
THE WHITE HOUSE 

, WASHINGTON 

April 15, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR SYLVIA MATHEWS 

FROM: MIKE COHEN If'-C.-­
SUBJECT: BilingUal Education 

Here are responses to the President's questions about bilingual education. 

1. Number of Students in Bilingual Education Programs 

Out,of 3.2 million Limited English Proficient (LEP) students nationwide, there are approximately 

1.3 million students in some form of bilingual education program (in which students are taught in 

their native language as well as in English), and an additional 1.1 million in some form of 

English as a Second Language (ESL) program (which emphasizes developing English language 

skills such as grammar,vocabulary and communications). Approximately 640;000 LEP students' 

nationwide receive no special language services of any kind. 


2. Participation by Ethnic Groups 

Approximately 73% of the LEP students are Hispanic. 

The remaining 27% are divided among a large number of language groups: 

• 3.9% -- Vietnamese 

• 1.8% -- Hmong 

• 1.7% -- Cantonese 

• 1.6% --Cambodian 

• 1.6% -- Korean 

• 1.3% -- Laotian 

• 1.3% -- Navajo 


The remaining language groups each comprise 1 % or less of all LEP students. 

3. Length of Participation in Bilingual Education Programs 
There are no national data on how long students generally participate in bilingual education 
programs, and therefore none showing difference's among ethnic or language groups. However, 
data below show what we believe is a representative range for how long students tend to 
participate in bilingual education programs. 



.. 'r , 

Years Required for Exit in Sample Cities 

Dade County: average length of participation' is 2:95 years 

NYC Public Schools: 67.8%.students exit in 3 years or less 

San Diego:,average length of participation 'is 4.9 years 


. '. ,I

San Francisco: average length of participation is 4.6 years 

Fresno: average length of participation is 4.5 years 


, Note that Dade County uses ESL, while the other cities rdy ~ore heavily '~n bilingu'al education 
programs. Because the goals of ESL are more limited than those of bilingual education, students 
tend to stay in these programs for shorter perioClsoftime. There are some studies that suggest 
that while the bilingual programs take longer, o~er time students in those programs tend to do 
well in both English and in their other academic subjects.,' , 
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2.' Participation by Ethnic Groups 
Approximately 73% of the LEP students are Hispanic. 
The remaining 27% are divided'amcing a large number of language groups:' ' 
• 3.9% -~ Vietnamese 
• 1.8% -- Hmong 
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There are no national data on how long students generally participate in biHngual education 

programs, and therefore none showing differences among ethnic or language ,groups. However; " 

data below show what we believe is a representative range for how long students tend to " " 

participate in bilingual education programs. " 




Years Required for Exit in Sample Cities 
Dade County: average length of participation is 2.95 years 
NYC Public Schools: 67.8% students exit in 3 years or less 
San Diego: average length ofparticipation is 4.9 years 
San Francisco: average length ofpartjcipation is 4.6 years 
Fresno: average length of participation is 4.5 years' 

Note that Dade County uses ESL, while the other cities rely more heavily on bilingual education 
programs. Because the goals ofESL are more limited than those of bilingual education, students 
tend to stay in these programs for shorter periods of time. 'There ate some studies that suggest 
that while the bilingual programs take longer, over time students in those programs tend to do 
well in both English and in their other academic subj~cts: ' 
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What are th\.' most common language groups for.:, Page I of I 

(ls/mcbl!(tiJn,·he. !(K'u.edu May 1995A~kNCBt: No.5 

wltaTare tlie Inost cOllllnoii-iullguage gi-oups!oi: L-EP 
students? 

A study conducted by the U.S. Department of Education, to describe the number and characteristic$ of limited Engli~h 
proficient (LEP) students and the instructional services provided to them during the /991-92 school year revealed the 
most common language groups among LEP students. Mail surveys were sent to 745 school districts nationwide. The 
table below, reproduced· from the report of the study, (Fleischman and Hopstock. 1993). $h6ws the.20 most commOn 
language groups among LEPstudents as projected from 733 respondents. The study revealed the Spanish group to be the 
largest, representing almost 73% of LEP students. 

INUM~t.Kul:' 1.t"t.KCt.N lAUt. (,)1"[LANGUAGE GROUf>S LEr STUDENTS .LEP STUDENTS 
, 11. ISpanISh 	 Il,bg2,5bO 1~·YVo 

!VIetnamese 	 190,'122 1:.:s·Yl:.t· 
13• IHmong 	 142.jO~ lUI 

14. I\..an~onese 13H.6Y3 11.7 

·!5. ·,,,,,ambOdla£l 
 j{,741. [1.6 

16. IKorean 	 i5O,:>(HS II.6 . 
: 7. 	 ILaotlan I"Y,I5.H; 11.;' 


t;. INaV<l;JO l:llS>~ 1J 11.5 

19. ITagalog 124,) 16 11.1 

pv, IKusslan IZl,YU:; 1°,' 

Ill. I...... reoll? V'rench) 121>~)O IU.Y 


(J.~[12. IArablc 	 I:LV,')J:::; 
113. 	 I.t"ortuguese '1 :S.;?9~ Iv.1 

14.. [Japanese IJj,~U IU.6 
 :,', 

0.:511'. [Armenian 	 11 1,916 
0.5 


Ill. IMandarlIl . 111,U:,w Iv.5 

116. IChlnese (unspe.) .1 11 ,,40. 

arSl 	 1:::;,:>03. IU.418. 
11 9. IHmal 	 . 17,90) IU."; : 

120. IPOl1Sh 6,747 	 IU.5 

SOURCE: . 

Fleischman. H.L. & Hopstock.. PJ. (J 993) Descriptive Srudyoj'Services [0 Limited English Pr.ojiciem Srudents; 
Development Associates, Arlington, V A 

'·-···-NCBET~fulld~d by til" O.S. (>cp,'nlncnt of Education's Office o{Biii~!iii31 Ed".;ation Imtl Mino,;ty Ll'lll!IIUC<S Affairs ·(OBE:t,;iLA) :lJld i" opel',ned by ii;~'G;;';rgc' ._.'- . 
Washington Univ<ltsil)'. Cn'adu,ue S,·hool vi I)duou.ivn ond Hlunall Developmellt. Cellter for 11.. $1"d,Y of I~onl.'u;!lle lind Education. 

. Back to FAQs 

NCBE Horne Page 
hup:flWl.vw.llcbe.lJ,wll.edll 

http://www.ncbe.gwu.edu/askncbe/faqsI5toplangs.html 	 4115198. 

http://www.ncbe.gwu.edu/askncbe/faqsI5toplangs.html
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, . 
Facts About Limited English Proficient Students and Services for Them 

Number of Limited English Proficient Students Nationwide 

Total number nationwi,de - 3.2 mill ion (1994-95 ) 

Total number in bilingual programs in state and local programs - 1.3 million (1994-95) 

Total number in ESL in state and local programs - 1.1 million (1994-95) 

Total number not served in special programs - 640,000 (1994-95) 


, ..----
Ayerage Years Required for Exit in Sample Cities and Texas 

Dade County - 2.95 years (ESL programs only) 
NYC Public Schools - 67.8% of all Bilingual/ESL students exited in three years or less 
San Diego - 4.9 years 
San FranCisco - 4.6 years 
Fresno Unified School District - 4.5 years 
Texas - about 30% of students in ESL exit annually; about 25% of students in bilingual 
education exit annually (can't be accumulated over time because there is a constant 
inflow over time) 
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Trends in Number of Limited·English·Proficient Students 

in California Public Schools, by Language, 1993 through 1997 


Number of limited·(nglisn·proflC1cot I Pe~cent 10crCdSE 

~tlJdents ! (or decrease)


Il<!tween 

1994 
 1993 
 1993 and 1997
1995
1996
1997
language 

5.642Arabic 
14.088Armenian 

773
Ass,Yrllln 
366
Burmese 

25.714Cantones.e . 

400
Cebuanollli S~'yan 
536
chJhle~n'" 
53
Chamorro/Cuamanian 

783
Chaoznou/ChaochoW? 
163
Croatian 

I 


119
Dutch 
"'.246FarsifPersian 

589
F'rench 
633
German 
212
Greel:. 

1.125GuJar&t1 
55)Hebre.... 

3.822Hindi 
'32.014l1nong 

184
HUllgarian 

1.956l1o<:~no 
810
1ndonesian 

\ 267
!tall an 
4,970Japanese 

111.981Kl'ilIer/Cambodlan 

KM,U 261 

15.884KoreMI 

148
l:.urdl~hY 

I 509
Lattu 
9.212lao 

10.397M~ndarin/Putonghua 
132
l1arshallese 

5,385111enl'l';;() 
353
folixteco 
76
Notive American 

511
Pasht() 
20.844Pllipino/Tagalog 

426
Polish 
2.492Portuguese 
6.491PunjaPI 

1.426RU1Ianian 
7.328~US$lon 
1.912Samoan 

79
$ertli<ln 
146
ScrllCl·CrO<ltldn' 

1.107.186Sp~nist. 
506
Tal ....ane&e 

1,535TMl 
60
To ishanese" 

1.823Tongan 

166
Turk1Sh 
1.345Ukr3lnlan" 
1.585Urdu 

4S.530VhltndmeSe 

5.016Otner longuages of China 
1.386Other Philippine languages 

10,244Other non·Engllsh languages 

4.968S.OS]5.287 
1S.106 15.4"'!i14:572 

835 
 811
973 

376 
 372 
 330 


23.72824.674 23.954 

397
284
399 

0529
"'47 

7 
 71
"'4 a670
741 

157 
 153
221 


98
10i91 

5.8765.5915.328 

562
607
600 

1\00636 
 661 

235
242
218 


1,135 1.1961.121 
834
580 
 685 


3.2893.4933.591 
30.345 28.49431.156 

194 
 213 
 m 
1.8941.912 1.899 
1.024969 
 989 


291 
 303 
 328 

5,2314.9985.042 

21.46720.645 21.028 

305
233 
 359 

15.792 15.879 16.366 

()III 
 11& 
433
532
521 


11. 392
10.745UI.052 

9.1789.1099.655 
66
100 
 82 


.5.093 4.9765.226 
294
342 
 321 

141
66
55 


4i9541 
 529 

21. 76~20.950 21.362 

491 
 Sll &93 
2.8072.6772.496 
4.3485,522 5.063 

1.4401,423 1.550 
6.2766.6757.028 
1. 940
1.997 2.000 

In71
84 

95 
 0III 


943.559990.8011. 051.125 
117
596
S5l 

1. i081. 708
1.709 
066
90 


1,617 i.4461.111 

136
146
180 

771
885
1.080 

1.3881.~O9 1.472 
49.78848.90747.663 

5.4804.981 4.848 
1.4791.486 1.474 

a.866 7.93£' 8.834 

4.748 
1"'.156 

S}S 

269 


22.772 

338 

0 


44 

0 


108 


86 

5;874


548 

596 

239 


1.089 

976 


2.972 
26.219 

20S 

1.634 
875 

275 


!i.499


I 
 21.040 


332 

'16,496 


0 

440 


11. 926 


9.1?3 

60 


4.691 

2n 

117 


462 

20.155 


529 

2.1.170 
3.880 I 


I 

1.41!> tS.5S6 
1.840 ,t 

88 

0 


88i,757 
807 


1. 641 

0 


1.355 

101 

0 


1.291 
48.890 

5.513 
1.2S9 
9.993 

I 


18.8 
·7.0 
·S.2 
36.1 
12.9 

18.3 
0.0 

<0.5 
0.0 

50.9 

38.4 

·10.7 


1.5 
6.2 

11.3 

3.3 
. ·43.3 

28.6 
22.1 


·11.5 


19.7 
·7.4 

'2.9 

·9.6 
·~.O 

·21.4 

·3.7

(I.a 

IS.7 .,·22.8 , 

14.0 
120.0 
14.8 
59.0 


·35.0 


10.6 
0.4 


·19.5 

·13.2 

67.3 

O.S 
31.2 
3.9 


·10.2 

0.0 

24.7 
·37.3 

·6.5 

0.0 

34.~ 

64 ,4 
0.0 

22 .S 

·6,9 


·9.0 
10.1 
2.5 

19.91.215.218 1.151. 819
1.262.9821. 323.7671. 3Sl. 393
$tdte toea1s 

TLanguages not collected in prior ye4r$. 

pr<lpared by: Educational Demo!lr4phic5 UnH. July 1997 

47 




Definitions of Approaches Used in Bilingual Education! 
. . 

EngliSh as a second language (ESL) - Students receive specified periods of instruction aimed at 
the development of English-language skills, with a primary focus on grammar, vocabulary, and 
communication rather than academic content areas. This approach is usually embedded in the 
approaches described below. 

Content-based ESL. - Students receive specified periods ofESL instruction that is structured 
around academic content rather than generic English language skills. This approach may be in 
contrast to traditional ESL or combined with it This approach is also usually embedded in the 
approaches described below. 

Sheltered instruction - Students receive subject matter instruction, modified so that it is 
accessible to them at their levels of English proficiency . 

. Sheltered immersion - All students in the program are English language learners, usually though 
not always from different language backgrounds. They receive instruction in English, with an 
attempt made to. adjust the level ofEnglish so subject matter is comprehensible. Typically, there 
is no native language support. 

Transitional bilingual education - Most students ion the program ate English language learners. 
They receive some degree of instruction through the native language; however, the goal of the 
program 'is to transition to English as rapidly as possible, s'o that even within the program, there is 
a rapid shift toward using primarily English. This approach is sometimes referred to as early exit 
bilingual education. 

Maintenance bilingual education - Most students in the program are English language learnets 
and from the same language background. They receive significant amounts of their il1sttuction in 
their native language. Unlike transitional programs, these programs aim to develop English 
proficiency, but also to develop academic proficiency in the native language. This approach is 
sometimes referred to as late exit bilingual education. 

Two-way bilingual programs - About half ofthe students in these programs are native speakers' 
of English, and the other half are English language learners from the same language group. The 
goal of this program is to develop proficiency in both languages for both groups of students. 
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. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT BER~(ELEY 

SCI lOOt. OF EDUCATION 
(WI-ICE Oli TilE DEAN 
(~IO» (..12·312(; 
I'AX (~IU) h·L\·KW4 

II m{!\ ELI; Y. CAl .111 lH NIA '/01 J ~IJ ; 

.FAX MEMORANDUrvl .. 

DATE:. 

TUANSMITTA L JNI;OIUvlATION 

TO: Namc:._j)y-. Mll~ COltlt¥l .. itn-rf 
20 2- - l.f5 {p - .-'ff;fJH?­Phone: ' 'VAX-

Addrcs::;:,______________________-"-:___ 
'. ! 

PROM: 

COMMENTS:, 


---~---~.:..------------ ...- .....-.-.---' ....- ........_­
____________________--'C-~ ..___.. ____________ 

..:-" , , ­

,..' 



YES. STRONG ..... , ........•<~~ """'...., 
....... ;~14 i 

..... .">~.:::> 5~.._.j 
.............. J;'~J£''''=';Y" . 

...... / 3 ..... _ +25 
........ '.. 8 . "'" 

~ \
19 -> 30 .' ..~ 
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~~!2~~~t~S~~~~I____~~t~~b~__~__~~_____F~a~ary1~'~901 ~ 
_rop De< U~V. ,no -<: V~ / /' . 	 . ...~ -cI!) (" 
FINAL RESULTS I" .. ( (J !,JJi/~ . .,t'~~X??T.)~ 


. Interview Dates: February 24 - March 1,1998 , ,/1:, If' W.I. ",J-


SampJe Size=1,500: Margin of Error=2.5% v cr 


1. 	 First. next June there will be a primary election for Governor, United States Senator and other 
offices in California. How likelyare you to vote in that election -- are you almost certain to vote, 
will you probably vote, are the chances 50-50, or will you probably not vote? 

CERTAIN ..................... ,.,." ... , 85 

PROBABLY ............ , .. ', ... , .... ' ... , 15 


2. 	 In general. do you think things in California are going in the right direction, or do you feel things 
are pretty seriously off on thewrong track? . 

RIGHT DIRECTION .. , ........... , .. ' .... '. 49 . 

