DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 113 422 - UD 0315 562
AUTHOR Steinberg, lLois S. *
TITLE -~ A Study of Programs for Pupils with English Language

Difficulty in New York City Public Schools. Report on
Bilingual Education. -

INSTITUTION = -Community Serv1ce Society of New York, N.Y.
~  PUB DATE Jun 74 . o
NOTE 8up.

AVAILABLE FROM Conmunity Service Society of New York, 105 East 22nd
Street, New York, New York 10010 $1.00)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC -$4.43 Plus Postage .

o DESCRIPTORS Blllngual Education; Boards of Education; «
- Disadvantaged Youth; Economically Disadvantaged;

Educationally Disadvantaged; Educational Needs;
Educational Policy; *Educational Problems; Language
Handicaps; *Lanquage Programs; Program Development;
*Program Evaluation; Puplic Policy; *Spanish
Speaking
IDENTIFIERS *New York (New York)

ABSTRACT . n ® - )
o The purpose of this report is to explore what is
being done, as well as what is not being done, for students who enter
. New York City schools with little or no understanding of English. The
2 data provided in this report provided the basis for a class action
suit which resulted in the establishment of the Pilot Schools ‘
bilingual program. The Cormunity Service Society began to gather the
[~ available facts in connectivn with legislation introduced in the 1973
session of the New York State LegiSlature. Consideration of the
proposed legislation required information on the kinds of prograams
the New York City Board of Education and Community School districts
are providing for these pupils, the number of students being served,
and the effectiveness of these programs. Major findngs derived from -
such data as Board of Education reports, interviews with
administrators of programs for non-English speaking pupils in the New
York City public schools, a content analysis of evaluations of
selected bilingual programs, and observations of bilingual programs
in city schools, include the following: (1) between 1971 (the date of
the first published report on the Board of Education's language
- sutvey) and 1973, the proportion of pupils with- Fnglish language
difficulty increased from 8.9 percent to 12.9 percent of the total
school enrollment, and {2) by 1973-1974, only about half of those
with language problems were receiving special language instruction.
Other findings are also highlighted. (Author/JdM)

[}
Ve -
Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every
effort to cbtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility aie often encountered and this affects the
quallty of the microfiche and hardcopy reproducticns ERIC makes avalable via the £€RIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).
is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from

ER\,gmd |

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




'.5‘-1‘-"-' w

EDL1L3422

UD 015562

June 1974

]

REFORT ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION

A 3TUDY OF

F

PROGRAMS FOR FUPILS WITH-
ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTY

IN NEW YORK CITY FUBLIC SCHCOLS

-

Prepared for the
Committee on Education
by
Lois S. Steinberg
Staff Assistant

U S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

v, DOCUMENT tia5 BEEN REPRO
HULCED EXACTLY AS RECEVED FROM
Yif PERSON OK ORGANIZATON ORIGIN
ATING 'T POINYS OF % iEW OR OPINIONS
SYATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
LEST OF S IC1AL NATIONAL (NSTITUTE OF
LOLCAT ON POAITION OR POLICY

Department of Public Affairs
. Comraunity Service Society of Iew York
105 East 22 Street, ilew York, N.Y. 10010 -

Price

~r
-t
Q
O




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CobLF.: UMITY S LRV

lro. sndérew Heishell
Chaoirnon of lhe Boord

irs. Jo

>

Luic . lwvoarez

TCE oo0oCIoyYy of. ded J0O0rK

nehwert . osirced
. -~ N - i
- . Feeciannl

.lvin L..uchory T

Geaerzl birector ’
‘¥
CO L ITTRE Ol CbUCrTIOIL
mes T. 1ill, Je., Cheoirnca
- Fio. obperc .. Levinoon
¥

13, Leonard H. Berahelun
i.rs..Dacuy Blonchard
Gcrvey B, Clorie -
Yiillicm J. Deon

Lz, Hecley . Dbonoven
oS, Lyron o. ¥UALL, Jv.
311iom E. Follz

b.o. Gloria Gorlinkel

P, THllion €. Gereenov b
i, Joha Gulircuad.

L HOC RILLIGU L ol TT..0

Biuece j.erehnni
1. Bosbosa v.o1iile
2 Lo, Thowos 8. i

. Herold Reichvald
e, Ioourn SenticLo
aunrd Lcaer

a0, 1 iehoel Sher
Fover J. Steouss

St oYy ec boOHIL T o

)

4

']

K]

Crr. lyed P HILY Ure bl Cholreod -

Cogvey B, Clocke )
Do . Uedley V. Tonovo
Lo, Joun Gullrevnd

Ce. Jilee T.OHILL, Je.

H T A

Bruce . ~?r‘(:1; il
prn. dopres Dol

U TOSY AT R ST

LD

Uiy echor

bt . Flocence 1ot

Jroct e o St

L. LOL L eolanes

g Lorooeae Lion

o’




v . ; Page
: PREFACE- . i
. . > ‘
‘ MAJOR FINDINGS . . R Jdii
© LANGUACE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS - - R £ &
’ \STUDYMETHO]:S..,o....\/..o,.-.,,--A.o-.. ....... T |
i s ‘ .
U DEFINITIONS+ « « + + ofe o o o v v v v v vii i i e e v e e e 2
\ / ! R ”
THE PROBIEM. + . .+ . AR L L 3
/
BACKGROUND - - - - 2/. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 5
IDENTIFYING THE PROBIEM STUDENIS - - R A IR IR 7
PROGRAM% IN NEW, YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOIS R I R R
FUNDING SOURCES COST OF PROGRAMS + ¢ ¢+ « + o o o o o o o o o PREN 13
Adequacy of Qurrent Programs - Absence of Guldellnes - Shortage
of Trained Teachers ’ .
ENGIJSH AS A SE OND IANGUAGE P”OGRAM IN HIGH SCHCOLS + + » o + « + « « 16
e e — ———— ’ U e i - e v e e e e e e
Program Des?rlptlon - Testlpg lnstruments Needed - Shortage of
Trained Teac¢hers - ESI, Works hop - Summary
i ELEMENTARY’AIE%JUNIOR HIGH PROGRAMS. « « o ¢« o o o v o v 0o o0 0 0o o 23
Interviews with Goordinators. )
EVALUATIONS OF SEIECTED BILINGUAL ANﬁ ESL YPROGRAMS, 1971-72 « . .+ « « . = 26
Inadequate,Tralnlng - Inadequacy of Curriculum Materials - Bilingual
Frogram anknesses - ESL Program Weaknesses - Evaluation Methods and
Standards ,~ Inconsistency in Instruments to Measurée Pupil Achievement -
Summary f } )
_ ON-SITE OBSERVATIONS OF BILINGUAL PRCGRANMS: + « « o ¢ ¢ o o o« o o o o o o 3k
Site Selectiorn - Fully Bilingual Schools - Mini-Schools - Bilingual
Tracks - Description of One Bilingual Program -~ Conclusions
IEGISIATION + « + « o o o o o v o o e b e et e e e e i e v e v e e b5
The Federal Bilingual Education Act - The Messachusetts Transitional
Bilingual Education Act - Kew York State Legislation - Recommended
Legislation for Bilingual Education in New York State N
TITIGATION + « o o o o o o o o o 4 o o s 4 o o o o o o o o o o o o0 o oo o5l

The San Francisco Case: Lau V. Nlchols - The New York Case: ASPIRA Inc.
v. Board of Fducation of the (ity of New York

REFERENCES + « « + o o % o o o o o o o e it e o e et o e s s e v o w56
MO ML ¢ 0 o .0 o o o o o o s 4 s e e e o s e e e 4 s s e e o o e o e o
E KC APTENDICE . 59

E"\
%4

—— g




ES

« & ,
oo

This report explores what is being done, as well as whet is not

being done, for students who enter New York City schools with 1ittle

»
“

" .or no understandink of English. - .

-

. .
"Non-E". -~ Some classroom teachers write this abbreviation next to the

names of students who have language problems. .
"Pupils with Language Difficulty , either "severe" or "moderate" --
X The Board of.Education's Bureau of Program Statistics so labels

\ ’ these pupils,

"Limited English-speaking Ability" -~- This term was used by the
Federal Government in the Bilingual Act of 1969.

"Pupils who, by reasons of foreign birth, ancestry or otherw1se,,
experience difficulty in reading and Understandlng English" =2
Such is the description found in the-New York State Educatlon
Law. - “

All of the above labels refer to the same students, those .who

’
-

eibh°f do nct understand Eng]lsh or mpo commrehend it to such a limlued
degree that they cannot f0110w instruction provided in Engllsh.

In rgcent decades & majority of students in this catégory have
been Puer:o Rican and increa;ed awareness of their low reading scores
and dfop6u£ rate has led to an assumptién that the city school system
hag made little effort to help them.

An attempt to develop a c%ty-wide approach to thg education of
Puerto ﬁicanliupils in New York was undertaken in 1946 by the Association
of Assistant Superintendents. Before that time programs for non-English
speakiné nupils were'developed by local school principals. A comprehznsive

plan for Puerto Ricans and otter non-English speaking pupils was based

1
_ on the Puerto Rican Study conducted from 1953 to 1957.

-

- PREFACE . . N

-
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The evidence on achievement levels for Puerto Rican\students,
hé&ever, sdggéj?s yhat £his plan was either ineffective or not implemented.
‘Since no one hes yet collected achievement data on pupils from other
;
language groups the plan may or may not be working for them. However,
the facts required to determine what is happening to these students
are hard to come by. . : -
oo The Cohmunity Service Society began to gather the available facts
_in éqnnéction with legislation introduced in the 1973 session of the
New York State Legislature. Leg%glatibn degling with 5ilingual education.
programs came to the attentioh of the Society's Committee’on Education. )
.The issue was of interest to the Committee because of CSS's established— --- - -
cormitment to the'Qisadvantaged, specifically the economically deprived
and those who Sé}fér from discrimination,
Considera£ion of the proposed legislation required information on
thé%kinds of programs the New York City Board of Education and Community
School districts are providing for éhese pupils, the number of students

$

being served, and the effectiveness of thése programs.

The study undertaken by the Committee would not have been possible ¢

without the_cooperation of a great mapy administrators in various

offices of the Central Board of Education and the supervisors, teachers,

»

and paraprofessionals in the programs visited in several school districts.
A Many of these educators expressed appreciation that & "neutral" organi-
zation like the Community Service Sociéty was interested in this problem.

They all shared our concern for the affected pupils.

The neel to increase public awareness of language problems and %o

clarify issues related to bilingual educaﬁion and language policy was

N

first pointed out to the Committee on Education by Marjorie Martus of

—

Q . I 7
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the Ford Foundation., For their assistance im providing background in- y
o v Vs
formation on these issues we wish to thank Hernan LaFontaine, David e
: . & e

Krulik, Philip Bolger, Frederick Shaw and Margaret Langlois, lew Yerk
City Boa*d of Lducatlon. haymond Sulllvan, Harcourt Bra cé Jovanovich,
Inn.s Rudolph Troike, Center for Apnlled Linguis®t 1cs; Jose Vazhuez\and )
Morietta Shore_, Project BEST; and Father Josemeitzpatriclc, S.J., .
Fordham University. And for his research assistano;, George Morales.

. This report aims primaiily at increasing public understanding and
“discussion of 'the ,problems involved in educating the pupil with limited
English speaking ability. We hope that it may be useful to parents z2nd

t ,
S other laymen responsible for.decisions related to providing arpropriate

educational programs for these children. :

MAJOR FINDINGS

These findings were derived fror the following data: “Board of
Elucation reporté, interviews with administrators of programs for non-
English speaking pupils in the Hew York City public schools, a content
analysis of evsluations of selected bilinmual programs, and observations
of bilinpwal vprograwms in city schools.

h]

1. Between 1901 (first published report of Board of Education's

languaze survey) end 1973, the proportion of pupils vwith English langu e

o

- difficulty increased from 3.9} o 12.95 of the total school enrollwent.

- s
/
Althourh a majority of the 143,504 pupils ia this category in 1973 come
y .
from Spunish-spesking homes, there are a larse number from homes where
—~ the dominant lenguage is Its1isn, brench, Chinese, Greek, other foreirn }
v * \ t
languages and English.
' e
i ... 8
-
O

WJ:EEE .
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: " 2. Until recently, only & small number of these students’were

ke

enrolled in ESL or bilingual programs. This number has more tpen

. . ,doubled since 1970; but according to data obtained from Board of-Education

sources, by 1973-74 only about half of those with language problems were
S receiving special langpage.instrdbtion.- T

. . -~ ]
; - 3. No systematic methods have been devised by the Board of BEducation

s * ter assess the needs of pupils with English language dlfﬁiculty, the

”

adequacy of services provided (1n relation to the total ‘number of students
LS

[
<in need) or the effectlveness of these services. L
'

\
|

- 8, Neither the Central ﬁoard of Education nor the community school
» \/

es or standards for bilingual programs,

4 >

boards have developed guldell
5. In the Spring of 1973 the Officé of Bilingual Educatlon did not

have the resources to analyze the results of a survey to determine the
< L]

Py

numver of pupils being served in a languege program and methods utilized
- to_ diagnose lunguage fluency and achievement. Key administfétors}at the
A Central Board of Education could not tell us who is responsible for
ana%yzing the methods utilized in }unded programs or their effec@iveness.
6. Almost $2?-million was spent on "pilingual" programe that were
' N )eepqrted to serve 71,@&6 pupils'in the 1973~T4 school year. However,
there were indications thaf‘students were counted more than once, and
the Board of éducation could not provide data on“hoﬁ many of these
students were in the 1ahgﬁage Ldndicapped category. Most of these

. ‘ : $
-~ programs vere funded by state and federal grants, with the largest share

(oyer $15~miliion) from Title I of the federal Elemehtary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). The average~additional per pupil allotment
provided by these fundiﬂg sources rauged from $210 (State Urban Education)

— . ———

to $615 (city tax levy), e« __ 98
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7. There are schools with one bilingual"program receivimg ?itle'l,

- -t

Title VII, 3vate Urban Education and $ex levy tunﬁs, indicétin g ’

< 1 ¥ *

. - M - J .
double, triple and quadruple couﬁting of the same students.

