worse than the students in transitional blli.ngual educa­
tion. 110 lIt1.tistical analysis was pemumed to verify that. 
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B~Education 

ResearchTells Us 


By Keith Baker. . 

F
om 1979 to 1989, I worked in the main evaluation office of the 
.5. Department ofEduCition, where J direrted a nwnber of ex­

tensive studies of bilingual education. 1 was also II major partici­
pant..in fonnulating federal policy on the education of 1Uni~ed­

English-proficient (LEP) students. When the White House Regulatory 
Review Group uked the U.S. Department of Education ifbilingual edu- ­
catioo pro~ams were effective, the,departnlent put me in charge offind­
ing the answer. 

I also planned, designed, and directed the largest study done by the 
federal gnvemment of the wlidity of p.rocedu.res used to eJCit L~s from -~ 
special programs-for LEPs. I know of no valid scientific research that 
shows that any LEP student would benefit .from more thim three yean 'of 
bilingual education10 prepare them to participate in the mainstream 'class­
room. 

] Know of no scientifically V31id evidence that supports the New 
York State Education Com.missionet's policy and pract:ia: of routinely eJ(­

tending beyond three years the time LEP srudents are segregated from full 
participation with their peers in the mainstream..classroom. 1know of DO 

psychometrically valid or scientific:aUy sound defuUtion ofDacademic pro6­

nir artidt is eJ«erj1t,tI.from Klitb BahN tzjjit1fWit in Busawick Parents Organiza­
tion "l1'. Richard P. Mills, Cominissionu ofEducation of the State ofNe:w YOLk. 
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