WRONG TRACK ....... " .... , ..... , ...... 31 

DON'T KNOW .............. , .............. 20 


3. 	 One initiative on next June's statewide ballot will be Proposition 227, It requires that all public 
school instruction be conducted in English. It says the requirement may be waived if parents 
or guardians show that the child already knows English, has special needs, or would learn 
English faster through an alternate instructional technique. It provides initial short-term 
placement. not normally exceeding one year, in intensive sheltered English immersion 
programs for children not fluent in English. It approeriates $50 million dollars per year for ten 
years to fund English instruction for individuals pledging to provide'personal Engllsh tutoring to 
children in their community. It permits enforcement suits by parents and guardians. The 
Legislative Analyst says that the fiscal impact of the initiative could vary significantly by school 
district; that it re9uires state spending of $50 milliQn dollars per year for ten years to teach tutors 
of limited English proficient students, and that total state spending on ,education will probably 
not change. 

If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on Proposition 227? (IF "YES," OR 
"NO," FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yeslno or might you still change your mind? IF 
UNDECIDED, FOLLOW-UP: Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no? 

YES, MIGHT CHANGE 

. UNDECIDED, LEAN YES 

UNDECiDED 

UNDECIDED. LEAN NO 

NO, MIGHT CHANGE 


.

NO. STRONG .............. , 




----
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. \ 	
February 1998. page 2prot? 227 Voter Survey, final 

Now I am going to list the specific provisions ofthe initiative. For each item I read. please tell me if you 
support or oppose the provision. (IF SUPPORT OR OPPOSE, FOLLOW-UP: Is that strongly 
support/oppose or just somewhat?) (DO NOT ROTATE) . 

. Strong Some Some'· Strong Don't 
Support Support Oppose Oppose Know 

4. 	 Requires all public school instruction'be.'· 
conducted in,English ................. , , .. ,. 66 ... 12 .... 7 ... 13 '" ® 


• ••.•..•••.....••••..•.•••.••••... 78 ........ , 20 

5. 	 The requirement may' be waived if parents or guardians 

show that.the child already knows English. or has special 
needs, or would learn English faster through an alternate 
instructional technique ..................... " 31 ... 26 ... 11 .. . 18 14 

· ......•...... :. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . 57 ......•.. 29 
6. 	 Provides initial short-term placem~nt, not normally exceeding 

one year, in intensive sheltered English immersion programs 
for children not fluent in English .............. 40 ... 25 . .. 11 .. . 16 , . , 8 

· ............................•.. _ . 66 .' ........ . 27 

7. 	 Appropriates $50 million per year for ten years funding English· ­

instruction for individuals pledging to provide personal English 
tutoring to children in their community .......... 24 ... 20 '" 14 .. . 30 .. 12 

· ..........•...................... 44 '........ . 44 


8, Permits enforcement suits by parents and guardians19 ... 13 ... ·10 ... 31 @ 

· .............................................. " ........... " . ,. 32 .. " ..... ~ ... . 41 


9. 	 The Legislative Analyst says that the fiscal impact could vary ­
significantly by school district. tliat it requires state 

spending of $50 mililon per year for ten years to teach tutors 

of limited English proficient students. and that total state 

spending on education probably would not change 24 .. , 19 . .. 13... 30 14 


........... t ................:' ............ ~ - ................... .. 43 . " ........ .. , 43 


10. 	 Now that you have heard more about Proposition 227, if the election were held today, would you f 

vote yes or no? (IF "YES," OR "NO," FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you still 
change your mind? IF UNDECIDED. FOLLOW-UP: Do you lean more toward yes or more 
toward no? ' . 

YES. STRONG '............... 35> '-\<t, 

YES, MIGHT CHANGE ... ,',.. 13 
UNDECIDED, LEAN. YES ~. ',' , .. 6 -> 54 
UNDECIDED ..... ; ..... , . . .. 14 
UNDECIDED, LEAN NO ........ 3 +22 
NO, MIGHT CHANGE .......... 8 
NO. STRONG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 21 -> 32 
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, " I"fUP ..... , \/Vlllr .':H,II~"y, Hllal 

Now I am going to read you some things supporters and opponents say about Proposition 227. 
[ROTATE STATEMENTS]: 

_ Supporters of Proposition 227 say that bilingual education in California has been a failure, and the 
politicians have been afraid to deal with the issue, Proposition 227 is necessary because the education 
bureaucrats and the Sacramento politicians will never fix the situation. The voters must force the issue 
by passing Proposition 227. , 

" 	 . . " 

Opponents of Proposition 227 say that recently, the 19705 law mandating bilingual education in 
California expired. Since then; individual school districts, teachers, and parents have devised their own 
local programs to teach English to non-English speaking children, Prop 227 would outlaw all of these 
local programs and impose a single untested program of sheltered English immersion on every school 

. district in California at a cost of $50 million dollars per year. We must oppose another unnecessary 
state mandate and vote no on Proposition 227. 

11. 	 Hearing this, if the .election'were today, would you vote yes or no on Proposition 227? (IF 
"YES,Q OR "NO," FOLLOW-UP: Is that a strong yes/no or might you stili change your mind? IF 
UNDECIDED, FOLLOW-UP: Do you lean more toward yes or more toward no? 

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

YES, MIGHT CHANGE .. ,..... 11 
UNDECIDED, LEAN YES ., .... , 5 ->48 
UNDECiDED ......... , ...... 13 

UNDECIDED, LEAN NO ...... ,. 5· +9 
NO, MIGHT CHANGE ..... ,',,' 9 
NO, STRONG ...... , . , ... , . '. ·25 .->3.9 

/' ' 
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National Office 
1111 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1000 

Washington, DC 20036 
Phone: (202) 785-1670 

Fax: (202) 776-1792NeLR 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF IA RA1A 
Raul Yzaguirre, President 

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE UNZ INITIATIVE** 

• 	 Voters should take the time to learn more about the initiative. Ron Unz has run a 

clever and well-financed campaign, but has failed to explain to Californians what his 

initiative actually does. Voters should ask themselves the question, "What's In Proposition 

227," because once they find out what's in it the initiative's support drops dramatically. 


• 	 Proposition 227 will create chaos in the classroom. By mainstreaming over a million 

limited-English-proficient students after only one year, the initiative will: 


• 	 Force teachers to choose between gearing instruction to mainstream students and 
leave LEP students behind, or simplify instruction for LEP students and slow the 
progress of mainstream students .. 

• 	 Create mixed-age classrooms, where lO-year-olds and 5-year-olds will be sitting in 
the same class. 

• 	 Proposition 227 mandates a single, "one size fits all" method for teaching all limited­

English-proficient children in California. The so-called "sheltered English immersion" 

approach is unproven., No scientific evidence supports it. No reputable educator or 

scholar has endorsed it. In addition, it: 


• 	 Permits exceptions only under a legalistic, complicated "waiver" process that 
restricts parental choice. 

• 	 Does not provide for any training of teachers or administrators in implementing the 
new "sheltered immersion" scheme. 

• 	 Does not include any assessment or accountability system to help parents and the 
public determine whether it's working or not. 

• 	 Codifies, possibly forever, an untested system that could not be adjusted or repaired 
except under unusual circumstances. 

• 	 Proposition 227 violates the principle of local control. The initiative would eliminate the 

power of elected school poards to determine what policies make sense for their own 

communities. Local school boards, principals, and teachers would be outlawed by state 

decree from using the' curriculum and teaching approaches they believe to be in the 

interests of their children. . . 


.' 
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• 	 Teachers will face lawsuits and personal liability if they are accused of speaking to a 
child in a language other than English. At a time when it is in the interest of all 
Californians to attract the best and the brightest to the teaching profession, the initiative 
would increase the problems of teacher "burnout" and "bailout." 

• 	 The initiative would create bureaucracy and waste taxpayer dollars, in several ways; it 
would: 

• 	 Require new school bureaucracies to handle waivers, keep new records, etc. 
• 	 Turn school administrators into "language police," who would have to divert time 

away from teaching to make sure no non-English languages were spoken. 
• 	 Invite frivolous litigation against and complicate collective bargaining agreements 

with teachers, who surely will demand new and perhaps costly protections. 
• 	 Waste $500 million annually for a complex and untried new tutoring program. 

• 	 Overall, Proposition 227 is an extreme, untested, dangerous, arid expensive experiment 
on all of California's children. The voters should reject it. 

** Adapted from various materials from Citizens for an Educated America: No on Unz 
campaign, and "The Unz Initiative: Extreme, Irresponsible, and Hazardous to California's 
Future," National Association for Bilingual Education. 
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106. Los Angeles Times' 

* 04122/98; Edition: Home Edition; Section: Metro;'Editorial Writers Desk; Page ~-6A Bilingual Bill at 
Last 

The members ofthe California Legislature are masters of too little toolate, With an English-only ballot initiative just weeks from 
a public vote, lawmakers who had dithered about bilingual education for a decade finally approved a moderate reform measure. There 
is little chance that the ballot measure, which would in effect do away with bilingual education,will be affected by the.measure passed 
Monday by the Legislature. Despite all that, the bill, by state Sen. Dede Alpert (D-Coronado), deserves the governor's signature. 

Alpert's SB 6 would set a realistic target Qfmoving children intO regular English-only classes within three years, Gov. Pete Wilson 
sho~ld sign this bill even though he has been justifiably impatient with the Legislature's political foot-dragging on this emotional 
issue. Also impatient are parents of the many limited-English children who have attended California's public schools for years without 
learning to read and write in English. ., .... 

Bilingual reform passed this time around with the help of new Assembly Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa (O-Los Angeles), who 
pushed the bill forward in his first months in the post. His predecessor, Cruz Bustamante, stalled the bill last year under pressure from 
the legislative Latino Caucus, which feared the political risks of change even as anti-bilingual forces gathered steam for their ballot 
proposition. The political climate has changed sharply since then with the surging campaign for Proposition 227, which would require 
almost all public school instruction to be in English.. 

The Alpert bill would encourage flexibility and experimentation and require testing and reporting of results in two years. If students 
failt<d to make progress in English proficiency and core academic subjects, school districts would be required to revise their bilingual 
instruction. Laggard districts might look to Calexico's successt't!l bilingual program or to Westminster and some other Orange County 
districts, which will be experimenting with new systems as long as testing shows students are no~ falling behind. The state board no 
longer requires waivers to try something new, but under SB6 continued failure would trigger intervention, including expert help, by 
the State Board 'of Education. 

A key provision of the bill would require daily English instruction by credentialed teachers and, when possible, support from a 
trained aide who speaks the student's primroy language. . . 

The Alpert bill would improve bilingual education for the nearly 25% of California public school students who need help learning 
English. The bill is mild, educationally sound and long overdue .• 
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38. Sacramento Bee 

April 21, 1998 DividedAssemhly approves hilingual education hill 

By Mary Lynne Vellinga ' 
Bee Capitol Bureau 

In a move to head off a ballot initiative that would largely eliminate bilingual education in California, the Assembly on Monday 
passed a bill that would give school districts flexibility to choose their own approach to teaching 
non-English-speaking children. 

Assembly Democrats - who last year blocked a vote on the bill described it Monday as an "imperfect" solution to problems 
in bilingual education, but preferable to Proposition 227, the ballot measure promQted by Silicon Valley:businessman Ron Unz. 

"It is not a perfect·so!ution,".Assembly Speaker Antonio ViUaraigosa, D-Los Angeles, said ofSB 6. "I' say to you, neither is the 
Unz initiative, neither is the status quo." 

The bill, which passed the Senate last year, cleared the Assembly 50-27. It now goes back to the Senate, where it is expeeted to 
pass again. . , 

Gov. Pete Wilson has not taken a position on the bill, authored by Sen. Deirdre Alpert, D-Coronado.Nor has the governor taken 
a formal stance on Proposition 227; which would virtually eliminate native-language instruction for the state's 1.4 million children 
who ~uentin-~ngtls . ,~ 

Ttie Alpert bill would give districts the ability to decide what type ofbilingual education to offer, provided that it is based on sound 

the' 

theory. The measure would require districts to assess the progress of bilingual education students toward learning English, while 
keeping track of their academic progress' in other subjects. Districts in which students did not make progress would have to redesign 

' , , 

'-----. a spokesman for Wilson, pointed out Monday that Democrats who control the Legislature' had a chance last year to 
aet on bilingual education reform, but failed to do so. SB 6 was held in the Assembly Appropriations Committee last year, and 
Republican attempts to withdraw the bill from committee and bring it to a floor vote were rejected by Democrats. 

"Due to legislative default, the people were forced to go the initiative route," Walsh said. ' 
Democrats who last year opposed bringing the bill to the full Assembly said Monday it's the best solution the Legislature can agree 

on this year. ' 
"Many ofyou members took umbrage that the Latino caucus stopped this bill ... last year, and you know what, we did. And I'm 

glad that we did ... because SB 6 was not ready," said Assemblywoman Martha Escutia;D-Huntington Park. 
She and other Democrats said the bill has been improved since last year with amendments that hold school districts more 

acc,ountable for teachin stu .. 
amendments set a goal of three years for bilingual students to be mainstreamed into regular classrooms. If a student hasn't 

made significant ro ress in that time, the school is re uired to meet with parents and discuss alternatives. ' 
any conservative Repu Icans ast year supported the bill, but only a han voted for it Monday. Most Assembly Republicans 

who spoke Monday said they favored Proposition 227, which would establish a statewide system of English-immersion instruction 
for limited-English speakers, and limit it to one year. ' ' 

"This is an attempt to derail the Unz initiative," said Assemblyman Tom McClintock; R-Simi Valley. 
Even faced with the likely approval of Proposition 227 in June, one Democrat said she was still refusing to vote for the bill. 

AssemblyWo.man Diane Martinez, D-Rosemead, cited a study showing non-English-speaking children do better if taught core subjects 
in their own language. ' 

"The heart of this bill is, pure and simple, unadulterated racism," Martinez said. "It will result in a class of children who are 
ignorant." " . 

The approach ofteaching non-English-speaking children in their own language, called "primary language instruction," had been 
long-standing policyin California. 

But the law mandating such instruction expired more than 10 years ago, and the primary-language policy had continued despite 
the lack of a statute. Earlier this month, in response to a court decision, the state Board of Education adopted a policy of allowing 
school districts to choose which approach to take. 

Supporters of SB 6 argued Monday that the Legislature has the duty to establish a law governing bilingual education. 
Assemblyman Brooks Firestone, R-Los Olivos, who has worked for several years with Alpert on the bilingual issue, cited poor 

academic performance and high dropout rates for non-English-speaking students.. ' 

39. Sacramento Bee 

April 21, 1998 Foes clash on hilingual education 
City schools program is praised, criticize~ 
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Secretary's Aonouncernenl of OpPosition to Californhl Proposition 227 

Question$ and Answers 


1. 	 Why are you announcing this instead of the President? 

This·is the President' s position, and he has asked me as his primary spokesman for 
education to speak to the issue, My staff and I worked along side White House staff to 
analyze the impact passage of this initiative would have on limited English proficient 
students. OUf concern about the potential harm to these children that would result from 
passage of Proposition 227 is the impetus for my annO\ll1cement today. " 

2. 	 Why are you making this annO'Ullcement now? 

We have been considering the issue fOI.Some time in consultation with education groups 
and individuais in California and here. The announcement is being made today because 
we are concerned that the educational message is getting lost in. the politics of the debate. 
[n deliberating the issue, we considered the educational and legal aspects. It was our 
conclusion that passage ofPropositioll 227 would cause educational harm to the 1.3 
million limited English proficient children in California, 

3. 	 Have you talked to the President about this announcement? 

The President and I discussed this announcement. He is very concerned about improving 
educational services provided to limited EngHshproficient children. That is why he 
recommended a.17% increase in the budget for Bilingual Education in Fiscal Year 1999 
to support teacher training and programs that teach English and academic' content tied to 
high standards. . 

4. 	 Is California Proposition 227 a violation of federal civil rights requirements? 

School districts arc required to take steps to rectify language deficiencies in order to 
provide access to instructional programs for limited English 'proficient students. A 
district must: 

• 	 choose a program that is educationally sound" 
• 	 effectively implement the approach it has chosen by allocating adequate and 

effective staff and resources, and . 
• 	 evaluate the program and take action ifthe program does notprodut.e results, 

. Passage of Proposition 227 can be expected to result in violatio:ns of federal. civil rights 
laws ifchildren who are judged by their teachers to need bilingual education in order to 



PHONE NO. 202 205873j Apr. 14 1998 09:52AM P4FRor'l OBEMLA 

progress are denied it Of if childr~n who are not prepared for regular classes 'are placed 
into them after just one year of special support. The one size fits all approach is 

. inconsistent with educational practice and research that tells us that children learn in 
different ways and at different rates. . 