¥ »

y 8. A varlety of programs are operatlng under the billngual educat;ona-

' - . N

rubrlc and there appeared to be llttle agreement among educators on the

[} [

* 2

goals of blllngual programs or the methods for implementing them.

9. It has been charged that Title I blllngual programs, although
-
labeled as such, were not blllngual programs but, in 1973 we were not

I - -

able to galn access .o these programs in order to verify this. All

requests to observe Title I programs were rejected. LI \ .
10. Our analys1 of 20 -evaluations of -selected 1971;?2 Blllngual

and ESL.programs, conducted by 1ndependent consultants, indicated T

.
,
. o~ . . L . \
.

..'.. ..’. ‘ -
positive achievement gsins in most programs despite major program

weaknesses. In additiOn, severel evaluators indicated weaknesses in

. the evaluations due to tlmlng problems and 1nab111ty to obtain quant;-

- tative achiévenent data. Only one of the elght ‘bilingual” programs

-

funded by Title I and state funds included in thig sample conformed

- ) &
to the eccepted definition of such a program: instruction in two
languages. : ) . . . * D - .

{

Most frequently menticned inddéquecies indicate the need for

improvements inm:
vt C s ,

a;” program development and planning {

b. supervisor and tescher training -- many districis appear
L3

to have ESIL and bilingual teachers with no specisl training

_ ¢. curriculum develSpment ) s
! - ! ’.
d. téaching:materials - .. 10
RV D apprOprdate testing instruments .

- f. evaluation procedures




- . i -
) Less'frequéntly mentionéd préblems included: ' - N
a. the a;siénmené of bilingual teachqulté other programs
b.. ineffective ‘use of paféprofessionals ¥
c. use of bilingual end ESL classes &s a "dumping'ground” "
. . st .
- for behavior problems - ;“‘\\ S :
+ d. reports that bilingual teachers feel discriminated ggainst
. iq comparison to regular teachers - .
e! 'ﬂhe%féctive ;trategieé to involv; éarents or to meet . ’
) " parents' needs : ’ ) | . o ) _
f. the neeﬁ to‘relate‘university—baS@ﬁ biliﬁguai train%ng ;
p'rogr;a.ms to the teachers'.classroom experience
: 8. Enadgquatq facilities fob ESL classes ' s

11.

bservation.of 13 ﬁilingual progr%ms'py Cs3 two years after

the above evaluatjions were conducted, indicate that major program

weaknesses identifiedéby,the eveluators persist in 1973. This sgggests’

-

that the Board of Education has rniot taken appropriate action to remedy

thegf defects, . > ' :

12% Interviews with' program administrators revealed the following'

[ ’ ’

» ~

-

additional problems which indicate the need fo develop flexible lunguage

~

programs:

8.

‘little or no understanding of English

previous schooling

L) \

a lack of articulation between elementary and secondary
o~ »

school programs - .

’ ~
New York City schools are receiving pupfls of all ages with

indications of an increase in older students with no
high residentiei mobility of families with children who

have English language difficulty
b ’ . P

- * N

N

BN -

AR




13.” With the exceptlon of Tltle Vil programs, 1n which guidelines '

. i
) v * . - b

1 e’
specify 1nclusion‘bf English domlnant puplls, it appears that the Tunded . 7

-

L
N

blllngual programs tend to foster segregatlon of students from the

. regular school program. Ellglblllty for Title I bllrﬁuaal programs, |

“w. k. . for example, is based .on Enpllsh language deflclency. . ' ‘ e

[ . A . o

b .
14.\ There is a need for SChOOlS‘tO have clearly stated policy
on student plaeement and credits earned for schooling ouﬁside’of the

Un}ﬁed States.. > e ’ ' T
. R ‘ , _
. . 15. We find many defects in the conception end implementation of
- "' ' -
language programs currently operating in New York Clty schools. We

”,

‘believe that many of ‘hese defects can be remedied by the pOlle ",

recommendatlonslthat follow. RN T ‘ ’ . KR
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0 - LANGUAGE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS . > s
) i . - M .

. : . )

‘ 1. s The Commiptee on Education of the Commuqity Service Society

. supports bilingual instruction in the public schopls. The primary goal

of'bilingual Anstruction”should be to develop in the child proficiénc& . A
» Py -
in En?lloh language Skllls at the same time, he is provided academlc

1nstructlon in his native language and in 'English., When the eh;ld nas ) .

3

L
7 ’ .

mastered English to the extent that he can participate on an equal basis
’ L)

with English speaking students, he should'be'transferred to clagses

x . ' ’
. » <
o [ <

instructed in English, . . . .

2. Participation in bilinguel programs should be voluntayy and L

yequire written permission of the parent if is the respdnsibility

) of locel schools to explain the purpoue of bllmnsual 1nstructlon to .

parents and to provide fpr parent payu¢01patlon in the 1mp1¢mentatlon.q"
* 5 Bl ’ -

of the program, . ' ¥
i N 3. State law should mandate.the provision of bilingual instrugtloq

«

for non-English speaking students, .-
a) The Central -Board of Educetion im New York Cityishbul&ﬂbe‘

' U re§poﬁsib1e for developing‘standafd§ and guidelines for

v . RN . 1_ ;,‘ bilingual proérgms at all -levels. _ 9 _ H
b)_ The method of siiinéﬁal insﬁfdction shoulc be determined . DY

. by the local educational authgritieés.

¢) Bilingual programs should Qg?evaluated to expand our

. knowledge of the effectiveness of different bilingual *

methods, This information should be analyzed by the

a .~

- _ Centgél Board of Education and results disseminated to

community school districts..

/ .. 43 T

v




L
iX. .-
d) 7Tt is the responsibility of the local school district .t
to prévide abpropriate curriculum materials for bilingual ,
program within guidéiines set by the Central Board. ]
e) oThe school census should include information on students' .

¥
n

language dom;nance.

3

L. Special emphasis should be given to ensuring that bilingual
programs do not segregate pupils whose ianguage dominance is other

than English from English-speaking pupils.
[ : \
- 5. Teachers who provide English language instructibe in bilingual
\

programs should be proficient in the English language and have special
. t;aining in the teaching of gnglish to speakers of other languages. .

Teachers who provide instruction in a subject area should be tested

for proficiency in the lapguége of instr;ction as well as subject area.

6. There is & need to develoﬁ appropriate instruments to measure

1Y «

= ) <the childis achievement during the period in which he participates in
& bilingual pppgraﬁf Such instruments should measure achievement in
subjects taught in the’hative language; as well as programs in

mastering English, to ensure that the student will be capable of
competing with his peers in & regular program.

-

1 4
¥ -

E
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~\ . ) STUDY 1ETHODS

4

J
The Cormittee's methods of investigation included site visits to programs in z
\ . . .
operatitn; interviews with personnél involved with language-problem students; and
analyses of reports, records and data availeble. Two types of programs were

studied: English as a second languagé (ESL) programs and bilingual programs.

"

Programs visited included: - ’
1. ESL programs in 4 New York City high schools
2. Bilingual programs in 13 New York Clty elementary and 1ntermed1ate
schools

»

Material analyzed included:

. Board of Education reports/evaluations

Selected 1971-72 Bilingual and ESIL program evaluations conducted.
. - by indspendent consultants

n -

3. 1973-7h bilingual compbnents of Title I proposals
L. Wew York State education law
5. Federal Bilingual Act
6. Reports on bilingual education hearings publlshed in the
Congressional Record :
v 7. Legislation enacted in other Suates e a

Personnel and others 1nterv1eweu 1nc1ud§d:

N

New York-City Bozcrd oi Education ond Siate Education Department

1.
administrators
2." Bilingual educators and researchers
3. Community School Disirict personnel
L, Pérsonnel of Massachusetts school sysiem

While the Committee's original intent was to study comporative data on ihe

effectiveness. of bilingual and ESL programs opexating in New York City schools,
: \

this was discovered to he impossible because of the dearth of longitudinal data,

variations in program goals atid the inconsistent rececrch methods utilized in .

evaluating these prog.oams., It soon became appareni that, based on an inadeguate

-

amount of information, the Committee could not recommend’ one Jrogram over another.
Concequently, it decided to focus on the problems related to educating the non-
Enpglish spealting student and the student with limiled English-speaking ability.

This report is aimed at clarifying some of the complex issues that have been

raised in connection with proposed solutlons for New Yorx City pupils.

. . ' . M T 15




o DEFTNITIONS: -BILINGUAL AND ESL PRCGRANS

Bilingual Programs -

For the purpose of this discussion, bilingual education vill refer to in-

struction in tvo languages: the child's native langusge and English. A bilingual

+

program will mean one in which a pupil receives instruction in academic subjects
in both his native language and English.

Most authorities agree that an adequate bilingual program should include an
English as a second language coﬁponent in vhich the student is provided with

intensive insiruction by a teacher trained to teach English to speakers of other

languages. .
- Four categories of bilingual education are described by the Regents:2
. - -
1. Transitional: Fluency and literacy in both languages are not equally
emphasized. Initial instruction, however, is in the native language.
: The ultimate objective is for the pupil to attain fluency in the
second language. ‘

2. Monoliterate: Listening and speaking skills ore developed equally
in both languages, but reading and writing skills are -stressed in the
pupil's second language only. The objective is to get the pupil to
think directly in the second language.

N 3. Partial bilingualism: Subject matier to be learred inn the native
* language is limited specifically to the cultural heritage of the
ethnic group.’ Other subject areas are considered to be within' the
domain of English. Competence in.listening, speaking, reading and
uriting in both languages is sought. | . . N
. . . 2
4, Full blllnguallsm The egual development of competencies in sieaking,‘
reading and writing both langueges, and an understanding of both
cwitures are the ultimate learning objectives:

\(Based on progran descriptions in evaluations analyzed for lhis study, .,
variations of all four methods are operating in New York City schools.
Tuo types of bilingual programs ‘vere observed by the Commitee on Educa—, }
tion: transitional and full.) .

16

ESI, Programs . -
The LSL approach has been practiced in the New York City schools for the past

. < .
tuo decades. Under this method}lﬁhe non-English speaking child has been placed in

b \

English-speaking classes onvthe fheory ithat this experience will enable him to'
\)‘ . * ~ N an




Y
N

-3- .
learn English more quickly. The pupil is removed from the classroch for ingstruc- -
tion in English (as his second language), but all subject matter is taught in

English. ~

THE PROBLLIM .

"The most distressing incidence of academic failure...occurs among a group of

-

children who are handicapﬁed by .a language barrier'in the classroom - those

160,000% children whose native lanbuage is not Engll”h and whose dlfflculty com-

prehendlvg Eng1lsh s1gn1f1cantly 1mpedes successful school performance "3

Based on 1970 data, 84% of these children with English language difficulty were
enrolled in the New York City public school system. Alihough large nunmers of
these pupils come from homes where the dominant language is Italian, French
(mostly Haitian), Chinese or Greek, the overvhelming majority are Puerto Ricans
from Spanish speaking homes. (.in additional cateéory, "others" includes several
different language é%oups )4 Dala on Lve extent. of aeademlc foilure and academic

retardation among Puerto Rican studeats was summarized in the New York Ctate Regents

Policy Statement on Biliggual.Education.4 Comperable data on other language groups

. e L v 4 . . L ,
is not available. ;. e . { wo e

- . . - . o .

Puerto Ricans -comprised almosi a fourth (259,879) of the Nev Yo?ﬁ Gity public

_school enrollment in i970. One third of the group (94,800) had difficulty speaking

'and understanding English. In 1970 Lnglluh as a sccond language instruction was

provided for one fourth of these students (25,000). An additional 6,000 pupils

vere enrolled in bilingual programs. ’
"Fhe results of the English language difficulties of Puerto Ricen pupile in

" in the opinion of the Regents. "are tragically clear.” Fuerto

Ne\r York Citv,
Rlcan pupils are lowest in readlng, hlghe L in dropouts, and weckest in 1cadem§q

preparation of all pupils in Wew York State.” ~_ ¢1'7

*This number refers to the total number of pupils in New York State uho have

difficulty wnderstanding English.

- -
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A study by the Puerto Rit¢an Dducators association (presented to the Fleisch-

~

mann Commission), reported that "The most outstanding characteristic of reading
achievement compared to ethnicity is that schools vitin a predominant number of
Fuerto Rlcan students have the vorst reading scores 1n the Clty "6 Their znalysis

of Board of Education reading score lists ond enrollment in 1971 revealed: o
1. "a preponderance of Puerto Rican pupils in the schools ranked lowvest
on the City's elementary school reading score list... )
2. a high correlation between Puerto Rican school population, non-English
speaking pupil school enrollment; and the large numober of pupils
_réading below grade level... .

ar

hes

[c

3. failure to provide special English languoge instruction to meet the
needs of these non-English speaking pupils...