5. Does the three year goal relieve districtS from their Civil Rights obligations? 

No. Districts must comply with applicable civil rights requirements for all children, 
including requirements applicable to limited English proficient students. Districts would 
continue to be required 10 serve limited English proficient students appropriately ifthey 
di~ not transition into regular all English classes in three years. Appropriate exit criteria 
should be used to detennine if limited English proficient students are ready to be 
mainstreamed. In addition, districts should follow fanner limited English proficient. 
students over time to ensure that students continue to achieve in mainstream classrooms. 

6. Is the three year goal supported by the researc.h? 
. . , 

Research indicates that three years can be nreasonable goal, recognizing that additional 
language instruction may be necessary depending on the needs ofparticular students. 

7. \Vhat should districts be doing to help limited English proficient students le~ English? 

First, districts should ensure that limited English proficient children have access to high 
standards through all local, state, and federal programs. Districts should also ensure that 
teachers of limited English proficient students are appropriately tr~ined to meet the 
students' linguistic needs. Teachers must provide specially adapted English instmction 
and instruction in the content areas tied to high standnrds. Chlldren should be assessed to 
determine their progress, and instruction should be modified as necessary. The program 
should be evaluated on an ongoing basis to determine its effectiveness. 

8. How' wi1l the adminlstration support district$ to aChi(;¢-~e t~ee year goal? 

The President's budget for fiscal)",,, 1999 includes (;7~ incl~flSe for bilipgual 
education. This funding would provide grants to schOols and universities to train 
. teachers, ensure that the curriculum is tied to high standi:Jrds, and develop high quality 
assessment. 

To address the. 73% of litnited, English proficient students who are Hispanic, in February 
the President announced a Hispanic Education Action Planwmch would also: . 

• strengthen basic reading and math skills 
• help ,adults learn English 
• help transform schools with high dropout rates 

2 
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• 	 prepare disadvantaged youth for college ~ 
• 	 improve ,education programs for migrant youth adult!) 

, 
Major initiatives that will strengthen programs for limited English proficient children, as 
we]] as other children, include the administration's effort to raise standards under Title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary EduQation Act and our legislative proposal to enact a 
new Title V of the Higher Education Act that will greatly strengthen programs to recruit 
nndprepare teachers to serve in urban and rural school districts. 

9. 	 How long do distdcts keep limited English proficient students in bilingual or English as a 
second language programs? 
MIKE THIS QUESTION A..~D QUESTION 6 ARE IN CONFLICT EVEN THOUGH 
THEY ARE BOTH ACCURATE, ANY IDEAS? 
Districts report that limited English proficient children exit bilingual and English as a 
second language programs in three to five years depending on the age and educational 
backgrOlUld of the student. Research lndicates tluit four to seven years of high quality 
instruction ensures that by !h'e end of high school, typical limited English proficient 
students will pCl'form as well.as typical native speakers ofEnglish. . 

. , '. 

10. 	 Has English as a second language instruction been more effective than bilingual 
education? 

We are not prescribing one approach over another. Both approaches work better than one 
year of instruction or nothing at nIL Both programs ~e effective when implemented well. 

II. 	 How many children are in bilingual cla.sses? 

Of the 3.1 million limited English proficient children in the United States, 1.2 million are 
in bilingual classes. 

12. .Are you satisfied with the bilingual programs tha.t you now support in California? , 	 . 

There are many exoellent programs in California. Some programs lleed to improve and 
are working on it. Some progra,."llS are not working for chilc;ircn and need to, be fixed. 
Training more teacbers and focusing on teaching children English and acad~m.ic content 
linked to high standards will enhance all bilingual programs. 

13.. 	 Your·sta:tement seems to support the recent action of the California State Board of 
Education in terms ofuJocal decision making". ls this an accurate reflectiori of your 
statement? 

The decision of the California board is still in process. I would support any district's 
decision ifthat decision is based on sound educational theory, as vouched fOr by experts~ 
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Bruce: 

I'm talking to John Peterson from the LA Times at 9:30 this 
morning. He'll want to talk to you as well for an on the record 
statement--I'll call you before I talk to him to find out when 
you want to do that. 

Attached are: " 
o 	 revised talking points that I'll use 
o 	 Q&A for McCurry yesterday FYI 
o 	 Talking points La Raza recently provided us (note in the 

cover ~emo that Charles urges us to be "second to none" in 
wanting kids to ,learn English) 

In addition to the basic policy, I expect John might push me on 
the following: 
o 	 Internal battles over the policy--I will emphasize that 

there is unanimity among WH staff and Riley on our position; 

o 	 Reactions from the advocacy groups--Iwill'acknowledge that 
the groups asked us to oppo~e Unz~-and that we conducted ou~ 
own thorough (endless!) review and determined our position a 
gainst Unzand for strengthening efforts to help'LEP kids 
learn English on the merits. While we are aware that the 
advocates may not like everything we are saying, we think 
they should s~pport our approach because it is good for 
kids. 

o 	 Reforming bilingual education vs. reforming the schools. 
think we will help ourselves with the advocates and 
reinforce the Administration's education reform agenda if 
both you and I today can keep stressing that, in order for 
LEP kids to learn English and do well in academic subjects, 
schools needed to be reformed, not just bilingual education. 
The way you help LEP'kids become proficient in English is 
the same way you help all kids achieve--high standards, 
clear expectations and a challenging curriculum, well 
prepared teachers who can meet the needs of the kids, 
smaller classes, accountability for results, etc. 
If we can keep the focus on schools rather than solely on 
bilingual education, we can bring our whole agenda into 
play. 

I \ 
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Secretary's Announcement of Opposition to California Proposition 227 

Questions and Answers . 


1. 	 Why are you announcing this instead of the President? 

This is the President's position, and he has asked me as his primary spokesman for 
education to speak to the issue. My staff and I worked along side White House staff to 
analyze the impact passage of this initiative would have on limited English proficient 
students. Our concern about the potential harm to these children that would result from 
passage ofProposition 227 is the impetus for my announcement today. 

2. 	 Why are you making this announcement now? 

We have been considering the issue for some time in consultation with the White House, 
education groups, and individuals in California and here. The announcement is being 
made today because we are concerned that the educational message is getting lost in the 
politics of the debate. In deliberating the issue, we seriously considered the educational 
and legal aspects. It was our conclusion that passage of Proposition 227 would cause 
educational harm to the 1.3 million limited English proficient children in California. 

3. 	 Have you discussed this announcement with the White House? 

The President has been very clear. We have worked very closely with White House staff 
in preparing this announcement. The President is very concerned about improving 
educational services provided to limited English proficient children. That is why he 
recommended a 17% increase in the budget for Bilingual Education in Fiscal Year 1999 
to support teacher training and programs that teach English and academic content tied to 
high standards. 

4. 	 Is California Proposition 227 a violation of federal civil rights requirements? 

School districts are required to take steps to rectify language deficiencies in order to 
provide access to instructional programs for limited English proficient students. A 
district must: 

• 	 choose a program that is educationally sound, 
• 	 effectively implement the approach it has chosen by allocating adequate and 

effective staff and resources, and . 
• 	 evaluate the program and take action if the program does not produce results. 

Passage of Proposition 227 can be expected to result in violations offederal civil rights 
laws if children who are judged by their teachers to need bilingual education in order to 
progress are denied it or if children who are not prepared for regular classes are placed 
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into them after just one year of special support. The one size fits all approach is 
inconsistent with educational practice and research that tells us that children learn in 
different ways and at different rates. 

5. Does the three year goal relieve districts from their Civil Rights obligations? 

No. Districts must comply with applicable civil rights requirements for all children, 
including requirements applicable to limited English proficient students. Districts would 
continue to be required to serve limited English proficient students appropriately if they 
did not transition into regular all English classes in three years. ,Appropriate exit criteria 
should be used to determine if limited English proficient students are ready to be 
mainstreamed. In addition, districts should follow former limited English proficient 
students over time to ensure that students continue to achieve in mainstream classrooms. 

6. Is the three year goal supported by the research? 

Research indicates that three years is a reasonable goal, recognizing that additional 
language instruction may be necessary depending on the needs of particular students. 

7. What should districts be doing to help limited English proficient students learn English? 

First, districts should ensure that limited English proficient children have access to high 
standards through all local, state, and federal programs. Districts should also ensure that 
teachers of limited English proficient students are appropriately trained to meet the 
students' linguistic needs. Teachers must provide specially adapted English instruction 
and instruction in the content areas tied to high standards: Children ShOlilld be assessed to 
determine their progress, and instruction should be modified as necessary. The program 
should be evaluated on an ongoing basis to determine its effectiveness. 

8. How will the administration support districts to achieve the three year goal? 
, 

The President's budget for fiscal year 1999 includes a 17% increase for bilingual 
education. This funding would provide grants to schools and universities to train 
teachers, ensure that the curriculum is tied to high standards, and develop high quality 
assessment. 

To address the 73% oflimited English proficient students who are Hispanic; in February 
the President announced a Hispanic Education Action Plan which would also: 

• strengthen basic reading and math skills 
• help adults learn English 
• help transform schools with high dropout rates 
• prepare disadvantaged youth for college 
• improve education programs for migrant you~ adults 



Major initiatives that will strengthen programs for limited English proficierit children, as 
well as other children, include the administration's effort to raise standards under Title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and our legislative proposal to enact a 
new Title V of the Higher Education Act that will greatly strengthen programs to recruit 

. and prepare teachers to serve in urban and rural school districts. 

9. 	 How long do districts keep limited English proficient students in bilingual or English as a 
second language programs? 

Districts report that limited English proficient childre~ currently exit bilingttal and. 
English as a second language programs in three to five years depending on the age and 
educational background of the student. 

10. 	 Does the federal government mandate bilingual education? 

No. The federal government does not mandate bilingual education either through civil 
rights requirements or through Title VII, the Bilingual Education Act. While districts are 
required to provide language support so that limited English proficient children have 
access to the same curriculum as all children, the choice of approaches used is left to the 
school district. 

11. 	 Has English as a second language instruction been more effective than bilirigual 
education? 

We are not prescribing one approach over another. Both approaches work better than one 
year of instruction or nothing at all. Both programs can be effective when implemented 
well. 

12. 	 How many children are in bilingual classes? 

Of the 3.1 million limited English proficient children in the United States, 1.2 million are 
in bilingual classes. However, in California, only 30% of the 1.3 million limited English 
proficient students receive bilingual education. 

13. 	 Are you satisfied with bilingual programs in California? 

There are many excellent programs in California. Some programs need to improve and 
are working on it.. Some programs are not working for children and need to be fixed. 
Training more teachers and focusing on teaching children English and academic content, 
linked to high standards will enhance all bilingual programs. 

Your statement seems to support the recent action of the California State Board of 
Education in terms of "local decision making". Is this an accurate reflection of your 
statement? 



------------------

The decision of the California board is still in process. I would support any district's 
decision if that decision is based on sound educational theory, as vouched for by experts, 
and for which there is a commitment to effective implementation, and ultimately an 
evaluation that indicates the program is working. 

"15. 	 Do you support testing every year to determine the kind of progress limited English 
proficient students are making? If so what kind of test? 

Educators across the country use a variety of testing and assessment tools to make 
decisions regarding the English and academic proficiency of their students. I support the 
use of educationally sound and appropriate measures to help make determinations 
regarding progress in this area. 

16. 	 What is your position regarding the STAR requirement in California, pursuant to which 
the state requires that all students, regardless of their English proficiency (with limited 
exceptions), take achievement tests in English? 

The decision to require achievement testing of all students, regardless of their proficiency 
in English, raises a .range of educational and legal questions. For any test to meet legal 
standards, it must' serve a legitimate educational interest and be implemented and 
administered in a non discriminatory fashion. Given the pending complaint regarding this 
issue with OCR and the federal litigation on the subject, it would be inappropriate to 
comment further. 

, 
17. 	 Are you opposed to Proposition 227 because of the time frame or because of its 

commitment to English only classes? 

Among other previously stated concerns, I am against Proposition 227 because of the 
short time frame in which it would provide support for limited English proficient 
children. Children learn English at different rates and in different ways. That is why more 
than 25% of all current federal grants for bilingual education support all English 
programs implemented in an educationally sound manner. But we know that one year is 
not sufficient for the vast majority of children. 

18. Have you been lobbied by the Hispanic community to oppose Proposition 2277 
/ 	 ~. 

Both the White House and the Department listened to may groups' concerns and have 
been asked for our views on the issue. 

19. 	 Does biljngu~l education work? 

r 

There is consensus in the research community both about the soundness of the theory and 
effectiveness ofbilin ual education. ~ttn respecrto aca(temic-achievemefft-;-the-bei~d 
most care comparisons of program types show modest-sized benefit in favor of 
bilingual education programs. Two separate committees of the National Research 



Council have supported these findings. 

In comparison to students in ESL programs, students receiving bilingual education are, on 
average, more socioeconomically disadvantaged and attend higher poverty schools. 
When comparisons between the effectiveness of such programs are made, the data show 
faster exit rates for students receiving ESL only. But, this is not separable from the 
effects of poverty. When strict comparisons are made that control for background factors, 
children learn English at the same rate regardless of the kinds ofprograms they are in. 

20. 	 Don't most bilingual programs use the student's native language almost exclusively in 

the first few years. 


This often-heard clailT!- is wholly refuted by the studies validated by the NAS. The studies 
found that English was used the majority oftime in bilingual education programs and by 
the fourth grade only 3 percent of instruction was in the student's native language. 
Specifically, the studies found that in transitional bilingual education classrooms, English 
was used 65.8% of the time in Kindergarten, 69.1 % in Grade 1, 74.5% in Grade 2,80.3% 
in Grade 3, and 97.3% in Grade 4. Even in developmental bilingual programs, where the 
goal is fluency in both languages, English was used a majority of the time in Grades 3-6. 
Every bilingual education program has an English as a second language (ESL) 
component. That is, every bilingual education program includes significant course work 
in teaching English language skills. 

21. 	 Doesn't common sense tell you that the less time you spend speaking a new language, the 
more slowly you' llieam it? . 

Studies validated by the NAS directly addressed and refuted this claim. The study 
concluded that providing limited English proficient students with substantial instruction 
in their primary language does not interfere with or delay their acquisition of English 
language skills, but helps them to catch up to their English-speaking peers in English 
language arts, English reading, and math. In contrast, providing limited English 
proficient students with almost exclusive instruction in English does not accelerate their 
acquisition ofEnglish language arts, reading or math. 

22. 	 Do language-minority parents and communities oppose bilingual education? 

Polls indicate that language-minority communities support bilingual education. For 
example, more than 80% of the Latinos interviewed supported bilinglial education, 
according to a poll conducted by the Los Angeles Times. In another more recent 
bipartisan poll of registered Hispanic voters in major markets nationwide, Penn, Schoen 
& Berland Associates found that 83 percent of Hispanics support bilingual education 
programs, 97 percent ofHispanics place high importance on education, and 92 percent 
consider sending their children to college to be highly important. 



23. Are students are being placed in bilingual education who can already speak English 
fluently just because they have a Hispanic or ethnic minority surname? 

Placing a student in a bilingual education program based solely on national origin would 
be educationally unsound and illegal. Much more information about each individual 
student - and his or her language proficiency and needs would have to be assessed. 
Anecdotes about inappropriate misplacement ofnon limited English proficient students in. 
bilingual education are tragic. They reflect terrible education policy tltat no bilillgllal 
etitleatoI woald condone ana are against federal law. What has been well documented is 
that there are millions of limited English proficient students who are not provided at all 
with services that enable them to understand instruction. More than a quarter (26.6 
percent) of limited English proficient students currently receive no tailored educational 
services to allow them t6 understand instruction, in violation of federal law. 

24. Why have Hispanic dropout rates remained so high despite bilingual education? 

The Hispanic drop-out rate remains unacceptably high, but it is important to 
note that, according to the Census Bureau, the drop-out rate for Hispanic 
students has improved since 1972, the year .such data were first 
desegregated for Hispanic students and aroufld the time bilingual programs 
were first introduced on a widespread basis. In addition, current figures are 
deceptively large when compared with black and white-non-Hispanic 
students because over half of all foreign-born Hispanic persons counted as 
drop-outs never attended U.S. schools 

As the need for bilingual and ESL programs has been recognized by school districts, we 
know from OCR's investigative experience that many of these programs whether they 
include native-language instruction or not - are not meeting the needs of Hispanic 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICENT students because of how they are implemented, 
despite the best intentions of administrators and staff. Some schools rely on unqualified 
staff, including teachers who have no training in bilingual education techniques or ESL 
techniques. Some schools lack appropriate textbooks "and other instructional materials. 
Some schools overlook LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICENT students' need to keep up or 
catch up academically with their English-speaking schoolmates. Some schools allow 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICENT students too-little time and opportunity, to become 
proficient in English before cutting off all English language development services. 

It is clear that there is no single cause for high dropout rates among Hispanic students. 
Limited proficiency in English is only one factor contributing to the high drop-out rate 
among Hispanic youth. Other factors which have been shown to correlate with high 
drop-out rates among Hispanics, include - but are not limited to - economic 
disadvantage, lower participation rates in preschool programs, unavailability of qualified 
teachers, and barriers to effective communication with parents. academic standards. 



25. 	 How can we expect schools to support tens oflanguages at once through bilingual 
education? 

The large number of language groups can be a problem for schools if they instruct 
students from many different language groups. While it is true that most major school 
districts have many language groups, most schools are linguistically homogeneous. For 
example, there are over 75 languages represented in the Tucson public schools, however, 
no single school has more than four languages represented. 

Because a shortage of teachers and variety of languages can be a barrier to implementing 
a bilingual program, some school districts choose to implement a specially'designed . 
program of English instruction to support limited English proficient students as they learn 
English and acquire academic content. 

26. 	 What about those who say, "My grandparents were immigrants and made it without 
bilingual education or any other special help?" 

Educational goals and expectations are very different than they were ninety years ago or 
even 50 years ago when there were influxes of students into the education system who did 
not speak English fluently. For example, in 1908 in New York City, just 13% of children 
whose parents were foreign-born went on to high school, compared with 3;2% of white 
children whose parents were native born. Of these students who started high school in 
New York City, 0% ofItalian-Americans and 0.1 % ofIrish Americans received a 
diploma in 1911. In 1940 only 20% ofthe adult population had completed high school. 
In 1993, 87% of adults have completed high school and 20% have COrilple~ed at least four 
years of college. In 1998, we expect all students to achieve to high standards. This is 
becoming a particularly important challenge for those students with special needs such as 
limited English proficiency. This is not a time when we should be looking to limit 
resources to limited English proficient students, but to provide resources which meet the 
unique needs which might impede academic success. 



Bilinghal Education 

, Q. 	 Today's L.A. Times reports that the President will oppose California's Proposition 
227, the Unz Initiative. What is wrong with this proposal, and why has the 
President decided to weigh in on a state ballot initiative? 

A. 	 The Unz Initiative will virtually end bilingual education and instead limit students who 
do not speak English to a one year "English immersion" program, after which they must 
be placed'in a regular class. 

This is an extreme, one-size-fits-all approach that won't work with all kids. It limits the 
ability of local schools and teachers to use approaches that will work. If it is . 
implemented, we believe that fewer students who need to will become proficient in 
English, fewer students will do well in other academic subjects, and more students and 
parents will be frustrated with the education they are receiving. 

This is an important issue, which will have a big impact on the education of children in 
California. And while this is currently a ballot initiative in California, it is of national 
significance. The same issue will be faced in other states and commuriities, and will 
come up in the Congress. Therefore, the President believes it is important for him to 
address the issue. 

Q. 	 Today's L.A. Times reports that the Administration has decided to oppose 
California's Proposition 227, the Unz Initiative. Will the President be addressing 
this when he is in California? 

A. 	 First let me say that Secretary Riley will be putting out a detailed statement on the 
Administration's position early this afternoon. At the sa11!e time, Acting Deputy 
Secretary of Education Mike Smith will conduct a background briefing on this issue for 
those of you with more specific questions. ' 

In addition, because this is such an important issue, I expect the President will want to 
comment on it while he is in California starting on Friday. No decision has yet been 
made about the particular time or place for the President to address the issue. 

Q. 	 Today's L.A. Times reports that the Administration will propose to limit 

participation in bilingual education programs to three years. Is this right? 


A. 	 The President believes that we must have a clear goal that students should learn English 
within three. years, and that this goal can be met if we give students the opportunities 
and help they need--smaller classes, well trained teachers who know how to teach 
students a second language, a good curricuhim, etc. Having a clear goal will help 

, '/" students, teachers and principals, by focusing their attention on what they must 
: accomplish. 



But we are not proposing to throw students out· of a program designed to teach them 
English, if they haven't mastered English within that time period. That would be the 
wrong thing to do, and would make as much sense as throwing out of school any 
studen! who doesn't meet academic standards in math by the 8th grade. The right thing 
to do would be to hold the school accountable, insist that the school use a more 
effective approach, and give students who need it extra help so they do learn English. 

Q. 	 Will the President send legislation to Congress to change the federal bilingual 
education program based on the three year goal? 

A. 	 Congress is scheduled to consider the bilingual education program next year, along 
with other elementary and secondary education programs. At that time~ the President . 
will transmit legislation that will fully accord with his principles for improving how we 
help students learn English. 

The President has already sent the Congress an ambitious package of education 
initiatives this year--which they have not acted on. The President would like to see the 
Congress enact his legislation to reduce class size, moderrnze school buildings, end 
social promotions, and help low income students make their way to college. 

Q. 	 Polls in California show that the Unz Initiative is extremely popular. Does the 
President expect that his opposition will have an impact on the vote? 

A. 	 The President hopes that voters in California will pay attention to his views and consider 
them when they go to the ballot box. 

Q. 	 Many of the Latino groups and others who support bilingual education oppose any 
sort of time limit for bilingual education. Does the Administration expect these 
groups to support your position? 

A. 	 The President believes that a 3 year goal is the right policy; it is good for students and 
good for education. Everyone who cares about helping students with limited English 
proficiency should support this goal. 

Q. 	 What is the President's view of bilingual education? 

A. 	 The President believes is is critical for all students to learn English. At present, there are 
approximately 3.2 million students who are not yet proficient in English, and they need 
extra help. The President supports bilingual education programs that help immigrant 
students and other students whose native language is not English, become proficient in 
English. . 

The President strongly supports the federal Bilingual Education program, because it 
provides local communities with the funds they need to provide extra help to students 



~. 

with limited English proficiency, while leaving the decision about how best to provide 
that help to each local school system. In his FY99 budget, the President called for a 17 
percent increase -- $33 million -- in the Federal bilingual education program. These 
funds would help train 20,000 teachers over five years to more effectively teach 
English in the context of high academic standards. 

The President has strongly opposed the provision in the House supplemental 
appropriations bill that would cut funding for the bilingual educ~tion program. 

Q. 	 What is the President's view of the DeLay bill that would eliminate the Federal 
Bilingual education program. 

A. 	 The President is opposed to this bill or any other bill that would wipe out the funds 
needed to give students they help they need to learn English. With nearly 20% of the 
children in our schools immigrants or the children of immigrants, we should be 
strengthening our-efforts to help students learn English, not ending them. 

Q. 	 What is the PresIdent's view of the Riggs bill that would end funding .for bilingual 
education programs that don't teach kids English within 2 years? f 

A. 	 This bill was recently introduced and is being reviewed by the Education'Department 
and the Domestic Policy Council. The review has not been completed, ~nd the matter 
has not been brought to the President's attention yet. 
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Checchi, Davis Square Off in Heated Debate 
• Campaign: Gubernatorial candidates define differences before 
responsive crowd of about 5,000'union and Latino activists: 
By CATHLEEN DECKER. Time,s Political Writer 

RELATED 

~ he cam ai n for California's ove. 
IILJII t a as 
Democratic contenders Al Checchi and Gray Davis spar;r dover 
their rhetoric an~ their records before one of the largest crowds 
at a gubernatorial campaign event in recent memory. THE TIMES POLL 

About 5,000 union and Latino activists, gathered at East Los 
POLITICS SITES Angeles College despIte achiliy downpour and a holiday . J 

Weekend, ftiffied'a get-ouFtht-vote rally into a rump ,
GOVERNMENT SITES convention as they cheered and booed the candidates with 

abandon. Checchi and Davis responded by transfonning a THE DEMOCRACY 
NETWORK planned question-and-answer session into an ad hoc debate. 

Although disputes on policy matters were few. the men 
forcefully defined. the stylistic differences that will color the 

TELL US WHAT YOU campaign for governor in the seven weeks before electidn day. 
THINK 

Checchi, a businessman making his first bid for public office, 
sought ~o portray Davis aspart-and-parcel of a political . 
establishment that has seen California plummet from its glory 

. days 'to its current difficulties with education and infrastructure . 
. Davis, offering reminders of his decades of public service, 
. taunted Checchias an outsider who didn't bother to vote in 
. 1994, when Proposition 187, the anti-illegaLimrnigration 
initi~tive that helped mobilize many in the audience, was· on the 
ballot. . .. ' . .' 

. The Democrats' third gubernatorial candidate, US. Rep. 
lane Harwan, and the putative Republican nominee, Atty. Gen. 
'Dan,Lungren, did not attend. Both cited scheduling conflicts 
due to Passover and Easter, respectively. "[he excuses did not 
shield them from boos when their absences were announced. 

i He gl!ithenng was part of tHe Los Angeles County 
Federation ofLabor's effort to mobilize voters to defeat two 
propositions on the June ballot--226, which would strip unions 
ofthe power to automatically donate member dues to political' 
causes, and 227, which would all but eliminate bilingual! .. 
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all very nice to have high-minded rhetoric, but in the end, the 
way a citizen can effectuate policy is by finding the time in their, 
day to go to the polls. IfMr. Checchi didn't vote in that election 

, ... then he cannot possibly fulfill his obligation as a citizen;" 
Under the rules of the exchange, each candidate took turns 

answering questions and neither was technically allowed a 
response, although each occasionally used· the next question's· 
answer time to respond. In that instance, Checchi had already 
spoken when Davis brought up Proposition 187, and he chose 
not to address the matter in his next round of remarks, He has 
previously acknowledged that. he did not vote in 1994 and in 
some other state elections, 

During the rally, both Checchi and Davis hewed closely'to 
the agenda of the organizers. Both opposed 'propositions 226 
and 227, the union and bilingual· measures, Both advocated 
minimum-wage hikes, Both promised to lower auto insurance 
rates and defended the rights of immigrants. 

But Davis, who last week captured the endorsement of the 
Califorrua Labor Federation and has the bulk of union ., , 
endorsements, was the crowd favorite. Checchi entered the i. 

auditorium to a drone ofboos and found his remarks repeatedly 
interrupted by catcalls. 

"Go back to Minnesota!" one opponent yelled during ! 

Checchi's closing remarks, referring to Northwest Airlines' 
home base. ' 

6Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for simllar stories. You . 
will not be charged to look for stories, only to retrieve one. 

Copyright Los Angeles Times 
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Many back ~ilingual education' 

Poll of Hispanics also indicates 64% 
believe effort has succeeded 

By BENNETT ROTH . 
Copyright 1998 Houston Chronicle Washington Bureau 

WASHINGTON -- As conservatives step up efforts to curb 
bilingual education. a survey of Hispanics released Thursday 
shows that an overwhelming majority su ort such 

The survey, commissioned by the Sp.aoish~language television 
company Univision, found that !a percent of those polled either 
strongly or somewhat supported bilingual education, and 2 
percent believe these efforts have succeeded. 

T e new survey comes at a time when there is increasing 
pressure by Republicans to eliminate federal funding for such 
programs. House Majority Whip Tom DeLay, R-Sugar Land, 
this week introduced legislation that would leave it up to the 
states to detennine whether such programs should be funded. 

In California, an initiative has been placed on the ballot that 
would ban bilingual education. The proposition, which win be 
voted on in June, would place children with limited English 
skills in English-tutoring classes for one year and then place 
them in mainstream classes. 

The poll also found that S4 percent of those sUIVeyed opposed 
the California proposition. 'With more than two~thirds'agreeing 
the measure is too harsh. 

However, a recent poll by the Los Angeles Times found a 
majority ofCalifornians of all ethnic and political backgrounds 
strongly endorsed an end to bilingual education. 

The Univision poll surveyed 755 eligible Hispanic voters 
between April 5 and 18 in eight cities: San Francisco, Los 
Angeles, Miami, New York, Chicago. Houston, Dallas and San 
Antonio. . 

It was conducted by Clinton.,pollster Mark Penn and former 
Reagan official Michael Deaver. The two men presented their 
nndings at a Univision-sponsored forum. . 

4/24/982:14 PM 

http://www


RPR-24-1998· 15:53 
Many back bilingual eduoation 

P.03/04. 


The event also featured a speech by Univision President Henry 
Cisneros emphasizing the increasing clout that will flow from 
Hispanic population growth in the United States. "By 2050, a 
quarter of the U.S. population could well be ofHispanic 
heritage, II Cisneros said. 

The political survey, which examined Hispanic attitudes on a 
wide range ofpolitical issues, presented a rather bleak picture 
for Republicans, who in recent years have been steadily losing 
the support of this rapidly gro'lNing minority. 

It found that Hispanics overwhelmingly give Democrats credit 
for putting the country on the right track and believe Democrats 
have done a better job than Republicans on a range of issues, 
from taxes to crime to health care and jobs. 

Eighty·two percent of those surveyed approved of the job 
President Clinton is doing; and 66 percent like the performance 
of congressional Democrats. 

By contrast, only 43 percent approve of the work of 
congressional Republicans. 

A majority of those surveyed said they believed the GOP either 
ignores them or takes them for granted: 

"I was disappointed to see Hispanic voters have moved so 
strongly to the Democratic Party," said Deaver, who was 
Reagan's chief image-maker. "Why can't Republicans be loyal to 
their agenda and reach out to Hispanics?" 

Penn said the Hispanic vote was up for grabs until }996 when a 
number of GOP initiatives, including a proposal to expel 
children of illegal immigrants from public schools, soured many 
of Hispanic voters on the Republican Party. 

He said the GOP opposition to bilingual education is another 
example of how destructive the party is when it comes to 
courtin His anie voters. 

The poll found that most Hispanics believe that bilingual 
education is the best way to learn English while maintaining 
their cultural heritag~e::.._______-------­

There were a few bright spots for the GOP in the survey. 
Hispanics give high ratings to a few Republican politicians, 
including Texas GQv. George W. Bush, who has actively 
courted their vote. Hispanics surveyed in Texas gave Bush an 
SI percent approval rating­

4124/98 2: 14 PM20f3 



APR-24-1998 15:53 
Msny back. bilingual education 

California's GOP Gov. Pete Wilson, who has spearheaded 
anti-immigration and anti-affirmative action measures, received 
just a 26 percent approval rating from Hispanics polled in his 
state. 

Hispanics also sided 'With Republicans on a number of issues, 
the poll found. A vast majority opposed abortion and supported 
school prayer. 

: . 
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Statement of 

Richard W. Riley 


U.S. Secretary of Education 

Helping All Children Learn English 
April 27, 1998 

As we look to the future of American education. one of the most important new developments is 
, the growing number of immigrant children that we must educate. According to the latest census 
data, nearly 20 percent of all children in our nation's schools-one out of five-are immigrants or' 
the American-born children of immigrants. 

A new study of immigrant children! states that 13.7 million children under 18 are either 
immigrants or the American-born offspring of immigrants, and that they are ·the fastest 
growing pan of our student population. These children come from over 150 nations with the 
largest number coming from Mexico, the Phillippine.s, Cuba, and Vietnam.. 

Some Americans say that these children are a liability, but I welcome these children, just as 
the Statue of Liberty or the Golden Gate Bridge has welcomed them for years'. They are a 
great source of strength and hope for the future of America, and we want thex:n to be full 
panicipants in the American experience as children and as adults. 