4. re.ding score percentagec do not include pupils with.severe language
difficulties. They are not even tested."/
~F Results of an in-depth analysis of the reading scores in these schools are

»

described s "chilling."d Eighty-one percent of the 5th grade pupils scored below

grade level, with two thirds characterized as crltlcahly below grade level. "3

Almost one third of the pupils earolled in 24 1ntermed1ate and junior high
schools yith Puerto Rican majorities wecre L yea%s and more below grade level.
Fifty percent of these guﬁils ranged.from 3 years tg more than 5 years felow'grdde
level in readlng 10 On13 1k per»ext rere found to be readlnb aoove grade level
"The single mOSb ;ncxlmlnatlng faclor illustrating thc fallurn of the New York
6ity'pub11c high schoo;s,ln servicing their Puerto Rican clients is the appalllng

dropout rate,"

according to this §§me:study-1l A comparison of 10th and 12th
grade'fegistration in acadexic high schools (1¢69 and 1971), indicates a dropout
rate of 53 percent (for blacks the ligure is W7 percent, for "others" 27 pércent).
A glose look at the Regents examinqpiod scores and greduation records for .
Puerto Riean pupils enrq}led in selected high uchools showed that "large numbers

of Puerto Rican and other Spanisk speaking students are ineligible for a huélity—
diploma."12 Almost one fourtii of the total Puerto Iican high school enrollment in
1970 was classified as having difficulty with the English language.

Another study, Bilingual Educat.cn in New York City ., prepored byhthelBoard of

Edutation,l3 reportea that high schncls vith a large _percentage of Puerto Rican

18

[} . \ > e e




-5- .
stﬁdeqts have aﬁhigher“truancy rate than other schools. The rate ran as high as
hﬁ‘gercent at Benjamin Franklin High School. .
The§e studies, based primarily on 1970 and 1971 data, were reviewed in 1973.

Subsequently, the Committee on Education attempted to gbtain more recent data on the

pupils vith language difficulty.

BACKGROUND ' ¢

<

Up until the time that the New York State Bilingual Act was passed in 1970, )
, :
the schools in this state were prohibited by law from providing instruction in any
language butl Engli§@. f1though the federal. Bilingual Act had bgen'approved by
Congress in 1568, most New York City school districts did not receive funds” fox
programs until 1970-71. . . )

The decengralizat%on law, establishing a Hew York City Community School Dis-
trict Systen; was passed in 196§. The reorganizaﬁion_of the school system and the
fragmentation of respoﬁsibility, ac Vell as'lhc embryonic nature of the bilingual
programs,h@ade it extremely dif?icglt to ob%a%n the'factsland date. we weré seeking
for our study. | ] ' |

Under decentralization, pr.grams Zor ligh school studernts with English language
difficulty are the responsibilily of the Cerntral Board of Education vhile elgmentary
and junior high prog}mns are the £espups%bility of Community School Districts.

Theoretically, these programs are administerel through the Office of Bilingual

Education which was established in 1572-73. Interviews with adminislrators at this

office in the Spring of 1973 revealed that this responsibility wac limited &0 bi-

#

lingual programs funded by Title VII of the Tlementary and Secondary Education fct.
At that date, this involved approximately 13,815 student§ (2 small proportion of theﬂ
program proposals conformed to Title VII guidelines, the Office of Bilingual Educa-

tion had no direct role irn the developmeni anu implementation of thele programs.

r

© _ This vas ieft to the Commnity Schools Districis. 19
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total lis%ed as having difficulty with Engli%h). Excopt for ascertaining that the
\
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A survey uas conducted among the then 31 Commﬁnity School Districts to

“

determine (1) the number of pupils being served in language programs and (2)
methods utiliZed to diagnose language facility apd achievement. It was conducted
by the Officé of Bilingual EQucation in 1973,‘but there were no resources to ana-
lyze the date returned by the distriects.

We were referred to the Buresu of English for information on English as a
second language (se; page 2 for definition of ESL and bilingual education) and
bilingual classes conductedzgn the high schools. Here too, according to our
informant;, the role of‘the»Central Board is advisory, with primary reséonsibility
resting with the high school principels. . e

These preliminar, interviews revealed that nousysiematic methods had been
devised to assess the needs of pupils with Englich language difficult&, the ade-

¢

quacy of' services provided (in relation to “he total nuuber of students in need)

,or the effectiveness of thece scrvi.es. rrograms suprorted by Federal and state

funds require evaluation. However, uner nsked vhio at the Central Board is res-
»

\

ponsible for the analysis of the metiiods utilized in these funded programs and

o s : C s A s - ‘
their effectiveness, several key adminicirators soid they did not know. TFop an.

outside group to ob;ain informetion un the various longuage programs would require
the collection of data from individual higli schools a3 well as each Community
School District. This task was buyond the fésources of the Committe on Education.
'Man& educators vho recommend bilinguval education for pupils with English
lenguage difficulty have bused théir position on theory and the results of a few
programs conducted in other purtu of the United States or other countries. Inter-
vi¥ys wvith researchers‘who have Epecialized in‘thié subject cuggested that much of
this re;earch was not .ystematic and that ctudies reported in the literature vere
based on bilingual programs condu;ted in communities that might noﬁ be coméarable
to Hew York City. Research findings sreé concradictory, thus proviaing evidence
to question the necessity;of,instrucﬂion in the child's native languageglh In
addition, these stuq%es typically involved short tgr@‘programs, mony of which were

-
-

v

i
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provided to younger elementary pupils with no follow-up or longitudinal data., e

wvere not sble to find any research on bilingual programs in multi-language com- -

o~y

. -
munities similar to some New York City districts.
¥ - -, N ?
. An additional problem emerged from our inbterviews with bilingual personnel

*

and observation of four bilingual programs in the Spring of 1973, A4 variety of

. programs vere operating under the bilingual education rubric, and there appeared

- °

to be little agreement among educators on the goals of bilinguél programs or the

methods for implementing them. - !

A1l of the above factors led to the Committee's decision not to focus on

R Vo~

bilinguzl education per se but the problems related.to educating the non-English
y speaking student and those with limited English speaking ability in New York City.

Formulation of language palicy recommendations, committee members agréed,
required answers to six basic questions:
/w’//ld, How many pupils in New York City need special language programs and
vhat language groups are represented?
2. Vhat kinds of. programs‘are currenily offered?
3. How adequate are these programs in terms of the number of studenls
belng served and their.individugl needs?
) How effecthe aré these programc' _{ . .
S 5. Uhat do educatows think about ihese programs9 .
6. 1hat do parents think about these programs? .

- ]

IDENTIFYING THE PROBLEM STUDENTS

Information on the Board\of @ducation's procedures for identifying pupils vith
Znglish language difficulty was obtzined from the Bureau of Educétional Program
Research and Statistics in, June 1973. Interpretation of statistics from year to
year should tze into account differences in teéting procedures. Before 1971, the
language surfey Jas ponducted by élassroom teachers who nau not nad training in
either ESL or bilingual education. In‘l971,~when more téauhers uith this king of

Lraining were giving the lanpuage tesl, there appeared to be a decrecse in the

number of students in the categories indicating language difficulty (see Table I

& -

[]{j}:« below). ” Ihis tinding vag related to reports of teacher bias in several experimentnl
[AFuiiText provia c . ‘ 21
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programs vwhere pupil achievement was evaluated by feachers involved in the de-
velopﬁent and/er implementation of a program. Bilingual teachers, it was con-’
cluded, were inclined to perceive that pupils had made progress and therefore
tended to rate them at a higher level ﬁhan a teacher vho had not worked with, the
pupils in such a leﬁguage progranm, ~ ", .

Table I A "

Pupils Rated According to Ability to Spesk English
on a City-Wide Basis, 1961-1971

Number of Pupils % of Pupils .
Eng. Leng. Diff. Eng. Lang. Diff, x
. No English No English
Total English as Sec. iEng. | Eng. as Sec. | Eng. Total
Year Register |Difficulty | Language Speak. | Diff. | Language Speak. %:
1661 | 1,004,265 | 915,361 88,90 | -- oL.1 8.9 — | 100.0
1962 | 1,027,426 | 940,351 | 87,075 | -- | 9L.5 8.5 | --- 100.0
1663 | 1,045,554 | 957,772 | 87,782 | - lon.6.| 8.k - "100.0
1964 | 1,054,201 | 965,487 83,71k | -- 91.6 8.4 - 100.0
1965 | 1,065,920 | 973,13k |- 92, 786 | -- |93 8.7 — 4 100.0
1966 | 1,084,818 | 982,358 | 102, 6o | - 1906 | 9.k - 100.0
o 1~ \
1967 | 1,109,664 | 999,217 | 110,kk7 | -- 90.0 10.0 - 100.0
1568 '1,151,922 $61,073 | 118,492 {42,357 |85.7 0.5 | 3.8 100.0
1969 1,123,165 961,840 121,733 139,592 [85.7 10.8 3.5 1100.0
1970 | 1,141,075 } 980,260, | 135,425 125,390 |85.9 11.9 2.2 . | 100.0 e
i971 1,146,460 § 998,328 | 122,515 . 125,617 |87.1 10.7 2.2 ‘ 100.0

Source: Board of Education of the City of New York, Survey of Pupils Who Have
. Difficulties with the English Language, Educational Program Research
and Statistics, Publication No.-351, P.N.S. 8418, July, 1972.- -

Researchers in the Bureau of Program Research, therefore, are aware of the

subJectlve aspect of the\language test but their job is to work yith whatever

,statisties have been:provided by the classroom teachers.

The language survey, ‘conducted annually on the last day of October, includes

- an ethnic survey and a language ability\suxvey“which consists of two rating

v \\ . &_:_ _22
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instruments. A "Performance Scale for Evaluating Oral Communicagtion” (used and

.

recommended by the Nev York State Bducation Department) includes five sub-ratings
!
on language patterns, pronunciation, vocabulary, intonation and o swamary evalua-

tion. The second instrument tests ability to understand spoken English.
. L. , . . -
According to the October 1972 languape.survey there were, city-iide, 102,440
" ) S ' ’ | - . , &
pupils in Cotegory i1 (moderate difficulty),.41,06L pupils in Category Ko (severe

. difficulty) giving a total of lMB,SOh,pupiis with language difficulty. About two

] .
-thirds (100,9C6) come from Spanish speaking homes. The remaining third are leld?d

- - .o

as follows: : ‘ . \ . . .
) X . ‘ 9 of Total School
Ehroliment ~ -
Chinege speaking 5,223 0.5
Ttalian | ' L 052 . 0.k
Greck ' : 1,805 R ' 0.2 -
French - : 3,784 0.3 ) . .
"Other ?oreigﬁ Lenguages , | . 'h,036 o ‘ .- 0.3 X '
. English . 23,618 , 2.1 «

[} » o

.
s

1

ubles prenared by the Bilinguel Resource Center drovide date on the number of

N =l

=

I

x

. e ~ . .
.purils from each language group in the language difficulty cctegory by borough,

o

' i . .
district and centralized school districts (schools run by the Central Boacd o2

Education). DBrooklyn has the largest number of pupils in the lenguege difficulty

<

category (10,615), closely followed by the Bronx (33,809) (sec Table II belou).

Ther= s no breskdoun, houever, of the iLoval number of puplls in each longuuge grouf

.

2

by district or -school. (Thot is, ithe number of pupils in the language group cote-

- - 4 »
porized as having no Englisit language difficully as well as those with language-
. ! x

a +

aifficplty.) . . :

ERIC
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« Table IT
n p 0y
‘Number of Pupils with ungllsh Language leflculty
by Borough 1972

™ <

Borough I ' _Total Number of Pupils in’

Category #1 and Category #2 -
Manhattah . . ¢ J 26,330 -t
Bronx ) ' 7 .33,809
BreokIyn . ‘ _ o , 40,616
Queens - | ‘ _; ﬁ? - 13,288 ; ‘
Richmond‘ \ ) ' 752 . , .
. . .
Ce?tralized School Districts . 28,709~ . T .
Total ; T . ; 143,504 ‘«
Squrce: Board of Education of the City of New York Office of Bilingual »

Education, August 1973

1

) l%he Committee on Education was interested in.data on different language . '
rgroups ta assess the feasibil&ty of implementiﬁg ﬁglingual educational. programs ' N
in communities with mhlti-langlaée populatiqn;. Billf had been 'introduced in ﬁhe;'.
- 1973 New York State ﬁegislature'which would require.éistrictsItd p;ovide bilingual -
programe if there were 20 or 25 pup;ls in a language group. The prOpoefio; of

'students from eaeh language é%oﬁp'is am important consideration in deyeloping
sbiiingual programs in a multi-language community. In most.districts, Spanish
dominant sgydents‘represent ehe majority of pupils in the category with English

language difficulty. ‘There are schools with more tﬁan 25 pupils in other language

groups but they represent tlny mlnorltles in relation to the pupils from English '

.
3 . . d

and’ Spanish speaking homes. . : . )

The language survey data suggested several questions thdt should be explored:

1. Is it realistic to ask public schools to prov1de bilingual programs
for more than two language groups?

2. \here pupils from language groups other than mngllsh and Spanish
represent small minorities, will bilingual programs be able %9
achieve the desired social and psychological goals (self—esteem

and positive group 1dent1flcatlon)9 ) ;34[




" -11- . . ‘
. ¥ T
3. Will the social action often required to promote bilingual ’ -
) education foster polarizatioh within the community? .
T _ k., Yhat about the pupil whose parents reject bilingual education?
L 5. Since the needs of students from English speaking homes who do
not speak standard Erglish (approximately 16 percemt of the totsl ~
aumber of students clabsified as having language, difficulty) seem
dlstxnct from those of the child from the non-bngllsh speaking

home, should programs for ﬂhbse students be considered separately? o

A . .
i ‘!
LN & "

-

PRCGf{A:MS IN NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS ~

L - o

-~ >~ »

_ ' The 20 evaluaticns of 1971-72 ESL end bilingual programs analyzed Tor this ‘
. study reported positive achievement gains in & majo}ity of cases, based on the
~ . ! v .
results of standardized tests or teacher ratings. There vere, however, frequenl
N ] (%

o

> . - .
references to the need for improvements in program.planning, teacher training, T

teaching methods, curriculum development and testing instruments.