These-young people, just like generations of immigrants who have come before them, can 
grow upro be patriotic Americans who will add their voices to our democracy if we educate 
them to the best of our ability and treat them as we would like to be treated. Indeed, the 
largest survey ever conducted of immigrant children found that these young people had higher 
grades and a lower school drop-out rau: than other children and overwhelmingly preferred to 
speak English by the time they were teenagers. 2 

These young people represent the hopes of immigrant parents who have come to America. 
because they believe in the American dream. They have stood in long visa lines~ uprooted 
,their families, left relatives behind, changed careers, often accepte(,t menial jobs and in many 
cases now work two jobs for one great purpose-to give their children a better life in America. 
Surely we can meet these people half-way by giving their children the best education possible 

,I so that they can make their contribution to the American mainstream. 

'Teaching these young people English is one of the ,great tasks of nation-building and it falls ro 
our public schools to accomplish. th{s is not the first: time that the taSk of educating millions. 
of new immigrants to become good citizens has been given to our nation's public schoo~s. At 
the rum of the century OI.~r nation's public schools )uccessfully taught millions of new 
immigrants English and educated them about our democracy. .< 

. ' PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 

....3· . 
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Today, we face the same challenge. There are school districts in almost every part of our 
country-from Boston to Seattle to Miami-where children speak more than 40 languages. I 
believe that our nation's public schools can successfully educate these young people if we give 

· them the same opportunities that other students need in order to succeed: higher standards, safe 
schools, smaller crasses, weU-prepared teachers, technology in the classroom, after· school 
activities, and schools that are accountable for results. 

President Clinton has made education his number one domeStic priority to achieve ,one end-to 
prepare all of America's children-native·bom and immigrant-for the 21st century. President 
Clinton has also'increased. funding for those programs-Title I, immigrant and bilingual 
education, migrant education, adult education-that di~t.ly serve a disprolXlrtionate number of 

, immigrant children and their families. ' 

Today, however, there are growing questions about the best way to leach these young people 
English. In California, these concemsabout how to teach English center around Proposition 
227, the Unz Initiative, which would effectively eliminate bilingual education and require that 
all children leam English 10 one year. 

I recognize that the decision to vote for or against the Unz Initiative this coming June is ultimately 
a decision for the voters of California, I know that there are many welt-intentioned and concerned 
citizens on both sides of this issue and that the people of California are taking this issue seriously. 

New immigrants have a passion to learn English and they want the best for their children. We 
must focus on what is best for the children and in this increasingly diverse 'society we must make 
-sure that aU ofAmerica's children are given the best education possiblt7. Our common goal in 
teachjng children English should be to support those approaches that ,ensure that Lim.ited~English­
Proficient (LEP) chiJdren are not only speaking English but also making academic progress. Both 
elements are equally important. ' 

· Proposition 227, however,is not the way to go. In my opinion, adoption ofche Uru: Amendment 
will lead to fewer children learning English and many children falling further behind in their 
studies. There are five significant reasons why I believe that the Unz Amendment is counter­
productive to a quality education for all of our children. 

·First, the one year time limit and one·size--fits-all approach to learrung English flies in the face of 
years of research that tells us that children learn in different ways and at different speeds. A 
recent National Research CounciJ reportl released last month states that, "hurrying young 
non-English speaking children into reading in English without ensuring adequate preparation is . 
counter.productive." The report recommends that children with no English proficiency are best 
taught to read English by first being taught reading in their native language, ifteachers and 
instructional materials in their native language are available. 

PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 
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Thus, while an English-only approach may be effective for some limited-English-proficient 
children, it is likely to be ineffective for others. I do not oppose special English instructional 
programs. In fact, about 25 percent of our current federal bilingual funds support this type of 
instructional appro~ch.• W'hat I question is the arbitrary one-year time limit and the demand that 

· only this approach is the right approach to help young people learn English. 

The approach taken by Pro{X>sition 227 simply ignores the individual needs of each child and . ' 
certainly is an educational straitjacket for teachers and parehts. Good teaching starts with a 
child's neWs and moves the child along in a timely and responsible 'manner. 

By analogy, if we adopted the approach suggested by th~ Unz Initiative to help children learn 
to r:ead, it would .bC a disaster. Some children are already good readers when they come to 
k:inderg~n and others learn by the end of the first or second grades. Other children need . 
extra help even in third grade and beyond. 

Second, the Unz Amendmem limits the discretion of teachers to choose the approach that is 
best suited fot the children they teach. Some children may learn best in an English-only class, 
others may learn faster in a bilingual class or through some other proven approach, but with 
the Unz approach, teachers are .given no option to use their professional judgement. 

Third, Proposition 227 would subject teachers, school board members, and educational 
administrators to personal liability in litigation by p¥ents if rheyfitil to comply with itS 
requirements. I find this aspect of Proposition 227 both punitive and threatening. This is not 
the way to build parenHeacher cooperation-a key to student success. 

Fourth, the Unz Initiative is a direcr attack on local conlIol of education. I am surprised that so 
many outspoken advocates of local control have chosen not to take issue with this fundamental 

· flaw in the Unz Initiative. The Unz Ini~ative would not be a helping hand for language 

instruction, but rather the heavy hand of overregulation. Local flexibility to choose the 

approaches that work best for their students should not be constrained by a mandate for one 

approach over the other. I believe that every school district should choose the approach that 

works best for them based on sound research. 


Fifth, the Unz Initiative will in all likelihood result in problems under federal civil rights laws. 
· In the seminal case of Lau v, Nichols, the Supreme Court interpreted Title VI of the Civil 
RightS Act to require school districts to take steps to ensure that national origin minority 
students ~ith limited English proficiency can effectively participate in the regular educational 
program, 

Similarly, the Equal Educational Opportunity Act requires public educational agencies to 
over~ome languagebaniers that impede student panicipation in their instructional programs. 
pmiting specia11anguage development instruction to one year and preventing a school from 
providi,ng bilingual instruction to students, despite the judgment of teachers and the school 

PHOTOCOPY· 
PRESERVATION. 
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principal that children in that school need bilingual instruction to progress, are likely to result 
in violations under these laws. . 

I join all Californi~s who are unhappy with the status-quo and I understand the frustration that 
is encouraging many voters to think about voting for the Unz Initiative. But the one·yeat time 

. limit that is at the very hean of the Unz Initiative is simple, easy to understand, and wrong. 
Proposition 227 may satisfy people's sense of frustration but I,lltimately it is counter­
productive to our common goal of making sure children learn English while making academic 
. progress in other subjects as well. . 

I believe that there is a reasonable and positive alternative to the current status-quo and the 
proposed Unz altemative.. 

I propose setting a thre:e·year goal to make sure that a child is learning English. Individual 
differences and circumstances may cause some children to take longer, but a goal of learning 
English within three years is reasonable. This goal is similar to our goal. of making sure that 
every child learns to read independently by the end of third grade or earlier. 

A goal is not a mandate or a command. And a goal is certainly not a one year educational 
suai~acket that limits the ability of teachers to do what is best for each child. Some children 
may learn English in one year or two and others may need three years or even more. The 
focus should be on the individual needs of each child and not on some artificial and arbitrary 
.time frame. 

We must do everything possible to make sure children are learn English as quiCkly as possible 
even as they continue to make academic progress in other subjects as well. Both 
goals-learning English and maintaining academic progress in other subjects-are equally 
important. '. 

I also believe in giving local school districts flexibility to design their own programs 
contingent on their being accountable for the results. Parents have a right to expect progress. 
Children should be tested periodic.ally for English proficiency and ,when a child is falling 
behind, extra effons including after*school classes as well as summer school snould cenainly 
be considered. . . 

If a school district chooses an approach to teaching English that simply does not achieve 
positive results for a large number of children, then the school district should have the good 
sense to fix the problem or use another approach that research shows will work. The focus of 
every program-be it English*as-a*Second Language, dual language immersion, bilingual 
education, or English immersion-must be on strengthening quality, regardless of the 
approach. 
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I believe that the key to strengthening quality is well-trained teachers and we must do a much 
bener job of meeting the demand for more well-prepared teachers. The demand for bilingual 
teachers, for example, currently exceeds the supply and that is particularly true in California 
where the number, of LEP children has nearly doubled to 1.3 million in less than a decade. The 
California State Board of Education estimates that there is a shortage of 21 ,000 bilingual 
teachers in that state. 

This, I suspect, is one of the root causes and real reasons why some parents, have become 
frustrated. The Ad~istration has asked for a doubling of fe.de.ral funds, from $25 million to 

$50 million, to meet the increasing demand for fully certified bilingual teachers and English­
as-second-language teachers. . 

I have no doubt that this nation has the capacity to include our many new immjgrants and their 
children in the American experience. We must do everything possible to make sure that all of 

. these children learn English as quickly as possible and get the quality education that they' 
deserve. ' 

Finally, I think American educators need to redouble their efforts to make sure that all of our 
children are fluent in two languages. I just returned from Chile where I joined President 
Clinton at the second Summit of the Americas. Improving education was a central part of the 
dialogue at this summit. I was struck by the fact that several nations begin teaching their 
children two languages starting in the first grade. 

Anyone who has traveled to Europe knows that young People allover Europe are fluent in two 
and often three languages. I see no reason why our children should not be their equals. Some 
children already come to school with the ability to speak two languages. w~ should build on 
this linguistic base and recognize that our nation will be the better for it in the new global 
environment. 

Think of the many advantages-econornic, cultural and political-mat a fluency in two 
languages can give to the American people. America's message of democracy, human rights 
and economic freedom would surely reach a wider audience. This is why I encourage and 
support any school district that sets the goal of making sure that ev,ery one of their high school 
graduates will speak two languages fluently by the time they graduate. 

We can do no less for today's immigrants than we did for earlier generations of immigrants 
who turned to our nation's public schools to te4ch them English and the basics of our 
democracy. In conclusion, I urge all Americans to welcome America's new citizens and to 
help them to become pan of the American dream. 
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Endnotes 

I Rumbaut. Ruben G .• Visiting Scholar, The Russell Sage Foundation and Professor ofSodology. 
lVfichigan State Un\versity, Transformations: The Post-Immigrant Generation in an Age of 

Diversity, p. L . 


2 Ibid., pp. 11,18, and 19. 


1 National Research Council. Preventing Reading Difficulties in Yaung Children, p. 324. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT L~ ()CJ 
FROM: SECRETARY RILEY t~ , Jc~ 

BRUCE REED 10;;--/ 

.~ ;,U:/ECT: California Proposition 227 (Unz Initiative) to End Bilingual } /I 
~.A .Jv ['/ Education 	 .;f'"

\f\~~ ~\Q%. June 2, California voters will consider Proposition 227, otherwise known "', 
\ ~ as the Unz Initiative, which proposes to eliminate all bilingual education. This is 

California's third potentially divisive race-related initiative in four years, following on'M~\ 
(Y' 

\'f:Y" 	

I': 
the heels of Proposition 187, which barred public benefits for illegal immigrants, II 
and Proposition 20~, which e~~~~ .wI'.fxllf 

Polls onsisten show that the initiative is popular and is likely to pass. ( cf\f.~:~~" ~".~ 
'-l(J/ Even Latino urrently favor the initiative, although many expect Latino 2 
\"i support to decline considerably as voters become more familiar with the details of 

; . the .proposal. . Latino activis~s are strongly opposed to Unz,and are look)ng to the J{~~ ~ .XI White House to support their efforts to defeat un~~ -'\~. 

M Despite legitimate concerns over effectiveness1j some bilingtiai u 
.}" education programs, your advisor rongly believe that the Unz initiative is bad 
~ . education policy and will har students who need help the most. We also believe 

J~VI that you may be able to t n this issue to your political advantage if you combinet ~. opposition to Unz wit roposals to reform bilingual education programs. Despite 
~} some tricky politics, w~/believe that it is both good policy and good politics to 
~ ~ oppose Unz, coupled with proposals to "mend, not end" bilingual education. This 
~~ memo lays out such a "mend, not end" approach. Q;-~/.e-

~ I. The Unz Initiative and Bilingual Education in California ~ 
~.A. Overview of the Unz Initiative ~~ \qqt{ 

This initiative, authored and backed by Silicon Valley millionaire Ron Unz, is 
designed to end all bilingual . education programs in California. More specifically, it . 

would: 


• 	 Require that all public school instruction be conducted in English. 
• 	 Permit this requirement to be waived only if parents or guardians can show 

that the child already knows English, has special needs, or would learn 
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English faster through an alternative instructional technique. 

• Provide initial placement for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in 
"sheltered English immersion" programs for one year. Instruction in these 
programs would be conducted in English, with some accommodations in the 
curriculum to take into account the limited English language skills of the 
students. 

• Appropriate $50 million per year over 10 years to fund adult education 
programs designed to teach English to LEP adults who in turn pledge to 
provide English language tutoring to LEP students. 

• Makes teachers, administrators and school board members subject to suita 
and personally liable for failure to implement the provisions of the initiative. 

Unz and other backers of this initiative regard the existing system of bilingual 
education in the state as a complete failure. They argue that because bilingual 
education relies so heavily on use of the students' native language and only slowly 
introduces English, the approach delays or prevents, rather tha~ promotes, the 
acquisition of English. Further, they pnint out that though California's bilingual 
education law expired a decade ago, the legislature has been unable to enact 
legislation to reform a broken program. This initiative, they argue, wiU break the 
legislative impasse and dramatically change bilingual education policy for the better. 

Opponents criticize the Unz Initiative on a number of counts. Critics argue 
that the initiative is harmful to children, because it relies on a single, unproven 
approach that provides an unreal!stic time period in which to learn English. They 
argue that this one-size-fits-all approach eliminates parents' right to chose the best 
approach f~r their child (given that the waiver provisions are very complicated and 
burdenson They point out that the Unz initiative provides no accountability, 
because it acks any requirements for assessing students' academic progress. They 
also charge that the Unz Initiative undermines local control and the ability of local 
school boards to determine important education policies, and wrongly subjects. 
educators to lawsuits. 

B. Bilingual Education in California 

Demo aphics. There are approximately 1.3 million Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) stude ts in California, approximately one quarter of California's K-12 
students. This number has nearly doubled in less than a decade, and represents 
some 43% of the national total. Seventy nine percent of California's LEP students 
are native Spanish speakers. Hispanics have a 50% dropout rate, and by most 
indicators their academic performance lags behind most other population groups in 
the state. 

Educational Services. LEP students receive a wide variety of services 
intended to help them learn English and academic subjects. In 1997, only about 



30% received what is conventionally considered bilingual education--programs 
which make significant use of the student's primary language to teach academics 
while phasing in greater amounts of English language instruction. More than half 
participate in specially designed instructional programs that help students learn 
English through a combination of approaches such as direct instruction in grammar, 
vocabulary and communications,while teaching other subjects in a w'ay designed to 
be accessible to LEP students~ The Unz Initiative would eliminate th~se programs 
as well as conventional bilingual programs. Approximately 16% are not receiving 
any language instruction services at all. ' 

Almost no one believes that the services now provided to LEP:students are 
effective on a large scale basis. While program evaluations have identified some 
promising efforts, shortages of qualified teachers and poor implementation has 
limited the effectiveness of existing programs. In addition, most observers agree 
that the overall poor academic performance and high dropout rate of' Hispanic 
students reflects serious weaknesses in schools that extend well beyond language 
services for LEP students. 

The research on instruction for LEP students does not identify, any approach 
(~ bilingual education, English immersion, English as a Second Language, or 
dual-language immersion) as particularly effective. Rather,it sugges~s that 
effective programs are those that fit the needs and resources of the local 
community; have well-prepared teachers who know how to teach reading and who 
are knowledgeable about second language acquisition; provide students with a 
challenging curriculum and high academic standards; and regularly assess student 
progress and make adjustments in the, instructional program accordingly. 
Consequently, while much of the debate about educating LEP students centers on 
the relative merits of one program over another, research and experience suggest 
that attention to program quality regardless of program type is more, important. 

California Legal Framework. The legal framework for providing services to 
LEP students in California is particularly murky. California's Bilingual Education Act 
sunseted in 1987, but the State Board of Education regulations implementing the 
act have remained in effect. Under this framework, school districts are required to 
help students become fluent in English and competent in other acad~mic subjects, 
and are given a significant amount of flexibility in determining how to achieve these 
goals. Neither bilingual education nor any other specific approach to teaching LEP 
students is required. 

There have been a number of unsuccessful attempts in the past decade to 
enact new legislation, but bilingual education reformers and advocates have been 
unable to agree on an approach. There has been a fresh attempt over the past 
month to craft compromise legislation, partly to take the steam out of Unz and to 
give Unz opponents something to support. This effort, however, is likely to end in 



failure. 

Last week the State Board of Education took the first step toward eliminating 
the state bilingual education regulations .. This process should be completed shortly 
before the vote on Unz. The effect of this. action will be to eliminate any state 
requirement for the provision of specific services to LEP students, and to give local 
school districts even greater flexibility in this area. 

Federaltegal Framework. Federal requirements originate in the Due. Process 
and Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment, and provisions of the 
Equal Educational Opportunities Act which require educational agencies to take 
appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede equal participation by 
students in instructional programs. 

As interpreted by the courts, these provisions do not require any specific 
form of services, such as Bilingual Education or English as a Second Language. 
They instead require the provision of supplemental language instruction that is 
based on sound educational theory, is adequately resourced and implemented, and 
is evaluated and modified as necessary. 

If Unz is enacted, many expect that it will be challenged as a violation of 
federal law. Department of Education lawyers believ}Yt~at the success of such 
suits will depend on whether the services mandatecjjbu nz are implemented 
effectively. Absent implementation problems, federa aw appears to provide 
sufficient flexibility to allow California to approve this approach. However, if 
services mandated by Unz are not implemented effectively, there is likely to bea 
strong basis for a legal challenge. 

The federal Bilingual Education program (Title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act) similarly does not preclude the Unz approach. This 
competitive grant program also provides local school districts with considerable 
discretion in the kind of services provided to students. 

II. Political Context 

. The Unz initiative is clearly the most serious threat to bilingual 
education, but it is not likely to be th last. Earlier this year Speaker Gingrich 
proposed eliminating bilingual educati n, and some Gonservative education experts 
(~, Diane Ravitch) have also called.its elimination. Especially if Ur'lz passes, we 
are likely to see energized opposition'&J the federal program, and increased 
opposition in other states and localities. 

The Unz initiative presents a political dilemma in California. If we oppose it, 
we risk alienating a majority of California Anglo voters. If we fail to: oppose it, we 



risk alienating a vocal and increasingly influential group of Latino leaders, and 

possibly Latino voters. ~ 


Current polls show that a large majority of California An 0 voters support 
nz. For Anglos, bilingual may become a hot button issue sim' ar to immigrant 
ervices and affirmative action. In contrast, Latino voters are pi it on the issue of 

_bilingual education.,:. While many continue to s 0,;1: Unz larg y out of frustration 
at the public schools' failure to help their chi rent that support is eroding as they 
become more aware of the particulars of th ini' tive. 
~~------------------------------------~ 

Latino 	activists and electeds oppose Unz. To some of the Latino leaders, 
Unz is a litmus issue, like Propositions 187 and 209. Latino leaders are looking to 
the White House to become actively involved in the opposition to Unz, and are 
'fearful that we will choose to sit on the sidelines. 

More organizations and elected officials are taking positions on Unz. The 
California education community -- including the California Teachers Association 
and the California School Boards Association -- is strongly opposed to Unz. Key 
Democratic officeholders (including Sen. Boxer, Rep. Becerra and most Democrats 
in the California delegation; State Superintendent Delaine Eastin, and Speaker 
Vil.laJra.igOSa) have also annou.nced their opposition to the Unz ini.tiative. Sen. 
Feln{teln has not taken a public stance yet, though she appears likely to support. 
Unz. A list of organizations, elected officials and other leaders that have taken 
positions on Unz is attached. . /J1f1"/ L~ ~ 

The Republican state party has supported Unz, though ma Republican JM>f<"ti~ 
officials, including Gov. Wilson, have not yet taken a position. here is a chance rte!( 	­
that White House opposition to Unz could polarize the situati ,and push Gov. ~ 
Wilson and other Republicans to support Unz. ~ __~~ ;> 

[Note: ~e nc:ed to determine the positions Of4)h~ G~~ern.aJC:ria.Jsandidates, W? 
and Femstem] 	 . 7'''· _. at~ . ~ 

The political dilemma can be resolved with a "Mend it I Don't .Endit" 

response. 

We believe the best approach to this issue is to strike a middle ground by admitting 

that bilingual education needs mending, but asserting that Unz.is not the way to do 

it. More specifically,we can: 

• 	 Start by reiterating the overriding importance of he~ping every child become 


proficient in English; 

• 	 Oppose Unz on the merits because it is too extreme; 
• 	 Remind voters what we are for, including both our overall approach to public 


education and our Hispanic initiative; 

• 	 Propose to "mend" the federal bilingual education program throl,lgh steps that 



will create expectations for learning English within a fixed period of time; 
strengthen accountability for students and programs alike by testing for 
English proficiency; strengthen local control and flexibility; and promote our 
efforts to strengthen program quality by increased investments in teacher. 
training. 

III. Specific Recommendations 

1. Announce opposition to Unz within next 4 weeks 

We recommend that you or another senior Administration official (the Vice 
President or Secretary Riley) announce the Administration's opposition to the Unz 
initiative within the next 4 weeks. Taking a position in the next month will allow 
us to frame the debate and set a constructive tone, rather than get sucked into an 
already inflammatory debate. We could turn this initiative into an opportunity to fit 
bilingual education into our overall framework for ensuring effective education in 
the 21 st century. 

2. Specific recommendations for changing federal bilingual education program 

In accord with our recommendation for a "mend, don't end" approach to 
bilingual education, we believe that opposition to Unz should be coupled with 
specific proposals to change the federal bilingual education program.' This approach 
will lend credibility to our position, and give us a basis for framing the debate over 
bilingual education. Specifically, we recommend the following changes: 

Strengthen local control by lifting the existing cap on English programs. The 
current federal bilingual program contains a ceiling that permits only 25% of all 
funds to be used to support English-only programs. Since most participating school 
districts use a variety of approaches, the cap has not limited local 
approaches--though it is perceived as having that effect. Lifting the cap would add 
credibility to our call for local control (rather than the Unz one-size-fits-allapproach) 
in California, and would help address the concerns of conservative critics. This 
action, however, would be unpopular with the bilingual advocacy community. 

Create expectations for students to learn English within 3 years. One of 
the most powerful criticisms of bilingual education programs is that they in fact 
prolong the time it takes for students to learn English. This criticism resonates with 
many opponents as well as supporters of Unz. We should propose amending the 
federal bilingual education program to require that students learn English within 3 
years, with additional time and services provided to students facing, unusual 
circumstances. Setting clear expectations for how quickly students will master 
English will appropriately focus the efforts of schools and students .and help more 
·students become proficient in English. This action would be unpopular with the 



bilingual advocacy community. Advocates and researchers will argue that there is 
no clear research base to establish a 3-year time frame--and, indeed that more time 
is necessry for students to mast~r English and other subjects. 

Strengthen testing and accountability for students and programs. Programs 
should be required to test students periodically for "English proficiency (as well as 
achievement in other subjects) to determine if they are making adequate progress 
toward the 3-year deadline, and to provide additional services or take, other 
corrective actions as appropriate when students not making adequate progress. 
There should also be additional accountability for school districts participating in the 
bilingual education program. Programs are already required to undergo evaluations; 
this requirement can be strengthened by establishing consequences, such as 
possible withholding of funds, from programs that fail to make adequate progress 

'as measured by student achievement. 

Underscore efforts to strengthen the quality of programs that provide 
services to LEP students. We should highlight your budget request t6 increase 
funding for teacher training within the bilingual education program. The Education 
Depart"ment should also undertake a vigorous effort, through technical assistance 
and effective dissemination approaches, to emphasize that any program for LEP 
students must be based on fundamental principles of quality: ensuring well-trained 
teachers, high standards and a quality curriculum, testing and accountablity 
measures. 
Elected Officials, Assocications, Activists are Taking positions on Unz: 

Oppose Unz: 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congressman Xavier Becerra 
Congressman Cal Dooley 
Congressman Bob Filner 
Congressman Lucile Roybal-Allard 
Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren' 
Congresswoman Ellen Tauscher' 
Congressman Vic Fazio 
Congressman Marty Martinez 
Delaine Eastin, Superintendent of Public I,nstruction , 

~' FOlffier SpeakeI' Cruz Bustamante (~S-~ ) 
~~ " 	 Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa : 

Senat~President John Burton ' 
Supervisor Gloria Molina 
CTA 
MALDEF 
Republican Assemblyman Bill Leonard 
Republican Assemblyman Rod Pacheco (only R Latino Assemblyman) 



CABE 

Support Unz: 
Ron Unz 
Gloria Matta Tuchman 
Jaime Escalante 
Fernando Vega 
Mayor Richard Riordan 
Darrellissa, Republican Senate Candidate opposing Barbara Boxer 

, ' 
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March 26, 1998 

Maria Echaveste 
Assistant to the President and 
Director for Public Liaison 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Maria:' 

·We appreciated the opportunity to provide input on California's "UNZ Initiative" at our March 
24 meeting: The debate over our Nation's language policies is very divisive and has become 
highly politically charged. We must strive to separate fact from fiction and not yield to purely 
political pressures that threaten the best interests of our children. ,We have coun~ed on President 
Clinton's support in the past to work with us to counter efforts that divide our nation, such as 
anti-immigrant and anti-affirmative action initiatives. 

As we indicated at the meeting,we urge you to consult with us 'onyourspecific recommendation 
to respond to the UNZ Initiative prior to delivering a decision memo to the Pres~dent We feel 
.very strongly that substantial changes to the Bilingual Education program must have strong 
policy juStifications that are based on sound educational theory. In addition, any 'changes must 
also lead to strengthening the program, a position which you articulated at our meeting. 

Because of its highly political nature, we are in accord with the national advocacy groups that 
issues surrounding Bilingual Education should be separated from the "UNZ" di~cussion. We 
strongly urge that the White House lead. in opposing the UNZ Initiative on its merits. At the 
same time, Bilingual Education should not be blamed for broader educational problems in our 
low-:-income and urban school districts. It is particularly dangerous to set arbitrary time limits on 
the access children have to bilingual instruction if this is contrary to accepted research findings. 
The Department of Education's own research demonstrates that arbitrary time limits set the 
program up for failure if children's needs are not front and center in this decision. 

As we begin the process of reauthorizing Title VII, we look forward to the Administration's 
I 

leadership in working with us to change the terms ofthe debate from those that 'are purely 
political to those that focus on student needs. Let's be clear, the goal of bilingual education is to 
teach children English. Let's not stigmatize our Spanish speaking 'Children as a ,liability but rather 
emphasize that bilingualism is a resource in an increasingly global economy. 
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March 26, 1998 
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We look forward to working with you on our mutual goals. 

Sincerely, 

;/L!3~ ~7F~ 
'" 

#ttSECERRA. Chairman RUBEN HINOJOSA, Chait. 
Congressional Hispaniq Caucus . CHC Task Force onEducati~:m and. Training . 

I 

CC: Janet Murguia, Deputy Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs/Deputy 
Director . 

Mike Cohen, Senior Policy Analyst, Domestic Policy Counsel (. 
Karen Skelton, Deputy Assistant to the President for Political Affairs 

, . 



April 6, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 SECRETARY RILEY 
BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: 	 California Proposition 227 (Unz Initiative) to End Bilingual Education 

On June 2, California voters will consider Proposition 227, otherwise kn6wn as the Unz 
Initiative, which proposes to eliminate all bilingual education. This is California's third 
potentially divisive race-related initiative in four years, following on the heels ofProposition 
187, which barred public benefits for illegal immigrants, and Proposition 209, which end.ed 
affirmative action. 

Polls show that the initiative is popular and is likely to pass, although a strong opposition 
campaign could make this election close. Many Latino voters currently favor the initiative, 
although the polls show that Latino support has declined considerably as voters become more 
familiar with the details of the proposal. Latino activists are strongly opposed to Unz, and are 
looking to the White House to support their efforts to defeat it. 

Over the past several months DPC and Education Department staff worked with Maria 
Echaveste, Mickey Ibarra, Karen Skelton, and Janet Murguia to study the Unz Initiative, , 
including extensive outreach to both opponents and supporters in California, in the Congress and 
among the advocacy community. Despite legitimate concerns over the effectivel)ess of some 
bilingual education programs, your advisors strongly believe that the Unz initiative is bad 
education policy and will harm students who need help the most. ' 

We recommend that you publicly oppose the Unz Initiative because it deprives local 
educators ofthe ability to make educationally sound choices about how to meet the needs of 
limited English proficient children they serve and almost certainly will re'sult in ~idespread 
violations of federal civil rights law. Your opposition to Unz should be coupled with a statement 
of the principles you support for strengthening programs to help Limited Englis~ Proficient 
students become proficient in English. 

I. Th'e Unz Initiative and ~ilingual Education in California 

A. Overview of the Unz Initiative 

This initiative, authored and backed by Silicon Valley millionaire Ron Unz, is designed to 



end all bilingual education programs in California. More specifically, it would: ' 

• 	 Require that all public school instruction be conducted in English. 
• 	 Permit this requirement to be waived only if parents or guardians can sho~ that the child 

already knows English, has special needs, or would learn English faster through an 
alternative instructional technique. . , 

• 	 Provide initial placement for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in "sheltered 
English immersion" programs for one year. Instruction in these programs would be 
conducted in English, with some accommodations in the curriculum to ta1,<.e into account 
the limited English language skills of the students. I 

• 	 Appropriate $50 million per year over 10 years to fund adult education programs 
designed to teach English to LEP adults who in turn pledge to provide English language 
tutoring to LEP students. . . 

• 	 Make teachers, administrators and school board members subject to suits iand personally 
liable for failure to implement the provisions of the initiative. 

Unz and other backers of this initiative regard the existing system of bilin'gual education 
in the state as a complete failure. They argue that because bilingual education reFes so heavily 
on use of the students' native language and only slowly introduces English, the approach delays ) 
or prevents, rather than promotes, the acquisition of English. Further, they point:out that 
although California's bilingual education law expired a decade ago, the legislatur~ has been 
unable to enact legislation to reform a broken program. This initiative, they argue, will break the 
legislative impasse and dramatically change bilingual education policy for the better. 

B. Bilingual Education in California 

Demographics. There are approximately 1.3 million LimitC?d English Proficient (LEP) 
students in California, approximately one quarter of California's K-12 students.: This number 
has nearly doubled in less than a decade, and represents some 43% ofthe national total. Seventy 
nine percent of California's LEP students are native Spanish speakers. Hispanic~ have a 50% 
dropout rate, and by most indicators their academic performance lags behind mO,st other 
popUlation groups in the state. 

Educational Services. LEP students receive.a wide variety of services iptended to help 
them learn English and academic subjects. In 1997, only about 30% received w;hat is 
conventionally considered bilingual education -- programs which make significartt use of the 
student's primary language to teach academics while phasing in ever greater amounts of English 
language instruction. More than halfparticipate in specially designed instructional programs that 
help students learn English through a combination of approaches such as direct instruction in 
grammar, vocabulary and communications, while teaching other subjects in a way designed to be 
accessible to LEP students. (The Unz Initiative would eliminate these programs, as well as 
conventional bilingual programs.) Approximately 16% of all LEP students are not receiving any 
language instruction services at all. 

California Legal Framework. The legal framework for providing services to LEP 
. ' 



students in California is murky. California's Bilingual Education Act sunseted in 1987, but the 
State Board of Educati6n regulations implementing the act have remained in effect. Under this 
framework, school districts are required to help students become fluent in Englis~ and competent 
in other acadeinic subjects, and ,are given a significant amount of flexibility in determining how 
to achieve these goals. Neither bilingual education nor any other specific approach to teaching 
LEP students is required. 

There have been a number of unsuccessful attempts in the past decade to enact new 
legislation, but bilingual education reformers and advocates have been unable to agree on an 
approach. There has been a fresh attempt over the past month to craft compromise legislation, 
partly to take the steam out ofUnz and to give Unz opponents something to supp~rt. This effort, 
however, is likely to end in failure. 

, 

Early.in March the State Board of Education took the first step toward eliminating the 
state bilingual education regulations. This process should be completed shortly before the vote 
on Unz. The effect of this action will be to eliminate any state requirement for the provision of 
specific services to LEP students, and to give local school districts even greater flexibility in this 
area. 

II. Political Context 
, 

The Unz initiative is currently the mO'st serious threat to bilingual education, but it is not 
likely to be the last. Earlier this year Speaker Gingrich proposed eliminating bilingual education, 
and some conservative education experts (~, Diane Ravitch) have also called for its 
elimination. Last week, Rep. DeLay introduced a bill that would eliminate the federal bilingual 
education program, and House Republicans have included a $75 million recision; of FY98 
funding for bilingual education in the emergency supplemental bill. Especially ifUnz passes, 
we are likely to see energized opposition to the federal program, and increased opposition in 
other states and localities. 