’

Many-of our interviews with supervisors and teachers of 13 selecthd bilinpual

-

programs operating in 1973-74 indicate that ‘the problems vhich were identificd by -
evaluators of programs in effect in 1971 still persist. In our opinion, tliese

veaknesses reflect the tendency of school administrators to QeVeiOp "inctont"

*

-

prograns in order to qualily for federal and state @rants.

Ve found some,evidence to sugpest, tentatively, that these weaknesses a&e less

likely to cppear vherc there is o positive long range comhitment to programs fou
“pupils with Englich language diffic;lty at the level of the community schocl booie
‘and superintéﬂéent. |
Despite'%he Aéed for better teacher tralning and tcaching methcds, many of thes
evg}uations described teschers as having o positive attitude toward the bilinGua}

program and the students. There was évidence that many teachers volunteered for

*these progrsms and were designing their oun curricula.

The impressions received from our observoiions and interviews were similarly
positive, We found evidence in a najority of our visits thatl supervisorrs -nd
teochers were genuinely interested in helping their pupils and willing to discuss

o Droblems openly. . 25

ERIC - - , o o - ; | L
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) The following four sections are reports prepared during the course of the

Committee's investigation. They contein specifics not mentioned in this section.
’ \Q . . .

£

~
N

. NUMBERS OF STUDENTIC SERVED - - "

It is extremely difficult to obtain dependﬁbla ;pformation,from the Board of

Education on either the number of pupils classified as having English language
difficulty who are provided vith special services, or on bthe adequacy of these -

e

services., 1In pgrt the Droblem 13 the result of decentralization apd the diffusion

.bf iesponsibility; but.it‘is also attributed to inadequate fundiig =nd inadéquate

resources for program development.

Based on data obtained from a number of sources, the Committee on Education

estlmates that the qumber of puplls currently enrolled 1& EoL or bilingual probrams .

in 1973 has more than doubled since 1970 from 31 000 to (2,000 However, this

flgure reprggents only*half of the totml number of pupils clasvlfled as requiring
‘these serv1§2; (143,000). Indlcailong_fhat the pupils being °erved in each Lunded )
program have.been couhted more tpan once suggests ‘that thc total number may be 1053
than vhat wppears on paper.’ o \\

The 19 2 Stﬂte Educatlon Department policy st:tement estimated: that 31 00

nupllo w1th Inglish lunguage dlfflculty in New York City weére. reﬂelvlnb ESL (25, OOOS .

A1 K

or bilingual instruction (6,000) in 1970.15 That year, 1970, the New York Stote -~
Legislature enacted o law permitting school districts to provide ingtruciion in the

native language of the pupil and in English for those pupils "wvith difficulty in

reading and understanding English."l6 . ) e ot .
- * ' I ‘
By the 1972-1973 school year, despite the change in Education Law,ugbé\number
Fs
? s
of pupils enrbl}ed in bilingtial programc in New York City had increased to only
« ’ R . {
13,815 from the 6,009 enrolled in such programs im 197O¢17 It should be pointed
» 7 . ‘ - -
out, however, that 3,737 of these pupils were English dominent, The bilingual

Programs thgrefore served only lO,Q?B pupils with English language difficulty.

>
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<, : N . .
R A - wés also rcported tha % tlére were an add_“‘onal 58,347 pupils enrolled in ESL

-~

e

. ﬂéeging such dﬁsl§€;nce in 1972-1973.-- - .

-
L
\
=
-
-

A . _13_ |
. ' o 2

.
) B
s ¢ ey
b )
»
-
.

* L% . A o
prdgrams “throyghout New York City.13 Thus the system was providing'somg form of
2 * ' >

lagpuage pfdgram for less than half of.the total number of students categqgizea o

S
»
h ]

-
-

p ’ N - o . o
By the 1973-197h school year, according to Board of Educatidn stati;tlcs,

»

approximately half of -the city's students with language difficultyywere enrollec . R

. - v
. . <
. . -

in e languede progrom. > o N ; - o
. ’ . ” . . . *
N + e . . FUNDING-SOURCES AND COST OF PRCGRANS
“ > -~ A N ¢
) Most of these progrums are funded by the Elementary and 3Secondary -
K] . e . . .

-

gducation Act (ESBA) (Title I, ITI and VII) and State Urban Education. ' Some arc

-« -

supported by city tax levy funds. The combined cost for these programs comes. to,
. a

.-"

almost $29 million. However, these funds are not devoted exclusively to languag:
insﬁructipn. A letter from the Office of Urban Education, sccompanying the ligt

of Drograms funded'by this soufc&x advised us to' "note that in come cases only &

portlon of a program may involve a bilingual and/or ESL component . 19 mhe /}&t of

programo rLcelv;d frop the- Title I office designated the Prograns as 'blLLnQUdl

-

[ . ’

out ESL and othexr orogréms vere also 1ncluded. There was, for“example, a2 "Streng.h-
ening Early Childhood" program serving 3 llE‘Qtudents and a "heading Remediation

and ESL" program servxﬁa 2,440 sbudents.2o We included all of .these progrzms in

our eghbinmate.

. * As Table IIT.indicates, the average additional per pupil cost for.these

L

procrans covers, 2 wide range,, from 52 lO for uvate Urban qucﬁtlon n1ogram< to

-

$615 for Tax'Levy Programs.,

o

.
K]
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o R | 4 : o e .
] o .  Table III ’ BN
L . " Funded Bilingual Programs 1973-197%
) Lo Fund.M Source Total Amount per Program and fverage per PuDll Cost
. T > .‘ ’. I
" » Funding Source .Total Amount "No Puplls Served Per Pupll Cost (Ave.)
T st o . g P
Title I. . . $15,002,302 . | 29,159 - ghoT. .
B ° ! ' ’
= State Urban S ¢ ¥:238,532 i 20,105 210.
Yoo Tax Ievy 1 h,093,473 '~ 6,646 615.
. ) -) X < . . ' .
: "o .
Title VIL . 4,108,854 | . 13,582 302,
. -Title III RN CRRY 375 *
Sl Chap, 720 Hew York ;- ) )
*, - State Laus of 1573 | - 929,000 1,779 M 522,
—1$28,817,578 71,956

"Although Board~o% Education figures indicate 71,9L6 pupils were %erved by °

o, these Pfogrbgs, several informants (including a regional HEW officigl) hé%e
~suggéstqd tﬁat'séqdenﬁs enrolled in these programs have been‘counted more than
orice. The ,data proéided by the Board of Education lists each sourcé of {%nding ’ 1
separately,‘aﬁd,thelhumber of students served by each funding source, giviﬁg‘the,

‘ iﬁpressién of Séﬁératc programs for groups of students under ea&h %gnaing title.

When Cormittee on Education staff intervieved administrators and teachers al indi-

01dual nchools, they vere frequently informed that a nrogram wa 'funded by r.ore

Y

* than onc source and in some instances by thiee or four In other words, thele are

schools ulth ‘ope uilingual program rece1v1ng Title I, Tltle VII~ ntace Uzbgn Edu-

cgtlon and Tax Levy funds, in icat;ng double, triple and quadruple counting oi the \ i

-

came students. N ) ) . ) "‘
|

To ‘deterriine the number of students currently being served by either an ESL v
’ B J
or bilingual program for the New York City school system, it would be accessery 4o

[

anaiyze the numb&r of étudents enrolled in programs on a school by school basis.

#Title IIT funds support resource centers lor the entire school system or districtl.

]:C | . ' . T - 28
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Adequacy of Current Programs

A similar process is required to determine the adéquacy of the current progréms
As mentioned Farlier, in 1973 the‘Central Board's Of?ice of‘éilingual Education seat
a questionnaire to Community School Districts in an attempt %o assess.puﬁil needs
but this office had no resources to analyze the data.

The number of puﬁils enrolleé would also have to be coq;elated'with the number
of ESL teachers ahd/or bilingual teachers provided‘in a program. For ESL programs

.

P B #
it would be necessary to know the level of the pupil's language difficulty (severe

or moderate) and the number of hours of language assistance provided per week.
Several attempts were made to obtain information on program adequacy. Admini-
strators at the Central Board of Education and the local distric levels told us

that this is a compllcated" matter and requlres knowledoe of the pupil's languaoge

development and other "individual characteristics.”

Absence of Guidelines .

Finally, thefe appears to be no evidence of any guidelines or systematic
methods for devéiéping programs to meet student'needs either in ESL or‘biliggual
programs. ‘e had anticipatedtﬁpat the educators responsible for writing the pro-
posa%s for obtaining programﬁfunds and those required to irmplement the programs

vould have formulated some basic requiremcnts. Here, too, we werce told that the

t
gquestion is complex and rel ted to the "pupil's 1nd1v1dual needs." Ue have found

. _ygg_erti@lﬁBogpd_pgACompgg;tJ Schpq}iqujr;gtadm;nlstrator who would give us on

estimate of how long it might take to teach English to a non-English speaking
student; hov many hours of instruction per day or per week are required, etc.

When such guestions are asked in relation to bilingual edutation prograoms, they

are often ansuered in terms of a formula for full bilingual programs. That is, one

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

- G
is told that in the first grade of such programs, 55 percent of instruction is

provided in the child's native language and 15 percent in English. The percentsge

—

[]2\!:of instruction in gngllsh is increased each year with the goal of providing equal

29
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tﬁme for instruction in both languages by ihe sixth trade. This formilary answer

does fiot take into cons1derat10n the, needs of a child vhe migiz\éntez\a blllngual
\

program at the third or fourth grade. In fact, the formula assumes that all of

F3 N

the children in a bilingual program will have entered at the beginning of the

-program.

Shortage of Trained Teachers
N .

The report of the Fleischmann Commission estimated that 2,700 ESL teachers were

needed for an "effective ESL program" to serve the pupils with English language

difficulty. In 1970 there wvere approximately 560 ESL tgacbers in New York City:

Tue Board of Education rcport e:timqted 1,676 ESL teachers to implement a "?oderate
rrogram of hng¢1sh instruction. "2l . moderate prrogram would provide a 1/2 hour

period each day in groups of 10 or 12 for pupils -ith "severe"zlanguage difficulty.

For pupils.with "moderate" language ¢wff1cuﬁfy, it would provide a 1/2 hour period

w

each day in groups of 25.%

L

ENGLISH AS 4 SECOND LANGUAGE PRLOGRAMS
IN NEW YORK CITY HIGH SCHOOLS

L4

Information on English as o Sccond Laugusce (ESL) programs operating in New

-

York City high schools was obtained throubh the cooperatlon of the Burcau of English,
now 2 division of the Office of Bilingual Education. Interviews were conducted with

&
the program director, supervicors and teachers nf ESL programs in four high schools

b}

IOCdveQ in llanhattan, the Bronx and Queens). A research associate in the Board of

naucatlon’" Burean of Educationl Research who had evaluated several Z3L and bi-

lingual programs was also consulted.

’

¥/, request to the Board of Educatior sent in e¢rly April 197L asking for the number
of ESL and bilingual teachers in 1973-7L ha: not béen aaswered. In a phone inter-
view with a staff member from the Office of Blllnguul Edugation, ve were told thet
no information would be available until after the ASPIRA lawcuit was resolved.

See section on Litigetion for a description of this lawsuit.

X
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At the time of our interviews (Spring 1973), Title VII and State Urban Educa-

¥

———tion-grants funded 1C6 ESL teachers.in 50 schools in New York City. To gualify

for this oid, a school had to have a minimum of 60 students whose dominant language
. P
vas other than English and who had difficuvlty understanding English. The program
began in 1970 with 59 teachers in 32 high schools.®*
Secording ﬁo the director of the ESL program, there areiapﬁgoximately 20,2C0
. high school students who need program services.®* He stated that the present
) program’ig reaching "almost 211" of these students. ESL is a two-year program for

most students and consists of 30 minutes of 1nstructlon in Engllsh each day. It is~

supposed to have a 20:1 pupil-teacher ratio but from records at thc schools visited

-~

by the Committece, class size appears to vary considerably vith clasces ranging fronm
15 *n 27 studenis. . - ’

While this program may be "reaching" almost all of the students with English
languege difficulty vho come from ncn-Inglisn speaking hewmcs the services do not
meet the sbondards described by the program director. \

Based on the 20:1 ratio, the 1972-73 staffiﬁé would service only 10,600
students. Uith a 25:1 ratio it would serve only 13,250 students. The 59 teachersi
in 1970-71 {rere reported to have served £,000 students. (On the basis of five
clafées a day this wp&ld give zn average pupil-teacher ratio of 27:1.)