The Unz initiative presents a political dilemma in California. If we oppose it, we risk 
alienating a majority of California Anglo voters. If we fail to oppose it, we risk alienating a 
vocal and increasingly influential group of Latino leaders, and possibly Latino voters. 

! 

Current polls show that a large majority of California Anglo voters suppdrt Unz. For 
Anglos, bilingual education may become a hot button issue similar to immigrant services and 
affirmative action. In contrast, Latino voters are split on the issue. While many continue to 
support Unz largely out of frustration at the public schools' failure to help their children, polls 
show that Latino support is eroding as they become more aware of the particulars of the 
initiative. And the polls tended to underestimate Latino opposition to Prop. 187 and Prop. 209. 

Latino activists and elected officials oppose Unz. To some of the Latinoleaders, Unz is a 
litmus issue, like Propositions 187 and 209. Latino leaders are looking to the Wliite House to 
become actively involved in the opposition to Unz, and are fearful that we will choose to sit on 
the sidelines. : 

http:Early.in


, 
More organizations and elected officials are taking positions on Doz. The California 

education community -'- including the California Teachers Association and the C~lifornia School 
Boards Association -- is strongly opposed to Unz. Key.Democratic officeholders (including Sen. 
Boxer, Rep. Becerra and niost Democrats in the California delegation; State Superintendent 
Delaine Eastin, and Speaker Villaraigosa) have also announced their opposition to the Unz 
initiative. All three Democratic gubernatorial candidates have come out against Unz. Sen. 
Feinstein has not taken a public stance yet, though she appears likely to support Unz. A list of 
organizations, elected officials, and other leaders that have taken positions on Unz is attached. . 	 , 

The Republican state party has supported Dnz, though many Republican dfficials, 
including Gov. Wilson, have not yet taken a position. Dan Lungren . has not taken a position yet, 
but has recently said that the recent action by the State Board of Education has eliminated the 
need for Unz. There is always a chance that White House opposition to Unz could polarize the 
situation and push Gov. Wilson and other Republicans to support Unz, but at least some 
Republican leaders are afraid to support another initiative viewed as anti-Hispanic. 

. 	 '. 

The political dilemma can be resolved with a "Mend it / Don't End it',' response. 
We believe the best approach to this issue is to strike a middle ground by admitti*g that bilingual 
education needs mending, but asserting that Unz is not the way to do it. More sp¢cifically, we 
can: 
• 	 Start by reiterating the overriding importance of helping every child becOl):1e proficient in 

English; . 
• 	 Oppose Unz on the merits because it is too extreme; . 
• 	 Remind voters what we are for, including both our overall approach to sttengthening 

public education and our Hispanic initiative; 
• 	 Articulate the. fundamental principles that you believe should be used ~y ~ocal 

communities to strengthen their efforts to educate LEP students. These principles include 
helping children become proficient in English as qUickly as possible, holding schools 

. accountable for results, providing local flexibility, and emphasizing quality in any 
approach used. ' 

-, 
.! 

III. 	 Specific Recommendations 

I. Oppos~ Unz Initiative on educational and legal grounds. 

Educational. . While evaluations 'of bilinguai education in 'California and elsewhere 
have identified some promisihg efforts, few believe that the services now provided to LEP 
students are effective on a large scale basis. In inany cases, shortages of qualified teachers arid 
poor implementation o.f limited the effectiveness of existing programs. However, these 
bilingual education programs should be "mended, not ended." A one-size-fits,.all State 
prescription for how to educate limited English proficient children and deman4ing that it be 
done within one year will, in our view, be counter-productive to achieving the goal of helping 
LEP students learn English and participate effectively in classrooms where English is the 



language of inst~ction. Experience and research, including a 1997 report of th~ National 
Academy of Sciences, indicate. that no one appro~ch is the answer for all limited English 
proficient children. 

Rather -- whether the approach is bilingual education, English as a seco~d language, 
structured immersion, or some variation or hybrid of them the success of programs turns on 
the quality and commitment of the school and teacher. The Unz Initiative is likely.to impair 
chances for success by limiting the discretion of schools and teachers to determine what works 
best for their LEP students. In fact, the Unz Initiative is an extreme form of overregulation 
that prevents teachers and parents from exercising common sense and professional judgment of 
how to serve individual children. Exceptions can be made only by bureaucrats far removed 
from the classroom, and personal liability of teac:;:hers increases the prospect of court intrusions 
in educational matters to new and alarming levels. 

A National Academy of Sciences study released March 18 shows that LEP children 
with no English proficiency are best taught to read English by first being taught reading in 
their native language, if teachers and instructional materials in their native language are 
available. Thus, while a structured English immersion approach may be effective for some 
limited English proficient children, it is likely to be ineffective for many others. In addition, 
our experience in administering the Bilingual Education Act and in reviewing programs for 
possible violations of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act indicates that one year of, special 
instruction -- whether in Bilingual Education or an Englisli immersion approach -- rarely is 
sufficient to enable a child who starts the program with almost no proficiency in English to 
become proficient enough to participate in regular classes. . " 

Legal. Based on the educational problems described above, the Unz Illitiative 
. implicates federal civil rights laws. In the seminal 1974 case of Lau v. Nichols; th~ Supreme 

Court interpreted Title VI of the Civil Rights Act to reqilire school districts to take steps to 
ensure that national origin minority students with limited English proficiency can effectively 
participate. in the regular educational program. Similarly, the Equal Educational Opportunity 
Act, enacted in 1974, requires public educational agencies to take appropriate action to 
overcome language barriers that impede student participationjnthe instructional programs. 
Neither Lau nor the subsequent cases addressing Title VI or the Equal EducatiC:mal 
Opportunity Act mandate a particular approach to ~eetingthese needs, but they require that· 
sound educational approaches be implemented and evaluated. 

. Assuming that some educational experts will vouch for the soundness of the sheltered 
English immersion approach mandated by the Unz Initiative, we,do not believ~ that a legal 
challenge asserting that the Unz Initiative on its face violates Title VI or the Equal Educational 
OpportunitY Act wbuld succeed. However, the Unz Initiative is certain to'cause widespread 
violations of Title VI and the Equal Educational Opportunity Act if it is interp*eted and 
applied in accordance with its intent to eliminate the choices .of local educators' when providing 
the appropriate instruction for limited English proficient students. Realistically, the only way 
that widespread violations will be avoided is if the State or local educational agencies broadly 
use loopholes in the Proposition to extend services well beyond a year and to provide bilingual 
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education for students who need it. 

It is evident that the Unz Initiative inevitably will create legal confrontations between 
California agencies and this Department, as well as the Department of Justice, qver violations 
of civil rights laws and will divert resources and attention that should be focused on educating 
children to investigations and litigation. 

. i 
Recommendation: For these reasons we recommend that you or another senior 

Administration official (the Vice President or Secretary Riley) announce the Administration's 
opposition to the Unz initiative within the next 2 weeks. Taking a position soon will allow us to 
frame the debate and set a constructive tone, rather than get sucked into an already inflammatory 
debate. We could turn this initiative into an opportunity to fit bilingual education into our overall 
framework for ensuring effective education in the 21st century. I 

r 

_~---,Agree --,----__.Disagree __---'Discuss Further 

2. Couple opposition to U nz with a clear statement of how local school districts can' 
strengthen education for LEP students. 

In accord with our recommendation for a "mend, don't end" approach to bilingual 
education, we believe that opposition to Unz should be coupled with a strong statement 
recognizing the importance of helping LEP students learn English and succeed, at;lda set of 
principles that should guide local efforts to strengthen rather than end these progr~s. The 
intent here is to underscore that while there is a place for bilingual education (and other ways to 
help LEP students become proficient in English), bilingual education programs iil particular and 
the schools that serve LEP students must do a better job." I 

Specifically, we recommend the following principles: 

Set a Time line for Students to Learn English. All sides of this debate~-including 
particularly parents ofHispanic and other LEP students--want children to learn E~glish as rapidly 
as possible. While there are no firm estimates from national datl!- available, the best available 
evidence suggests that it currently takes LEP students 4-5 years to become proficient in English. 
However, bilingual education programs are often portrayed as prolonging, rather ~han speeding, 
the process of learning English, and are often perceived to be open-ended rather than transitional 
programs. 

All ofyour advisers believe that part ofyour message for reforming bilingual education 
should call for explicit time lines for learning English: Doing this will ensure that your 
opposition to the Unz initiative is not seen as an elldorsementofthe status quo, ahd will increase 
the accountability of schoo"l districts tohelp children learn English"as rapidly as possible. 
However, we are split among three options for how best to do this, differing with respect to the 
specificity of the Time line, and whether you call for statutory changes' in the federal bilingual 
education program, or simply state a principle that local school districts should f<,111ow. 

• I 



Option 1: State a Principle that LEP students must bJco~e profiCient in En:~lish as quickly 
I ' 

as possible. Under this approach you would challenge school districts to establish clear goals' 
that will tell parents how quickly they can expect their children to master English land to 
participate in regular classrooms where English is the language of instruction. The determination 
of how long is appropriate would be left to each community; your primary message is that clear 
goals should be established and that participation in bilingual education programs should not be 
open ended 

To strengthen this approach, you could challenge every district to at least meet the 
provisions of current federal law, which provides a preference for districts that commit to a 3-5 
year timetable, and urge them to do eveil better. You could also direct Secretary Riley to develop 
guidelines for local school districts reflecting the best knowledge of how quickly LEP, students 
can be expected to become proficient in English, and identifYing approaches, strategies and 
programs that can help shorten the time it takes.' " 

In this approach, you distinguish yourself from the status 'quo in bilingual education by 
advocating :;;pecific time lines for learning English. You differ from the Unz Initiative by 

, avoiding an arbitrary, and unrealistically brief, Time line, and, by placing responsibility on local 
school districts to determine the most appropriate Time line, you reinforce the need for local 
control that is a basis for opposition to Unz. By not stating a specific Time line you avoid 
joining a contentious debate over whether time lines are appropriate and if so, how long is 
appropriate. However, failing to offer a specific Time line yourself may make this general' 
challenge seem weak. 

. I 

Option 2: State a principle that' school districts must commit to helping students learn 
English within 3 years. Under this stronger approach you would challenge school districts to 
meet a.specific 3 year timetable for helping students become proficient in EnglisH. By pressing 
school districts to commit to a three year time frame for teaching students English, you will 

. ensure that your opposition to the Unz initiative is not seen as an endorsement of the status quo, 
and increase the accountability of school districts to help children learn English as rapidly as 

I 

possible. 

I 

This proposal will be unpopular with the Hispanic Caucus and the bilingual advocacy 
community. They will argue that there is no clear research base to establish a 3-ybar time frame, 

. I 

that individuals vary in how long they need to master English, and that pushing students to learn 
English early will slow down their ability to master-other academic subjects. They will also 
argue that advocating a 3-year time frame--or any other arbitrary time limit--plays into the hands 
ofUnz and his supporters and weakens the ability ofUnz opponents to make the ~ase against the 
I-year arbitrary time limit in his proposal. 1 

i 

Option 3: Propose Changes to Federal Bilingual Education Program to Reqpire School 
Districts to Teach LEP Students to learn English'within 3 years. An even str6nger approach 
would be to propose amending the federal bilingual education program to requireithat students 
learn English within 3 years, with additional time and services provided to students facing 



unusual circumstances. (Practically, this would mean that individual students could only 
participate in the federally funded program for 3 years unless there were unusual circumstances.) 

This approach would send the strongest message that you are committed to reforming 
bilingual education, and back up your rhetoric with action to improve the programs for which 
you are responsible. However, this option will be strongly criticized by Hispanic' elected leaders 
nationally and in Congress, as well as bilingual education advocates. In addition 'to their 
opposition to a 3-year time limit, they have also counseled against proposing changes in the 
federal bilingual education program at this time. They argue that this step will take the focus 
away from their efforts to highlight the limitations of the Unz Initiative and inste~d draw 
attention to the weaknesses in bilingual education. Further, because the federal bilingual 
education program is due to be reauthorized in the next Congress, changes proposed now would 
not be likely to pass or even be taken up. However, this step is likely to fuel other Congressional 
proposals to alter or eliminate bilingual education. Further, by proposing changes in federal 
programs; this approach could also place members of the California Congressional delegation in 
a difficult position, because they would be forced to take a position on both the Unz initiative and 
on your legislative proposal. 

___Option 1 ___Option 2 ___0ption 3 __---,Discuss Further 

Local school districts must be accountable for performance and results. School 
districts must be held accountable for helping students become proficient in English as rapidly as 
possible. They should report publicly how well they are meeting the time lines th~y have 
established. They should test students periodically for English proficiency (as well as 
achievement in other subjects) to determine if they are making adequate progress~ and to provide 
additional services or take other corrective actions as appropriate when students ~re not making 
adequate progress. School districts should evaluate their bilingual education programs regularly 
as well. If a program is not helping its students progress rapidly enough, the school district 
should strengthen it, or use another approach research shows will work. 

There must be local flexibility. As discussed above, no one-size-fits-aU prescription 
for how to educate limited EngJish proficient children will work. Rather than state mandates 
that either prescribe or proscribe particular approaches, local schools must have the flexibility 
to design programs that meet its particular needs, mix of students and resources. So long as 
the goal is clear--that students learn English as rapidly as possible--and there is' accountability 
for results, parents and educators should be free to work together to fashion prpgrams that 
work for them. 

The focus must be on strengthening quality, regardless of approach. :The research on 
instruction for LEP students does not identify any approach (~ bilingual e~ucation, English 
immersion, English as a Second Language, or dual-language immersion) as particularly effective. 
Rather, it suggests that effective programs have well-prepared teachers who knoW how to teach 
reading and who are knowledgeable about second-language acquisition; provide ~tudents with a 
challenging curriculum and high academic. standards; and regularly assess student progress and 

I 



make adjustments in the instructional program accordingly. In short, if LEP students are to learn 
English and succeed in school, they must be in schools that work for all students-i'schools with 
high standards, good teachers, smaller classes, challenging curriculum and accountability for 
results. Because of this, any discussion of the steps required to strengthen local quality provides 
an opportunity to discuss your overall agenda for strengthening public schools 

___.Agree ___Disagree ___Discuss Further 

\ 



. · Elected Officials, Associations, Activists are Taking positions on Unz: 
. . I 

, 

Oppose Unz: 
Senator Barbara Boxer 

Lt. Gov. GreY'Davis 

Congressman Xavier Becerra 

Congressman Cal Dooley 

Congressman Bob Filner 

Congressman Lucile Roybal-Allard 


. Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren 
Congresswoman Ellen Tauscher 
Congressman Vic Fazio , .; 

Congressman Marty Martinez 
Delaine Eastin, Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Assemblyman Cruz Bustamante (former Speaker) 
Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa ,,. 
Senator President John Burton I 

Supervisor Gloria Molina 
CTA 
MALDEF 
Republican Assemblyman Bill Leonard , 

. Republican Assemblyman Rod Pacheco (only RLatino Assemblyrpan) 
CABE . 

Support U nz: 
Ron Unz 
Gloria Matta Tuchman 
Jaime Escalante 
F emando Vega 
Mayor Richard Riord~ 
Darrell Issa, Republican Senate Candidate opposing Barbara Boxer 

.,', 
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March 31, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 SECRETARY RILEY 
BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: . California Proposition 227 (Unz Initiative) to End Bilingual Education 

On June 2, California voters will consider Proposition 227, otherwise kno;wn as the Unz 
Initiative, which proposes to eliminate all bilingual education. This is California's third 
potentially divisive race-related initiative in four years, following on the heels of Proposition 
187, which barred public benefits for illegal immigrants, and Proposition 209, wqich ended 
affirmative action. . 

Polls show that the initiative is popular and is likely to pass, although a strong opposition 
campaign could makethis election close. Many Latino voters currently favor the initiative, 
although the polls show that Latino support has declined considerably as voters become more 
familiar with the details of the proposal. Latino activists are strongly opposed to ;Unz, and are 
looking to the White House to suppor,t their efforts to defeat it. 