The ESL program varies in each Uchool and may be directed by the cholrman gf
the Speech Department, Foreign Language or Inglish Department. Building priancipals
are responsible for the assignment of this supervisor. During the first two years

in the program, the student is advised to take math, ceience, srt and other ciecc-

tives which are considered to be less dependent on proficiency in English. Uhen

‘Befork decentralization one administrator and tvo coordinators were responsible lor
the ESL progrom 1n~thei-at1re lew Yori: City cchool system. In 1973 there wras no
one at the Board of Education who could provide baclground on the history of this
earlier program.
#4The report on the October 1971 language survey results listed 26,472 hirh school
students with English language difficulty. However, since 6,813 of thesc siudents
Q  werc from Engllsh speaking homes, their needs would not be served by an ESL

BJ!; Program, ; - - - :3]_
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speaking ond reading ability in English has improyedi the student is advised to
complete other yore verbally—oriehted requirements for the diplomo. .
Vaziability in the quality of ESL programs, reported in

dead

a 1971-72 evaluation,“?
is atérikuted to:® : S
1. Experience. The number of years a particular high school has bcen
serving non-English speaking students. - '
2. New immigration. Originally newcomers were Spanish language .
dominant but nov include 5 major language groups: Spanish, German,
,Slovakian, French and Italian. (The present most rapidly increasing
new population groups are coming from Haiti and Italy. ) .
3. Curriculum and methodoiegy. ESL is a discipline of recent vintage
and there is a need to evaluate methods and curriculum materials.
Thére is some question vhether the methods developed primarily for
Spenish background students cre unlversally applicable when
teachlna other language groups. This is corroborated by two
studaes ,of ethnic differences in mental abilities.?
L. The blllnrvwl factor. The recent demand for social and educa-
tional recognition of @ lhnguage other than ungllsb has raised
questions about the role of bilingualism vis-2a-vis ESL prograugs.
5. Organization. While department chairmen in the high schools
normally- are highly trained in their discipline and licensed to
supervise the subject teachers in their department, ESL super-
vision is provided by a variety of personnel, many of vhom are
not specialists in this field.

’

\ . .
Some of these factors vere also mertioned by ESL personnel intervieved by the

Committee., "It is highly probable that the some issues are pertinent to the imple-

mentation of 2 bilingusl vrogram in city high schools.

In addition, most of the people intervieved expressed serious reservations

"

about the feasibility of the bilinpusl approcch al the secondary level. They share

the view thot it tokes a "good" high school student about one year to learn Inglish

sufficiently to compréhend insiruction in English dominani clasScroous. However,
- - . -~

follov-up date on student achievement has not been collected on students after

participation in the ESL progrom. Two of the schools visited indicated that they

had just becun to compile such information.

. ,

sion thao the rost "successful"' students

\
are those who, because they are.a small minority in a school, are forced *n learn |

Teachers intervieved give the impres

English in order to communicate. Vhere there is a large ethnic winority in o scrool.

"pressure" to learn English.

it was supgested that the;e is less

32 . -
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Some teapheré coxmented on fhe cofrélation between student background and
achievement. Those from Europeun countries, particularly if the home is.middle
class 6riented, are reported to learn English faster thah those from poorer homes
end South American countries, but objective data to support this claim were not

R \proviéed. Teachers also observed that most studenté are métivated and vell beh;ved
on arrivel but go "downhill" thereaf%er, a phenomenon vhich. they attribute to
assimilation into the ethnic sub-cultures of New York City.

The primary objection to the bilingual approach, voiced by mo§§ high :;'chool~ ]

“ . -

administrators and teachers we interviewed, is basgden_t@E belief that it will

take the stu&ent longervto master Egélish. It is assumed that instruction in the

bilingual classes will be predominantly in the native languages.
Anather problem identified by several §§achg?s relates to the student's.

. .prev@oué schooling or lack of it. They maintain that many of the incoming st@dents
are illiterate in their native %gnguage. A special bilingual program.fo teach ‘
£ea&ing skills Eo the§e students was instituted in“thc 1972-1973 ycar‘;n twvo of the
four schools ;isiﬁed. Teachers questioned the ability‘of these étudent: te fumction
in academic coufses at the high school level. Some tccchers also reported student
recistance-to this program because the students want to learn Engl}sh, anc arc’

. "insulted” at bheing taught in their native tongue.’

These vieus contrast sha;ﬁly with those of‘a high school teacher who is a
rrade adviéoz'forhincoming Spanish speaking students. B5he tqaches Spanish and is
not purt of the ESL vprogram in her school. (She is not Spanish'ddﬁiuéﬁ%}ﬁ T Ghe T T
stated tgat L,e bilingual classes vere a "must" for the Spanish speaking siudentc

"main-

* ! . e N s ’ ) - - 2 ..
because the ESL program did ndt prepare them to function adequately in the
stream." Opanish speaking students, she reported, tend to be shy and afrald when

; they enter the school and need to cormunicate with teachers vho can understand thom.

In her opinion, the atmosphere of the school and the treatment accorded these

students is a primary factor in alienating them [rom the educational system.

33
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Teséing Instruments Needed ~

The 1971 evaluation of the high school £35L progranm discussed several_problems
related to guidance, placement and prograrming. '"'There is a serious need for o °
test nr battery of tests that will give the guidance staff the type of information

: §
they require to make the most dppropriate decision," the researcher noted. The

- ]
-«

program vas described as operating on judgmental validity.
Cur intervieus iﬁ 1973 indicate that this need for appropriate tesls persists,

In one school we were told that stufents are screened by grade advisors or a [oreign
language teacher who speaks the sludent's dominant language. However, this proce-

Al

// dure is beyond the resources available in another school we visited which currently

enrolls students from thirty different countrieé. ) . ’

According to the reseerch associate from the Bureau of Educational Research,

L2

Borrd Jf Education persomnel are aware of the need for appropriate instruments for

<

scréening, placement and growth, bu% no resources had been allocated for their

-

development,

»
’ ¥ *

Bilingual instruction in subject areas is reconmnended for high school gtvdents
by this researcher. He estimates that it would tske one and a half years, or move,
Tor a student to become facile in English'ct this level. This is almost half ol the

. . e . . . . s "
high schoolcareer. Without bilingval instruction the important cutjects 'pile wp
+ -

and the last tvo years become too difficult for the average student.

>

Shortage of Qualified Teachers - B

There appecrs to be » growing recognition of the need to combine Z3L with
bilinguol instruction in subject areas, but there is some doubt about the capability
of hirh schools bo provide bilinpusl instruction for puplls of several diffcrent

language groups. At the most it would be limited to Spanish, Italian and French

“(Haitian) since these are she domiuont languages of the majority of non-Fnglich

Speaking students at the present time.
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. Few high schools cufréﬁ?l?“haVE‘Iicensed.bilingual teachers. New York City

" instituted a secondary ESL teacher license only four yeers ago. The number of

*

applicants for high school licenses in this category is small, according to 2

-

-3 . ~ . .
member of the Board of Egamlnep's staff, because few teachers have met the training

requirements which demand not only proficiency in a specific discipline, but the

*

ability to teach the subject in both English and a second language.

Supervisors of ESL programs appeared concerned that their programs would be
) ’

"phased out" vith the revised guidelines for categorical aid requiring concentra-

tion on remedial reading, math and bilingual instruction. (It had been announced

in Spring 1973 that Title I funds wvould be ailocated only for these threce programs.)

ESL Workshop

.

‘ A workshop for approximately 100 ESL coordinators and teachers conducted oy

the Bureau of English was attended by a Commitlee representative at the invitation

©

of the program director.

Students' Views .

Siz students who had participated in high school ISL programs were asked to
\ .

discuss vhat they liked and did not like about the program. This presentation was
folloved by a question and answer period and a general discussion about problems
encountered in implementing ESL programs. The students came from Grecce, ilong Yong,

Equador, Haltl, Puerto Rico and Italy and all reported favorable experiences in the

Eob program ana subsequent experiences in classes instructed in ®nglich. In cnswer—

to questions ahout what they would like added to the, progromn, scudent° mentloned
more speech and conversaiion so that they could learn to express themcelves better
in Englisb, role playing, more trips, more instruction in note-takiag rather than
uriting on the blackbbard. - :35;

ﬁesponses to a question cbout receiving 1nstructlon in subject oress 1n their

native langudge were varied. Some students reported that "it took only a fevw monthu

¢




-22-

. for them to be able to function in classes instructed in English; for others the

process'tbok a year or more. There vas consensus on how teachers should treat
students. They want teachers who make them work hard an% treat them as adulis.

One student mentioned that some teachers treat non-English speaking students lile

"babies."
Several issues emerged in the general discussion:

Pupil placement. One teacher mentioned students who had completed math and
other subjects in their native country but were required to repeat courses
because the principal refused to give credit for them. Authority in this
area rests vith the high school principal. There appears to be no formal
procedure for evaluating a transcript from another country and the peed for
schools to have clearly stated policy on student placement and credits earﬂed
for schooling outside of the United States was evidenced in several questionc
and complaints. /n Italian-smerican teacher reported that even children who
hadve had advanced classes in their native country are placed in low classes

' here. He cited a cose where a boy was held over in an English class for

. Jthree years and could not graduate, despite having fulfilled all other hich

school requirements. Vo -

v *

Articulation. Articulation between juulor high and high schocl needs it
provement. Some high school ESL teachers said they visited junior high
schools to obtain information on students' language ability before entry but
. the ensuing discussion indicated that this was _not done routlnely The
program director stated that this procedure is “properly the ‘respongibility
of the ESL teachers and suggested further that they should explain the

. program-to students®in the feeding junior high schools.

Inadequate resources. The problem of 1nsuff1c1ent resources 5 meet student
needs results in students being placed in the "mainstream" before ithey nre
rcaay George Washington High School was described as “overwhelmed' ith
650 ESL students. While class size should be limited to 20 students, many
have 28 and one is reported to huve L2 because the teacher wonts to nelp as
mony students as possible. An ESL coordinator {rom a district with ceveral
language groups (Spanish, Italian, Greek, Hindu, Japenese) conplained-~about
the lack of trained teachers for ESL classes and clalmed that there was no
support from the Central Board for teacher tralnlng, thus the schocl cnds up
“being a "baby s s1%t1ng service" for most forelgn—born n studeénts.

v

Organization and responsibility. The ESL program director explained that

his staff cannot go into the di dj stricts without the superintendent's pernmis- o
" sion: Invitations to the ESL vorkshop had been sent to all 31 districts but

a show of hands revealed that only five district offices were representied at

this workshop. Not all community school districts welcome assistance Trom

Central Board personnel and one distiict has requested that its coordinator

not be invited to any more EGL workshops.

'

~

“The regulsr school program with classes instructed in English ond no special
langusge hielp.

e - '
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Inadequate training., Despite the division of authority, referred to above,

it vas pointed out by teachers that the districts still have to take people
"sent" by the Central Board even if they are not qualified. It was fre- Vo
quently stated that teachc.s were designated as ESL teachers without refer-

ence to their qualifications and without appropriate training.

Contractual problems. A major ﬁroblem, according to the ESL program direc-,
tor, is that principals are reluctant to employ ESL teachers because they

- do not- provide teacher "coverage." .The union coniract requires that the.
\ principal provide 5 free periods a week for each teacher. Principals are .
\ reported to prefer "OTP's" (Other Teaching Positions) to ESL teachers be-
\ cduse the nr.iure of the ESL program, in vhich children are "pulled out" of
Y\ class for small group instruction, does not lend itself to full class
.- . \- coverage. S ‘
Summary - . . . .o
Y

AJ%open discussion at this ECL workshop attended by about 100 teachers and

cuordinators reinforced several observations discussed in the previous section and,
raised some uew issues. In the,former catcgory, the discussion stressed the need

L]

for testing and diagnostic instrumentsc for pupil placement, teacher training and
program supervision. Included in the letter wé}e the inadequacy of ES£ programé
to serve the largecnumber of students with‘language difficulty, a need for im-’
proved articulation between schoolc, and the necessity for clarifi;ation of policy‘
on gradﬁation requigements for fore%gn born students. There also appgars to be
some confusion about who is accountable for programs for high school, students.
Although the Central Bouord is responsiﬂle for high schools, Central Board aggini-
strators report thaf tﬁey have noNautpority beyond supervis&pg ESL teachers.

ELEMENTARY AND JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRCGRAMS -+ . S
_____ B POR PUPILS WITH ENGLISH. TANGUAGE DIFFICULTY ' *

L oo

Information on programs provided for elemen%ary and Junior high school

students vith English language difficulty was obtaiméd from interviews with ESL
end Bilinguel Coordinators in several Community School Districts, a content analysis
of the evaluations of 20 programs cenducted in 1971-72 (provided by the Division of

Funded Programs), a review of Title I proposals for 1973-T4 and observations of

13 bilingual programs. ) .. ’ :31?
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Interviews, with Program Coordinators

v

In June 1973, a letter was sent to superintendents of districts with high per-
centages of_pééils classified aslhaving English language difficulty, explaining tﬁes
purpose of our study and requesting inform;tion.on programs prbviéed fcr these
students. We were usually referred to the district' s ESL or Blllngual Coordinator,
but dlscovered that thelrSknowledge vas limited to a small number of funded bi-
lingual programs for which they were ;esponsible. They could not provide statis-

.

tics on the total number of language programs operating in the district, or the

students served in each program. (To obtain this information we were usuaily
advised to eall each ;chool principal, ;ho is responsible for determining the
numper of studepfs in néed of special language programs. )

Nor are these Coordinators responsible for ensuring that schools with non-
English speakihg pﬁpils‘provide specicl language instruction af 21l grade levels,
in a school. Theykare al§o not responsibﬁf for the articulation of e;ementary and
Jjunior high school language progrémsi

’Coordinators described the Title VII bilingﬁal programs .as being 'phased in,"
starting in the eaxrly grades. Thuélmost programs in 1973 were operating K-3. fﬁey
had ?egun\in 1970-7L with a bilingual c%ass.at the’K-} levels. EFEach year another

, &
bilingual class is added. If there is a bilingﬁhl class beyond the third grade it

is probably funded by Title I or tax levy monies. -

Three programs operating in one district will‘illustrate how the process
operates. In one school there is a K-6 program, in another school-a K-3 program,
both for Spanish dominant pupils. A K-2 French bilipguhl program for Haitian
childrén ig housed in a third school. The early primary clgsses are funded by
Title VII. In the K-6 Spanish bilingual program, ;lasses above'grade 3 receive
Title I and tax levy funds. (When programs are funded by Title I,_the Coordinator
reported, there is "no commitment" cn the part of the school board since Title I
~progréms %Fe'funded on a yearly basis. Title VII‘funds, on the othgf haeiiﬁa

, confinue for five years and areé earmarked for bilingual programs.)- - -
1
\

— \
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There were indications that in some zclhiools where bilingual programs are being
phased in, there is no ESL program for the non-English speaking pupil who enters

above thj/third grade level.

Inadequacy of Teécher Training and Bias Apainst Bilingual Education Cited

Evaluations of bilingual prpgraﬁs in(this distrigp have recommended more
teacher training. '"The colleges,".accoraing to the Aist¥ict Coordinator, "don;t
prepare teachers, to teach." She stated that the problem is émmpounded by the lack
of acceptance of bilingual education and i':'eluct::mce to hire expe;ienced bilingual
teachers. Poor teachers who canﬁot hgndle regular classes are often put in the i
ESL position because'the cla§ses\are smaller and the& think it will be easier for
the teaéhcrf" . .

This coordinator is experimenting with biliuguel "open education” under the
direction cf Lillign nger., she reccived her secondary education in Puerto Rico,
her B.A. at Teachers College, Columbia Univé?sity (summe, cum laude) and is cur-

" rently studying scnool administrabios st CUN%{.

tion is based on her personal experience’at Columbia: j“If{I could not get the’

Her argument for bilingual instruc-

textbooks in Spanish, I never would have passed my gourses.” she stated. "I-taught
N N M . B .

-

myself English so that I could understand what was said:ih theﬂciassés énd,so that .

ol »

. ]
I could comrunicate with people. Most of the time I leacrned in, Spdnish."

.

_ \ .

Interviews with other coordinators revealed similar experiences and attitudes.

<&

Criticism focused on the inadequate or inapprépriaie training of most teachers

administrators ‘and others to accepﬁ bilingusl education. Almost all of the co-
ordinators we intervieved are advoc:ics of bilingual'education who are pursuihg

~

graduate studies in this field. T T '

¥
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Evaluations of Selected Bilingual and ESL‘Programs l97l—7é

Thirty evaluations of bilingual and ESLfﬁrograms conducted by independent
consultants in 1971-72 vere received from the Board of Education's Division of
Funded Programs. The following dgt; were revealed by a content analysis of 20
of these vhich described progrcms operated in public elementary and juﬂior high
schools.* (For a list of the evdluations included in this aA;lysis‘see
Appendix A.) : ’ ) : .. )

" The 20 programs included 6 ESL and 14 programs designated as "bilingual."
-

The distribution of these programs by funding source is indicated in Table IV.

[

» )

Ioble IV

Seleéted ESL and ﬁilinﬁual Preproms, 1971-72 by Funding Source

Funding Sou!;e © ESL ﬁilingual Total )
State Urb / ) ) 2. 3 5

Title I - . 5 9

Title VII . - 6 6

‘Total , 3 | . I E

'. |o~'o. 3 ¢ e 3 e 1.0 3
Eva% ators reported positive gaius ia academic or linguistic ochievement in

most programs despite major program weaknesses. They also indicated weaknesses

I v
in several evaluations due to timing problems and inability to obtaln quantitative
achievement data. Program weaknesses will be discussed first.

w

2 T

40

*Ten evaluations of resource centers cnd proframs in non-public gschools were not
included in the analysis.

“\
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Inadequate Training . C ‘
. Al ’
The need to train geachers’and paraprofessiohals was mentiened in 16 of the
20 program evzluations. The success of(the programs despite this need; was often
attributed to the positive attitude qf the teachers towards the progr;m°and the .
students.  Their need for more training most often was identified by the teachers
themselves. : S S oo '
Inadequacy of Curriculum Materials : ‘ \ : = -
The nex£ most common program veakness, curriculum materials, was ﬁentipned y
. . 7 . . /oy >
in 13 -evaluations. References werc made ts tﬁe lack.of, or ingdeqpatg numper~of
billngual textbooks, audio-visual aids %nd other teaching materials. Where '

. ‘ e ‘ . ., .
evaluutioqs reported student gains, teachers were often praised for their e ) 2 )
ingenuity in dével&ﬁing their oun materisls. i~ :

’ . . ’ ) ! N » '
Bilinpgual Program Ueaknesses ) . ) : "

"Title T

e
+
- B

tend to predoﬁinate in the bilingual pfogrqms‘iﬁcluded
. k> .y : 1,
in this sample, as shown in Table V. Nine of the 1k prograys in this cdtegory - '

Program wealmesses

- ~ ?

vere criticized on the basis of progrom development and administration.

These
) . -
” ) « . * . * . ot
weaknesses, along, vith inadequute tencherstrainias anthQc need f{or appropriate

[ 4 » 3

- i L 1
curriculum materisls, were characteristic of the bilingual programg Tunded by
Y PN . )

ana State Urban Aid. . . ' : ~ 2

- .
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Table V

. " Results of Analysis of Selected Bilingual
) ¢ - and ESL Progrem Evaluation (1971-72)

4

- MajoﬁvProgram Weaknes;
M?ﬁor-Evalugﬁion Wéakpess
. fre-Test/Post-Tgst Design
Inétrumgpts to Measure Aéhievement
Standardized éé%t‘score
Teacher rafings v
" Teacher tests

Paraprofessional ratings

o achievement &gta

Resul®Ts - achievement #oals
Positive gain
No difference between control

- and experimental groups

-

Partizl (gains in one objective)

No "data -

A

Bilingual Programs
NO

v YES -

11

o

o

3
5

- ESL Programs

YES
3
1

PO «

(93]

(v

NO .

3
5
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Eight programs funded by these two sources were designaced as "hilingual."
Cnly one, however, conformed to the accepted definition of such a program: instruc-
tion in t¥o languages. The other 7, based on program objectives or description of

instructional methods, were actually ESL programs.

-

Criticism focused on the need to train supervisors, teachers and paraprofes-

- . §

nals in bilingual philosophy and meihodology and to develop program objectives:

« . "There seemed to be a need for a more concentrated effort in training
or orienting the program staff in the theory and practice of bilingual
education.,.a structured teaching pattern was not in evidence in these
classes...” (Dist. 14 Evaluation, p. 11) A .

"During the observation it aeppeared that each teacher was operating
quite independently of any district supervision. The teachers wvere
giving what they and the school administrators assumed was a bilingual
program, but in most cases instruction was similar to TESL instruction
(Teaching English as a Second Language). All teachers were bilingual;
they used Spanish in varying forms, usually to give explanations-sor
\clarification of directions.” (Dist. 15 Evaluation, p. 8)

~ "Both the objectives and the tzrget groups in this program have been
_stated in such general and anbtiguous Lerms that it becomes virtually
impossible for anyene to dctermine whai services spe01f1cally are going
to 'be rendered and what specific groups are to receive them.” (Dist. 19
Evaluation, p. 125) -

it

An evaluation of programs operating in 3 schools reported that in two schools:
...teachlng practices did nol capitalize upon the domirant language of

the child as an instructional tool...the practice of removing one or two

children from each classrodm to rcceive drill in English cculd hardly be

5aid to be educationally sound. Instead of creating a positive image of

his ovm language and seeing it as worthy of being kept, the Chlld is

further stigmatized by the need to leave his regular classroom.” (Dist. 5

Evaluation, p. 7h4) “

'

‘Evaluators found similar program wesknesses in 4 of the 6 Title VII funded
bilingual programs although instiruction was provided in two languages.

"Substantial admlnlotratlve difficultiec caused the project to be
substantially revised." (Dist. 1 Evaluabion, p. 1)

"iost of the instruction given through the medium of Spanish is given by
the Bilingual Professional Assistant. who although typically a trained
teacher from another country, has not yét had the opportunity to receive
training in early childhood edvcation as formulated in the United States...
In order to achieve the goal of normel grade progression for Spanish
dominant chiidren who will learn *througn the medium of Spagish, it will be
necessary to insure that pupllu are taught by individuals trained in bi-
linguel education." (Dist. 6 Zvaluation, p. 31)

. 43
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"Another prdctice obser-red throughout the program was using English and

. Spanish elements in one sentence or alternating English and Spanish in
one paragraph. Teachers were not always conscious of doing this...The *
practice can result in great confusion and the development of undesirable
linguistic habits that are not consistent with the underlying principles
of bilingual .education." (Dist. 3 Evaluation, pp. 33, 34)

Teacher traiaing, vhen provided, is not always relevant to the needs of the

P

* classroom teacher, as evidenced in the follcwing.

"It seems clear that the courses are not uniformly successful in meeting
the needs of the P.S. 25 staff members.” (Dist. 7 Evaluation, p. 22)

] "They {the teachers] felt they needed more relevant courses which dealt
, with day-to-day situations in theﬁBilingual and Open Corridor set-up,
instead of courses dealing with theoretical aspects of the field, which
they found hard to apply to the classroom situation.” (Dist. 3 Evalua-
tion, p. 37) .

ESL Program Weaknegses

Criticism of 3. of the 6 programs in this category referred to inadequate

—

teacher training, program planning, »upil placement arnd facilities.

"The average ESL teacher in thc disirict would not meet the requirements
for the ESL license at either the elementary or the secondary level.

iiost District .24 ESL teachers do not have the required two points of
course work in ESL methodoloty, 30 semester hours in either Tnglish or a
foreign language, 6 semester huars in linguistic courses for the secondary
level, or the 12 semester hours in ESL including a minimum of 6 semester
hours in linguistics and a mininum of 2 semester hours in ESL methodology.
Furthermore, the average BE3L teacher iz not a member of TESOL (Teachers
of English to Speakers of Olher Languoges) and thereby misses a major
source of information about neu developments in classroom techniques,
texts, avudio-visual aids and the theoretical. implications of the current
research." - (Dist. 24 Evaluation &, p. 83)

Rating of teacher's performance in cne evaluation placed 419 oi’ teachers
(N=39) as doing a "less than acceptable job." Though all were listed as
ESL personnel, only two had majored in ESL ond one had minored in this
field. Seventy percent had 5 or more years of teaching expefience, but .
only 25% had taught ESL for 5 years or more. (Dist. 24 Evaluation B,

pp. 123-125) \

"Participating students én the elementary level did not receive enough
ESL instruction to insure, optimal progress in language acquisition.

In some schools students ¥ere seen only two to three times s week for
45 minute lessons."” (DisB. 17 Evaluation, p. 30)

s test is needed to differentiate pupil-proficiency levels. /dmini-
strators should make every effort Lo provide means for pupil grouping
in ESL classes to be as homogenecous as possible. The primary criterion
should be English proficiency, with some mixing of grade levels if
X necessary to maintain homogeneity i? English langugge facility.”
o ist. 24 Evaluation B . 132-1 \ Z
ERIC (Di , Pp. 132-133 )

IToxt Provided by ERI
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“The consultant noted that most of the participating schools lacked ~
physical facilities. Many classrooms were overcrowded because too
small a room was provided. This situation minimized opportunities
for individual or small-group work to take place." (Dist. 17

- Evaluation, p. 29) ° ’

|~

E;éluation Methods and Standards -

. - Deficiencies\in evaluation methods or inability to implement the original
evgluation design were found in 10 cases. Nine were bilingual programs. Lateness
in awarding the evaluation contract or inception of the progrém and lack of guanti-
taéivé achievement data or an appropriate control roup were most usual explana-
tions for failure to utilize a pre- and postitest or experimental design.

‘ Positiveagains reported in § evaluatiahs are open to challenge or question.
Of the 5, theré were 2 cases wﬁere positi&e r;sylis were based on pre- and post- |
data for extremely small sampies (N=20, N=5); one program with pupil progress
:fated by paraprofessionals; one proscam vhere pupils improved but did better on
the pre-ﬁest and éne with po;itive results based on standardized tests but

~

negative results on teachér tests.

Inconsistency in instruments to measure pupil achievement

While most (N=9) evaluation of bilingual programs utilized stundardized tests
(either the Metropolitan Achievement Test or Inter-imerican Test of General Ability)

to measure achievement gains. The rect used teacher tests or ratings. There were

several references to the inoppropriateness of stondardized tests for students
\A
from non-English speaking homes. une project director refused to permit the use

-of standardized tests. \
"There is a paucity of standardized test materials specificaily for the
Puerto Rican child and in mouny instances the child is compared to children
from completely dissimilar ethnic and economic groups." (Dist. h Evalu--
ation, p. 16) v

"The testing of Spanish dominant children on osn ~daptation of the AT
especially prepared by the Institute for this program was prohibited by
the Project Director.” (Dist. 10 Evalustion, p. 5)

a5
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~ < VSufficient evidence now exists to direct us to the development of cri-
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This refusal, to permit the use of standardized testing for non-English
speaking pupils reflects the increased awareness pf the questionable validity of
such tests for the;e pupils. For exaﬁple, a Task Force on Testing sponsored by
the National Educa%ion Association ﬁassqg the following resoluﬁion on this issue:

"Testing of children vhose language is other than standard English vith
instruments that were developed for users of standard English violates
the norm and standardization of these instruments and mekes the resultis
questionable. We contend that the use of these instruments with children
whose language is other than standard English is invalid. )

terion-referenced assessment systems as a means of improving the account-
ability of educational programs. These evaluation processes must corre-

cpond to local performance objectives,

"The development of valid test instruments for bilingual and bicultural
children must be directed by qualified bilingual and bicultural personnel

in the educational field or in similar fields, to assure that the test -
instruments will réflect the values and skills of the ethnic and cultural
groups bveing tested.