Over the past several months DPC and Education Department staff worked with Maria 
Echaveste, Mickey Ibarra, Karen Skelton, and Janet Murguia to study the Unz Initiative, 
including extensive outreach to both opponents and supporters in California, in t1).e Congress and 
among the advocacy community. Despite legitimate concerns over the effectiveness of some 
bilingual education programs, your advisors stro~gly believe that the Unz initiative is bad 
education policy and will harm students who need help the most. 

We recommend that you publicly oppose the Unz Initiative because it deprives local 
educators of the ability to make educationally sound choices about how to meet the needs of 
limited English proficient children they serve and almost certainly will result in widespread 
violations of federal civil rights law. Your opposition to Unz should be coupled with a statement 
of the principles you support for strengthening programs to help Limited English Proficient 
students become proficient in English. 

1 
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I. 	 The Unz Initiative and Bilingual Education in California 

A. Overview of the Unz Initiative 

This initiative, authored and backed by Silicon Valley millionaire Ron Unz, is designed to 
end all bilingual education programs in California. More specifically, it would: 

• 	 Require that all p~blic school instruction be conducted in English. . I 

• 	 Permit this requirement to be waived only if parents or guardians can show that the child 
already knows English, has special needs, or would learn English faster through an 
alternative instructional technique. . ' 

• 	 Provide initial placement for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in "sheltered 
English immersion" programs for one year. Instruction in these programs1would be 
conducted in English, with some accommodations in the curriculum to take into account 
the limited English language skills of the students. , 

• 	 Appropriate $50 million per year over 10 years to fund adult education pr9grams 
designed to teach English to LEP adults who in turn pledge to provide Eriglish language 
tutoring to LEP students.' ! 

• 	 Make teachers, administrators and school board members subject to suits and personally 
liable for failure to implement the provisions 'of the initiative. 

Unz and other backers of this iiritiative regard the existing system of bilingual education 
in the state as a complete failure. They argue that because bilingual education relies so heavily 
on use of the students' native language and only slowly introduces English, the approach delays 
or prevents, rather than promotes, the acquisition ofEnglish. Further, they point ,out that 
although California's bilingual education law expired a decade ago, the legislature has been 
unable to enact legislation to reform a broken program. This initiative, they argu~, will' break the 
legislative impasse and dramatically change bilingual education policy for the be~er. 

, 

B. Bilingual Education in California 

Demographics. There are approximately 1.3 million Limited English Pr?ficient (LEP) 
students in California, approximately one quarter of California's' K-12 students. I This number' 
has nearly doubled in less than a decade, and represents some 43% of the nationa;t total.. Seventy 
nine percent of California's LEP students are native Spanish speakers. Hispanics have a 50% 
dropout rate, and by most indicators their academic performance lags behind most other 
population groups in the state. 

Educational Services. LEP students receive a wide variety of services intended to help 
them learn English. and academic subjects. In 1997, only about 30% received wfiat is 
conventionally considered bilingual education -- programs which make significant use of the 
student's primary language to teach academics while phasing in ever greater amohnts ofEnglish 
language instruction .•More than halfparticipate in specially designed instructional programs that 

I 
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help students learn English through a combination of approaches such as direct instruction in 
grammar,'vocabulary and communications, while teaching other subjects in a way designed to be 
accessible to LEP stUdents. (The Unz Initiative would eliminate these programs ak well as . 
conventional bilingual programs.) Approximately 16% of all LEP students are no~ receiving any 
language instruction services at all. 

California Legal Framework. The legal framework for providing services to LEP 
students in California is murky. California's Bilingual Education Act sunseted in 1987, but the 
State Board of Education regulations implementing the act have remained in effec:t. Under this 
framework, school districts are required to help students become fluent in English and competent 
in other academic subjects, and are given,a significant amount of flexibility in determining how 
to achieve these goals. Neither bilingual education nor any other specific approach to teaching 
LEP students is required. 

There have been a number of unsuccessful attempts in the past decade to enact new 
legislation, but bilingual education reformers and advocates have been unable to agree on an 
approach. There has been a fresh attempt over the past month to craft compromise l~gislation, 
partly to take the steam out ofUnz and to give Unz opponents something to support. This effort, 
however, is likely to end in failure. 

Early in March the State Board of Education took the first step toward eliminating the 
state bilingual education regulations. This process should be completed shortly before the vote 
on Unz. The effect of this action will be to eliminate any state requirement for th~ provision of 
specific services to LEP students, and to give local school districts even greater flexibility in'this 
area. 

II. Political Context 

The Unz initiative is currently the most serious threat to bilingual education, but it is not 
likely to be the last. Earlier this year Speaker Gingrich proposed eliminating bilingual education, 
and some conservative education experts (~, Diane Ravitch) have also called fo:r its 
elimination. Last week, Rep. DeLay introduced a bill that would eliminate the federal bilingual 
education program, and House Republicans have included a $75 million recision ofFY98 
funding for bilingual education in the emergency supplemental bill. Especially ifUnz passes, 
we are likely to ,see energized opposition to the federal program, and increased op'position in 
other states and localities. '­

The Unz initiative presents a political dilemma in California. If we oppose it, we risk 
alienating a majority of California Anglo voters. If we fail to oppose it, we. risk alienating a 
vocal and increasingly influential group of Latino leaders, and possibly Latino voters. 

Current polls show that a large majority of California Anglo voters support Unz. For' 
Anglos, bilingual education may become a hot button issue similar to immigrant services and 

, 
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affirmative action. In contrast, Latino voters are split on the issue. While many contimle to 
support Unz largely out of frustration at the public schools' failure to help their cnildren, polls 
show that Latino support is eroding as they become more aware of the particulars of the 
initiative. And the polls tendedto underestimate Latino opposition to Prop; I 87and Prop. 209. . 	 , 

Latino activists and elected officials oppose Uuz. To some of the Latino leaders, Unz is a 
litmus issue, like Propositions 187 and 209. Latino leaders are looking to the W~ite Hciuse to 
become actively involved in the opposition to Unz, and are fearful that we will choose to sit on 
the sidelines. ' 

More organizations and elected officials are'takingpositions on Unz. The California 
education community -- including the California Teachers Association and the California School 

. Boards Association -- is strongly opposed to Unz. Key Democratic officeholders:(including Sen. 
Boxer, Rep. Becerra and most Democrats in the California delegation, State Superintendent 
Delaine Eastin, and Speaker Villaraigosa) have als~ announced their opposition to the Uilz 
initiative. All three Democratic gubernatorial candidates have come out against Bnz. Sen. 
Feinstein has not taken a public stance yet, though she appears likely to support :qnz. A list of 
organizations, elected officials, and other leaders that have taken positions on UnZ is attached. 

. . . 	 , I 

The Republican state party has supported Unz, though many Republican qfficials, . 
including Gov. Wilson, have not yet taken a position. Dan Lungren has not takeri a position yet, 
but has recently said that the recent action by the State Board of Education has eliminated the 
need for Unz. There is always a chance that White House 'opposition toUnz could polarize the 
situation and push Gov. Wilson and other Republicans to support Unz, but at lea~t some . 
Republican leaders are afraid to support another initiative viewed as anti-Hispanic. 

The political dilemma can be resolved with a "Mend it / Don't End W' response. 
We believe the best approach to this issue is to strike a middle ground by admitti:t;lg that bilingual 
education needs mending,but asserting that Unz is not the way to do it. More specifically, we 
can: 
• 	 Start by reiterating the overriding importance of helping every chHd become proficient in 

English; 
• 	 Oppose Unz on the merits because it is too extreme; 
• 	 Remind voters what we are for, including both our overali approach.to str~ngthening 


public education and our Hispanic ,initiative; : 

• 	 Articulate the fundamental principles that you believe should be used by lbcal 

communities to strengthen their efforts to educate LEP students. These principles include 
helping children become proficient in English as quickly as possible, holding schools. 
accountable for results, providing local flexibility, and emphasizing qualio/ in any 
approach used. 
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III. Specific Recommendations 

I. Oppose Unz Initiative on educational and legal grounds. 
.. I 

Educational. While evaluations of bilingual education in California antl elsewhere, 
have identified some promising efforts, few'believe that the services now provided to LEP 
students are effective on a large scale basis. In many cases, shortages of qualified teachers and 
poor implementation of limited the effectiveness of existing programs. Howev~r, these 
bilingual education programs should be "mended, not ended." A one-size-fits-all State 
prescription for how to educate limited English proficient children and demandjng that it be 
done within one year will, in our view, be counter-productive to achieving the :goal of helping 
LEP students learn English and participate effectively in classrooms where English is the 
language of instruction. Experience and research, including a 1997 report of the National 

, Academy of Sciences, indicate that no one approach is the answer for all limited English 
proficient children.' , 

Rather -- whether the approach is bilingual education, English as a second language, 
structured immersion, or some variation or hybrid of them -- the success of programs turns on 
the quality and commitment of the school and teacher. The Unz Initiative is likely to impair 
chances for success by limiting the discretion of schools and teachers to determine what works 
best for their LEP students. In fact, the Unz Initiative is an extreme form of overregulation 
that prevents teachers and parents from exercising common sense and professional judgment of 
how to serve individual children. Exceptions can be made only by bureaucrats ,far removed 
from ,the classroom, and personal liability of teachers increases the prospect of court intrusions 
in educational matters to.new,and alarming levels. ; 

A National Academy of Sciences study released March 18 shows that LEf children 
with no English proficiency are best taught to read English by first being taught reading in 
their native language, if teachers and instruCtional materials in their native language are 
available. Thus, while a structured English immersion approach may be effectIve for some 
limited English proficient children, it is likely to be ,ineffective for many others. IIi addition, 
our experience in administering the Bilingual Education Act and in reviewing programs for 
possible violations of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act indicates that one year of;special 
instruction -- whether in Bilingual Education or an English immersion approach -- rarely is 
sufficient to enable a child who starts the program with almost no proficiency in English to 
become proficient enough to participate in regular classes. 

Legal. Based on the educational problems described above, the U nz Irutiative 
implicates federal civil rights laws. In the seminal 1974 case of Lau v. Nichols, the Supreme 
Court interpreted Title VI of the Civil Rights Act to require school districts to take steps to 
ensure that national origin minority students with limited English proficiency can effectively 
participate in the regular educational program. Similarly, the Equal Educatiop41 Opportunity 

, I 

Act, enacted in 1974, requires publiceducational age.ncies to take appropriate action to 
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overcome language barriers that impede student participation in the instructiomtl programs. 
Neither Lau nor the subsequent cases addressing Title VI or the Equal Educationa( 
Opportunity Act mandate a particular approach to meeting these needs, but they require that 
sound educational approaches be implemented and evaluated. I 

i 

Assuming that some educational experts will vouch for the soundness of the sheltered 
English immersion approach mandated by the Unz Initi~tive, we do not believe! that aJegal 
challenge asserting that the Unz Initiative on its face violates Title VI or the Equal Educational 
Opportunity Att would succeed. However, the Unz Initiative is certain to caus~ widespread 
violations of Title VI and the Equal Educational Opportunity Act if it is interpr~ted and 
applied in accordance with its intent to eliminate the choices of local educators when providing 
the appropriate instruction for limited English proficient students. Realisticallyl, the only way 
that widespread violations will be avoided is, if the State or local educational agenci~s broadly 
use loopholes in the Proposition to extend services well beyond a year and to provide bilingual 
education for students who need it. : 

It is evident that the Unz' Initiative inevitably will create legal confrontations between 
California agencies and this Department, as well as the Department of Justice, over violations 
of civil rights laws ,and will divert resources and attention that should be focused on educating 
children to investigations and litigation. ' " 

Recommendation: For these reasons we recommend that you or another senior 
Administration official (the Vice President or Secretary Riley) announce the Adrpinistration's 
opposition to the Unz initiative within the next 2 weeks, Taking a position soon;will allow us to 
frame the debate and set a constructive tone, rather than get sucked into an already inflammatory 
debate. We could tum this initiative into an opportunity to fit bilingual educatiori into our overall 
framework for ensuring effective education in the 21st century. 

r 

Agree Disagree Discuss Further ' ----- ----- ~--- I 

2. Couple opposition to Unz with a clear statement of how local school districts can 
strengthen education for LEP students. ' 

In accord with our recommendation for a "mend, don't end" approach to bilingual 
education, we believe that opposition to Unz should be coupled with a strong statement 
recognizing the importance of helping LEP students learn English and succeed, and a set of 
principles that should guide local efforts to strengthen rather than end these progiams. The 
intent here is to underscore that while there is a place for bilingual education (and other ways to 
help LEP students become proficient in English), bilingual education programs in particular and 
the schools that serve LEP students must do a better job. ' ' :' , 

, ,r 
I 

Specifically, we recommend the following principles: 
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LEP students must become proficient in English as quickly as possible. This is a 
universal goal--shared especially by parents and students who have come to this country for 
greater opportunity and who are eager to fully participate in the life of their community and 
country. Yet one of the most frequent criticisms of bilingual education programs is that they are 
open-ended--that they prolong the time it takes for students to learn English. School districts 
should establish clear goals that will tell parents how quickly they can expect their children to 
master English and to participate in regular classrooms where English is the language of 

. instruction. Participation in bilingual education should not be open-ended or never-ending. , 
, 

Federally funded bilingual education programs are required to ensure that students master 
English within 3-5 years. You could challenge every district to meet that standard, and urge 
them to do better. You could also direct Secretary Riley to develop guidelines for local school 

. I 

districts reflecting the best knowledge of how quickly LEP students can be expec~ed to become 

proficient in English, and identifying approaches, strategies and programs that cap help shorten 

the time it takes. ' 


Local school districts must be accountable for performance and results. School 
districts must be held accountable for helping students become proficient in English as rapidly as 
possible. They should report publicly how we 11they are meeting the timelines they have 
established. They should test students periodically for English proficiency (as w~ll as 
achievement in other SUbjects) to determine. if they are. making adequate progress, and to provide 
additional services or take other corrective actions as appropriate when students are not making 
adequate progress. School districts should evaluate their bilingual education programs regularly 
as well. If a program is not helping its students progress rapidly enough, the school district 
should strengthen it, or use another approach research shows will work. . 

I 

There must be local flexibility. As discussed above, no one-size-fits-all prescription 
for how to educate limited English proficient children will work. Rather than state mandates 
that either prescribe or proscribe particular approaches, local schools must have the flexibility 
to design programs that meet its particular needs, mix of students and resources. So long as 
the goal is clear--that students learn English as rapidly as possible--and there is! accountability 
for results, parents and educators should be free to work together to fashion pr~grams that 
work for them. 

The focus must be on strengthening quality, regardless of approach. :The research on 
instruction for LEP students does not identify any approach (~ bilingual education, English 
immersion, English as a Second Language, or dual-hll1guage immersion) as particularly effective. 
Rather, it suggests that effective programs have well-prepared teachers who kno~ how to teach 
reading and who are knowledgeable about second-language acquisition; provide ~tudents with a 
challenging curriculum and high academic standards; and regularly assess student progress and 
make adjustments in the instructional program accordingly. In short, ifLEP students are to learn 
English and succeed in school, they must be in schools that work for all students--schools with 
high standards, good teachers, smaller classes, challenging curriculum and accountability for 
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results. Because of this, any discussion of the steps required to strengthen local quality provides 
an opportunity to discuss your overall agenda for strengthening public schools ; 

___,Agree ~__Disagree ___Discuss Further 
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Elected Officials, Associations, Activists are Taking positions on Unz: 

Oppose Unz: 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Lt. Gov. Grey Davis 
Congressman Xavier Becerra 
Congressman Cal Dooley 
Congressman Bob Filner 
Congressman Lucile Roybal-Allard 
Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren 
Congresswoman Ellen Tauscher 
Congressman Vic Fazio 
Congressman Marty Martinez 
Delaine Eastin, Superintendent ofPublic Instruction 
Assemblyman Cruz Bustamante (former Speaker) 
Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa 
Senator President John Burton 
Supervisor Gloria Molina 
CTA 
MALDEF 
Republican Assemblyman Bill Leonard 
Republican Assemblyman'Rod Pacheco (only R Latino Assembl~an) 
CABE. 

Support Unz: 
Ron Unz 
Gloria Matta Tuchman 
Jaime Escalante 
Fernando Vega~ 
Mayor Richard Riordan 
Darrell Issa,.Republican Senate Candidate opposing Barbara Boxer 

I, 
I 
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