"ihereas current;y used standardized tesis measure the potential and
ability of neither bilingual nor bicultural children and yet are so used
and relied upon to count, place and track these children, we Eesolve that
such use of standardized tests be immediately discontinued."

All of the above issues, inability to implement the evaluation design, lack

of access to achievement dats and inconsistencies in measuring this achievement

clearly igdicate the need to develop guidelines for program evaluations and
appropriate evaluation instruments.

These problems do not apply to ESL programs which, with one exception,
utilized a scale developed by the Board of Education to measure fluency in English.
(Reliance on observétion and interviews in ‘the exccptional case was not explained.)

There was however, one reference to a need to develop o test to "differentiate

pupil proficiency levels" for placement purposes.25
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SUMMARY

\ S
- ~
Although evaluators reported positive achievement gains for a majogity of

participants in programs included in this analysis, they identified major weak-
> ».hey

P

) g 3 3 3 3 \ 3 L3 P
nesses in most programs and deficiencies in the_ evaluation methods utilized in
\ - - ) 7 - -
half of these programs. ) { ez T -

An overvhelming majority.of the evaluations discusséd the need for more -

“ ~_ . - PR

training in bilingual and ESL methods, the need for a\§§fgptured cﬁfficulgg.and

—

for curriculum materlals appropriate for dlfferent language groups. _ﬁ';f" S

The development\gpd administration of most bilingual programs were cr1ﬁ1c1zed.

,.—-'

Seven of the 8 programs designated as bilingual funded by Tltle I and ytube Urban )

Education were in fact ESL programs.

Less frequently mentioned program weaknesses were: ineffective methods for -~

involving parents, inadeguate utilization of paraprofessionals, reassignment of

-

bilingual teachers to other duties, discriminatéry licensing procedures £6r bi-

lingual teachers, and mis-assignment of pupils. There were indications of a need

4 4
to improve university-based teacher training courses.

Deficiencies in evaluation methods, in most cases, reflect}p;oblems;pgyenﬁ'

-

>

the evaluators' control. LT

Variability of evaluation instruments reflect differences in program goals as
well as a lack of agreement on the appropriateness of standardized tests %or pupils
from non-Eﬂglish speaking homes‘andbinaiilitx to obtain quantitative achievement
deta.

The results of this analysis of selected evaluations suggests the need for
more rigorous evaluation standards. The differencesc in evaluation procedures -
with some programs relying on objective measures of performance and others using

more subjective data - as well as criticism of existing standordized tests, indi-

cates the need for the funding sources or the Central Board to develop appropriate

guidelines for evaluating these programs in the future. - - 411?

- .-
— o~ - ~—
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ON SITE OBSERVATIONS OF BILINGUAL PRCGRAMS

« e x

Thirteen bilingual programs in elementary and intermediate schools were
visited by Committee on Education volunteers and staff in May and December of
1973. The primary purpose of_.the visits was to get firsthgnd impressions of

what these brograms were like through classroom observations and interviews

1
\ $

with program staff.
The Mey visits, made by the steff researcher, covered four bilingual

programs., Three were recommended by & Community School Board member and

the fourth by a bilingual educator. One half day,was spent in each of threg

s;hools, and three half days at therfourth. Interviews were exploratory and’

aimed to find out how the programs were developed and implemented. There were

several indications that these programs functioned as models for bilingual

educators. Two were funded by Title VII and thus had to conform to federal

T
“guidelines,

Nine other programs were observed by teams consisting of Committee on
Education volunteers and staff in December. These were selected because of

their diversity and because they were lceated in districts known to have large

[N

numbers of students with English language difficulty.
Initially we had decided to focus on programs funded by Title I of ESEA
since & change in Title I guidelines specified that funds be earmarked for

bilingual programs, remedial reading and math. Because Title I is the source
L4
of the largest appropriation of special funds, we anticipated that a mejority
——

~

of sfudents classified as having\English language difficulty would bve served

by these programs. This proved to be the case. (See Table III page 1k4)
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Before attempting to make arrangements to visit the Title I bilingual
programs, we obtained background information from the Board of Educatlon personnel
fesponsible for reviewing Title I proposals. (This included & review of 1973-7k4
*prqgrams in decentralized elementary and intermediate schools.) Of special
interest to the‘Comhittee on Education was the discovery that the Title I office
at the Board of Education primarily reviews proposals to ensure that the p;ograms

" conform to Title I guidelines, Analysis of prégram content and effectiveness is
beyond the authority of this office which merely transmits the proposals to the
.State Education Department. We have attempted to find a divisicn of the State
Education Degartment responsible for this type of review. So fér every official
interviewed at the state level has reported that the state's role is "advisory."

This inquiry to track'down responsibility for program content was pursued
because of several reports that meny of the Title I funded programs, although
labeled as such, were not bilingual programs. It was alleged that the labels
on the existing programs for pupils witﬁ language difficulty wererchanged to
"bilingual" in order to receive Title I funding. When this issue was raised
in a recent interview (Mey 197h) with an HEW administrator, he said that the
federal office has become aware of the matter. We were unable to gain access
to Title I programs to verify this charge. Title I programs in 1O schools
identified frem the Board's language survey as having larée numbers of pupils with
language difficulty were selected for our sample, However, none of the principals
would permit the Committee to observe these programs. Rejections were usually
based on the claim that the programs had just started in September or later and

that the teachers lacked experience. It was suggested in some cases that

observing such a new program would not be helpful to our study.

%

49
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One principal said that he did not believe laymen were caﬁabie‘of observing
without evaluatiné, and since his program had Jjust stdrted he felt it wag
"unfair" to evaluate a program "before it even gets off the ground.” Another
principal told us Fhat the ﬁrogram had not begun because hé could not find
teachers. *

"You've got to have a hidden agenda," was given as the reason for another '
rejection. In severai instances, Title V;I bilingual programs were recommended

-

since they had been in operation longer. \

Because of this resistance, the Committee decided to put aside the Title I
program data and simply visit bilingual programs to which we could obtain access.

™.

To accomplish ﬁhis, staff gontacted Bilingual Coordinators in districﬁs Gﬁth
high enrollments of pupils with language difficulty or multi-language popu-//
“lations. Arrangements were made to visit schools in 6 districts. Committee
members and staff observed bilingual programs in 9 schools in thé‘first two
weeks of beéember 1973.

The programs are so varied that it is difficult to make generalizations.
As one observer wrote: "each school district had its own idea of what a
bilingual pro;}am is, should be, or how it should be practiced.” The fact that N
most of the observation sites were recommended by bilingual personnel suggests,
of course, that they are considered exemplary. Nevertheless, problems emerged,
similar to those raised in the evaluations, and these will be discussed at the
conclusion of this section.
i Of the 13 programs visited, (one early childhood, 9 elementary and 3
intermediate) 5 were completely bilingual with classes taught in both the native
language and a second language at every grade level contained in the school.

Five were bilingual mini-schools or an annex to a "regular” school. Two

elementsry schools had bilingual "tracks" or components. There was one school

. S0
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in vhich the "bilingual program" was really part of a training program for
paraprofessionals who are recent arrivals. (They work with monolingual

/
English teachers to develop vogabulary for Spanish dominant students.)

e

Fully Bilingual Schools

.attended by pupils pesiding in the immediate neighborhobd, two received pupils

Methods of instfuction differ in the completely bilinguai schools. However,
they all provide subjecﬁ matter instructién in the students' native ianguagé and
Engl}sh.as a second language instruction for non-native pupils. For pupils from
English speaking homes, subject matter instruction is p?ovided in English and
instruction ih a second language (with one exception the second language was
Spahish).' There was evidence that resour;;s had been allocated for curriculum
development, including a bicultural component, although in\most schools this
was still an on—goiAg process. Most significantly all of the éhildren atténding
these schools were participating in the bilingual program. Three schools were
from throughout the district in which they are loéated. All are elementary or
early childhood programs. Two of the schools with upper elerentary classes
indicated that it has been necessary to make accommodations for students who
arriVé in the United States wiﬁh no previous schooling. IA the third school,
not a neighborhood school, an informant indicated that such a student would not be
admitted because he would not have the preparation to function in a bilingual

setting. | '

Mini-Schools
One of the elementary mini-schools with a K-3 program, is administratively
separate from a regular elementary school but itis classes are not. The other,

a K-2 program, is an annex of a regular school. located across the street in |
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. N ’\ * .
a separate building. There is consequently a greater likelihood that pupils
participa?}ng in the latter will have no contact with pupils in the regﬁlar

0

school.

In the school\with the K-3 bilingual program there is no bilingual or
ESL class for olde; éupils. A teacher described a boy who‘had been in the
fifth grade in Puer£o Rico, He was considered "very bright" by the bilinguél ‘
teachers who tested his reading in Spanish. Because the boy did not Jh&erstand
‘English'he was placed in the Yth grade. Even here he could’not understand
instruction and in a short time was reported to be a "behavior problem.” ,

| The other three ﬁini1schobls were located in intermediate scpépls, one
with a Haitian and the other & Spanish bilingual program which we;e established
for pupils from these languege groups only; the third served both Spanish and
English dominent students. In all programs students were groupedlby'ability.
A small number (100-150) of students was served in each of these Rrogr;ms.
Program supervisérs ;ndicated that all students in need of their progra@s were
being served, however there was no evidence that the bilihgual program Ssuper-
visor had access to the language survey data which woyld be required'fOQ an
objective assessment.

Intermediate bilingual schools provide instruction in the pupils' native
languege in scienre, math, social studies and language arwss. Industrial arts,
music and gym are taught in English. In the Haitian program, two educational
assistants translete into Creole léssons taugh£ in French by licensed teachers.
In the other programs which we observed classes are taught in both Spanish and
English by licensed bilingual teachers. When asked about the chances for
integra@ing the bilingual program participants with students in the mainstream

program, supervisors usually mentioned that the opportunity was provided in

art classes and gym.

’ Y
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Supervisors of intermediate bilingual progreams are not respaonsible for the

articulation of their programs with high school programs or the student's high”™ -

-

school ackievement. One supervisor told us that her progrém was & "success"

& . . .
because the children "do well" when they transfer to high school. However, she

v

’ s
could provide no data on gtuderts' high 'school achievement and there was no
communication between this supervisor and’ the high school personnel. ILata’on
reading scores of students currently enrolled in this bilingual progranm indicated

- thet most are reading below grade level. The supervisor's judgment was based

on the fact that a few students have revisited the school amd reported that

3

-

they were "doing well," . ; . C .

Bilingual Trecks.

I

One of the:schools with bilingual "tracks" serves Chinese and Spanish

*

dowinent students who entered the school three yeers ago. The bilingual com-
ponent follows these children who &re now in the second and third grade.

Inetruction in reading end writing is provided in English and cultural matérial

which appears to focus on netional holidays is presented in Chinese, Spanich

¢

\ and Englisk. Bilingual educational assistants spend most of their time devel-

" oping instructional materials for classes. The four bilingual teachers assigned

[l

to the classroom are used to "cover' teacher absentees in the rest of ‘he sthool.

14

According to the principal, the program will close down when the Title VII funds

run, out unless there is a new funding source. He indicated that although he
felt the program helped pupils, he was not personally committed to the tilingual

concept.

Peseription of One Bllingusl FProgram 53 )
i

Tris bilingual program operates in two schools whkich opened in 1971, Cne, ‘
|

School A, is a primary school K-3, the\other, School B, houses grades b6,

)
AI{I(:‘ Most of our informetion was collected in School B.

r
FullTxt rovided by ERIC
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All of the teachers in both schools were picked by a team including the

s two bﬁildiﬁg principels and & coordinatifg principal., Before opening in ‘

* . Sepgember 1971,‘the Leachers and administrators participated in a S5-weel training
session'conducged by Dr. Caleb Gattégno whose reeding method is used in all
claSses.‘ The school was efsigned ts be a bilingual school but & shortage.of ':!
blllngual teachers nece881tates that the blllngual program be phased in
gra&ually. At present five of 57 teachers in School B are blllngual (Spanvsh-
English), The fifth bilingual teacher is a Spanlsh cluster teacher who teaches
Spariish as a second language to English dominant students. Another io vwho are

,:Eﬁglish dominant have mastered Spanish. The yemeihing teachers sre actively
invoived in 1earn£ng Spenish, Aihe principai describes himself as "menolingual:"

The neighborhood is higﬁly transient: Fiftyhfive percent of the students
who eé?ered in Septembe;ul97l had left by June 1972. About 10% of the s?udcnts
cameﬂ;braight from Puerto Rico. Another 30% have been in New ?é:k for less than |
two years.+ The principal attributes most of this moﬁement'to relocaﬁingAfor

job purposes, There has been a sharp decline in the number of black rnsidents'

and an increase in Fuerto Ricans in recent years.

-
v

A Spanish ‘dominant class is condueted.on-each grade level for the ncn-Englich

speeking students and those who have hot mastered.English sufficiently to a

~

function in the English deminant classes
In the Spanlsh domlnant classes, about 50% of the instruction, to begin with,

is in Spanlsh. Scne ESL is provided by the same teachez. The same procedure

?

is used in English dominant classrooms where teachers who have learned Span’sh

teach Spanish as & second language. (There is no teachier who specializes in

-
o

ESL for the Spani%h.ﬁominant students.) o . ’ Ce

oS4
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The emphagis at School B, the principal stated, is on‘"attitude." He is

trying to "set a tone", so that both langusges will have equal emphasis. "There

. has to be an acceptance that literacy ﬁoeﬁn't mekn just English," he said.
He encourages monolingual teachers to learn a second language and attributes

the success of this effort to the teacher's "faith in what the Hispanic culture

has to say."
.7 \

Caleb Gattegno has developed bilingual methods to teach reading to Spanish,
. U .

Ehglish end FPrench dominant students. The d;strict superintendent specifically
hired the administrators for this school to implement Gattegno's methods,

’ 3 * « " ' Al
according to the principal. During the interview, he made seéveral references
)

»

to this method, the ﬁraining program &nd his iﬁ%erpretation of Gattegno's

pnilosophy of education: '"Awareness is the only thing educable in man."

Students are tested in a variety of ways. Some teacher-made instrumenis
t . ~
oy«
are used s1ﬁce materials in Spanish have not caugnt up with the movement toward

bilingualism. A "Pan. fmecican Dlagnostlc" test which is a translation -of the

re

Metropolitan Achievepent Teet'is considered a poor instrument and rarely used.

3 . I : i
Evaluation of.the program, for the prineinel, is based on feedback from
P . . A S - .
parents, some standardized achievement tests, teacher feedback, Gattegno con-
’ . »

[ ‘ . .
.sulrants (who are still working in the school) and his own "prying." Since the

schéol has only been operating for 1-1/2‘¥eérs, he syggests t?at it is teo

early to expect feedback on junior highigehool exper;ence. He did say that \
there hare.been some pro and con reactions to the jhnior higﬁ school froﬁ the - -
parents whose chiildren have been promoted, but not in regerd to the acadenio

k4

program. Rather, he claimed that parents dwell-on the "safety factor, and
seem partlculally worried about teenage gangs in the Junior hlghs. Puerto Rican
parents, in this principal's oplnlon foster dependence in their chlldren 8ud

te, .o be overprotective. These remarks were in’ response to a question abcut
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1
the goordination of elgmentary and junior high school% but the principal said
he had, "so much to do just running his school" that héthas to}leave articulation
to scmeone "over” him. I \ ,
Classroom observations: Three Spanish dominant clpsses were visite?: a

3rd and a 6th grade maun lesson, and a fourth grade language arts lesson.
The math lessons were taught by bilingual teachers, the other by an English .
speaking teacher. The Bilingual teachers. spoke iy English most of the time
‘that the 6bservers were in the room. They appear to have eséablished a pattern
of spesking in Spanish to the class primarily when a student does not seem to
understand the English explanation or is not paying attention. In the 3rd ] '
grade class the teacher appeared to have grouped children on the basis of
.language PrOfiCiency.- Although not ail of the students could understand English A
in the language a¥%s class, they were paying attention to the teacher and seemed
to be involved in the lessﬁn (he read them a story and asked questions velaled
to their own personal experience). R
fhe Coordinating Principal of the two sciols is participating in & bilinpual
" teacher training program. She was asked about fhe goal of a bilingual progrém. /
In her view, a bilingﬁél education is as important for the English speaking
child as it is for the non-English speaking. It,enabl$s the non-E%glish
speuking child to gain something without losing his first languaée. The Englisﬁ
deminant child\gains another cultiure and another language. She sees it as @ - )
"broadening experience." This administrator grew up in Bra;il apd ié fluent

L
in Portugese, Spanish and French, as well as English.

Conclusions
Since classroom observations usually lasted 10 to 15 minutes, and only ¢

tew classroom teachers were interviewed, our conclusions will be limited tc

program development, organization and implemenw . o6 Vs
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The ccmpletely bilingual schools are concentrating resources on teacher
training and curriculum development. While‘some of the mini-schools and track
programs are working on these, they do not have comparable resources. In
addition, administratois in the completely bilingual schools were all selected
specifically to implement a bilingual program and seem to have more autonomy
than supervisors of bilingual)mini-schools or tracks who operate under the
supervision of a building pyincipal. The latter supervisors must function
within the constraints of an existing administrative hierarchy. In most cases
our findings indicate that the programs were able to function because of admin-
. istrative support. There was, however, one obvious example of lack of suck

support.
bost of the supervisors of the mini-schools and track programs cited the
same weaknesses that were identified in the bilingual evaluations! 1) iradequate

T A ——

curriculum materials and textbooks, 2) inappropriate testing instruments, 3) tr

3]

need for more experienced bilingual teachers and more efrective teacker 'raining,

including training English dominant teachers in the native language spolen o
the district's children,
3 l )
Our interviews with supervisors in all types of programs revealed tre

folloving additional prohlems: ’
- ‘\ )
1) Articulation (within and between schools) - the manner in which tie

tilinsual programs are being phased in may create problems for pupils aillend: i«

ccripletely bilingual schools or elemertary schools with no bilingual progyin
! -
Vo
. in the upper grades. Some of the totally bilinmual schools do not "feed ino”
[ ! - T
intermediate, Junior high or high schioole with bilingual pregrams. Adainishratngs
- . -\
%

at the lower level are not responsible for this problem.

ERIC
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2) Mobility - Several reports of high mobility rates in neighborhoods
surrcunding bilingual programé suggest the need for flexible programs. Vhen
P.S. 25, the first completeiy bilingual school, opeped in 1969 it was described
as "integrated" with both English and Spanish dominant students. An urban
renewal project which gemolished several housing developments near the school
resulted in a 93% Hisp%nic enrollment by 1973. In another area, the principal
reported more than a 56% turnover in stud;nts between September and June.

If, as also indicated, many of the newcomers in upper grades are non-English
speakers or illiterate in their native language, the ideal X-6 bilingual program
is unrealistic. This ideal program is based on the assumption‘that students
enter at the K or first grade level when, in fact, non-native pupils are being
transferred from one district to another at all ages. This high mobility rate
suggests that these pupils shoula be taught to speak English as soon as possible,

Tt also eriphasizes the need to combine ESL with bilingual methods.

3) Problems Attributable to Funding Regulations - In most of these

programs, except for completely bilingual schools, the nature of federal and
state funding regulatiéns have fostered segregation of students, establishment
of separate adnministrative and teaching staffs and a sense of insecurity abont
the future of bilingual programs if these sources of funds are reduced or
eliminated. I

Titl;_VII_guidelineswrequire separate administrative staff. Title 1
guiéelines creaie segregated classes since eligible pupils must have an

Englisl: language deficiency.

o8
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LEGISIATION

The Federal Bilingual Education Act

The Bilingual Education Act’bassed by the federal government in 1968,
provides funds directly t; local school districts to develop and implement
"imaginative" programs to meet the needs of pupils with "limited Enélish-
speaking ability between the ages of 3 and 18." In additicn to the
language criterion, eligible schools must have a "high concentration”
of pupils from welfare homes or homes with incomes below $3,000.

The most significant aspect of the Bilingual Education Act is the
declaration of federal policynnot ogly to provide special programs for
pupils with limited English ability but that the programé include
bilingual instruction and "impart to students a knowledge of the history
and culture associated with their language."26

At the time of this writing, Congress is considering extension of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act: Different versions have beeﬂ
passed by the Senate and t@e House. The Senate.bill includes Titlé VIT
amendﬁents that deal with seversl problems identified‘by this study: the
rneed for comprehensive goals and directions for bilingual‘educaticn TaugTam .
teacher training, teaching methods, curriculum, research and evalunation.

A lgtter was sent to the chairman of the special conference committee set
up to consider the %wo billéwfequestiﬁg that these a@endmeﬁts be endorsead

by the committee. (Appendix B.)

The Massachusetts Transitional Bilingual Education Act

Five states: Ceclorado, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey and Texas,
have enacted legislation mendating bilingual education. Eight other

states: Alaska, California, Louisiant,Maine, Michigan, New Mexico, New Yerk

and Pennsylvania have laws on this issue.27 5559
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Since Massachusetts is the first state to mandate bilingual education,

many people look to this state for direction in the implementation of such
programs. An interview with an administrative assistant in Fhe Massachusetts
State Education Department, however, revealed that élthough the number of
pupils in Maséachusetts with langusge difficulty is small (approximately
13,000) compared to New York City, program admiﬂiégrators have encouniered
some of the same problems we found in New York City bilingual programs.

The Massachusetts law, which requires transitionsl bilingual prograns,
wa.s passed’in November, 1971, and put into effect on February U, 1972.
Current programs are paid for from local tex levy funds with the state
reimbursing costs which exceed regular per pupil expenditures (between
$250 and $500). Bilingual instruction must be provided in any community

or school district where there are more than 20 students who are n.»-English

speaking and belong to one language clagsification. The law places a

3 year limit on bilingual programs bu¥ the child can remain in the pregran
longer if necessary, 'However, the local school committee reserves the
right to keep the child in the program.

Also required by law are: a language proficiehcy'iest; criteria for
pupil placement and a limit on age span in a perticular progrem. No child
can be placed in a classroom that has children three years oldér or
younger. Clacses are formed on the basis of ability level and age with
a teacher pupil ratio of 1:15 or 1:20 with an aide., There is a trend
towafd "open" classrooms with mixed age levels.

It is mandatory upon the school system to place the ncn-English speiking
child in the transitional bilingual program. The school district is

required to notify parents by letter in both English and the child's nelive

language within 10 days after the child is enrolled in the program. The

60
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letter is required:to explgin the progresm to parents, If a parent does
(ﬁbt want the child in the program he must write and inform the district
_ within 30 days. The duty lies with the school system to place the child., If
the parent objects, the child is withdrawn.
The tréhsitional bilingual program includes: ,
1) Instruction in both langusges in all courses mandated by

Massachusetts law and in all courses mandated By the district.

(In Massachusetts the stape mendates only one course, American

history.i .

2) Reading and writing in the child's native language, and oral .
comprehension, speaking, reading and writing in English.

3) Courses in the history and the culture of the couﬁtry of
origin as well as the history and the ¢ulture of the
United States.

At the time of our interview, July 1973, the administrative

’

assisbant coulq not provide informetion on thé evaluation of bilinguel
programs or their cost. Students from seven language groups are served

by these programs: Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, Greek, French, Chinese

~ and Armenian. The state had insufficient resources to develop standerdized

tests to determine pupil placement and progress., In the absence of valid
tests, they have concentrated on developing criteria for placement which
includes: &) the child's anecdotal record (usually not availeble for &
child from Puerto Rico), b) criterion-referenced tests and teacher made

tests, and c) teacher recommendations. The emphasis, according to the

administrator, was on the subjective judgment of the teachers.
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New York State Legislation

Until 1970 the New York State Education Law required English as the
only language of instruction in the public sq?oéls and the use of textbooks
written in English. In 197029 the state Qegislature passed a "perm:lss:’we‘lv
bilingual act which enabled local school districts to provide instruction
in the native language and in English for those ﬁupils with "difficulty
in reading and nnderstanding English." 30

Under this law school districts in New York Statecwere,permitted to -
provide instruction in the child's native language for a period limited to
3 vears but the district was not required to do so. The legislation also
enaﬁled districts to implement bilingual education programs that confornmed
to Title Vii of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Bilingual education was vendorsed in a New York State Regents policy
statement in 1972. The primary purpose bf the Regents' program is "lo

provide equal educational opportunity for non-English speaking children

through activities capitalizing on their proficiency in their native
language and developing competence in English. The program affirms the
. importence of English and at the same time recognizes that the native
language and culture of a child can play a major role in his education. "3t
In the 197: session of the New York State Legislature, two different
bilingual education bills were passed by both houses énd sent to the- - -——
Governor fo} executive action.
The Senate bill, which permits the Commissioner of Education to

’

extend instruction in a bilingual program for individual pupils (to a

period not in excess of six years), was signed into law. 2

Ho action was tal.en on the Assembly bill which would: extend the

4

reriod of biiingual instruction from three to four years, permit districts

to establish continuing bilingual programs for each language, enable a
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pupil whose school does not have a bilingual program in his language
cétegory to attend classes in a school hav%ng such a program with parentél
consent and require districts to develop a "comprehensivé plaﬁ for the
evaluation" of bilingual programs. It would also require districts to
include information on language dominance 'of each child in the school
census.

The Ccmmittee on Education sent a memorandum to the Governor
supporting the Assembly bill since it contained several of the Commit?ee's
recom&endations. " (The text of these bills and the Cgmmittee Memorandum

are reproduced in Appendix C.)

«

Recommended Legislation for Bilingual Education in New York State

After analyzing the bills introduced in the 1973-7h4 sessiong of
the New York State Legislature and the'Massachusetts Bilingual Act,
the Committee on Education reviewed "A Model Act Providing for Transi-
tioﬂal Bilingual Education Programs in Fublic Schools."33 The drafting
of this model statute was a project of the Center for Law and Education

at Harvard.

In addition to the recommendatinns presented at the beginning of‘this
report, the Committee on Education endorsed the following provisions for

bilingual education legislation in New York State, (most are based on the

model statute): R

1. Every schoul district which has in any school children whose dominent
language is other than English, shall establish, for each such language
classification, continuing bilingual education progrvams for such
children, which utilize both langnages as media of instruction. A
pupil whose dominant language is other than English and who attends
8 school where bilingual education programs are not available, nay,

= with the consent of his parents or guardians, attend classes in -
schools having such programs.
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Any parent or guardian who has a child enrolled in a bilingual program
may either at the time of notification of enrollment or at the end of
the semester have t»» child withdrawn from the program. Parents or
legal guardians of cu.ldren enrolled in a bilingual program must be
notified by registered mail no later than 10 days after enrollment.
"The notice shall contain a simple, non-technical description of the
purposes, method and content of the bilingual program. It shall inform
parents that they have the right to visit classes in which their child
is enrolled and to come to the school for a conference to explain the
nature of the bilingual program,"3* and it shall inform the parents
of their right to withdraw their child from the program. "The notice
shall be written in English and in the language of which the child

of the parent so notified possess a primary speaking ability."

All children in the bilingual program shall have their English pro-
ficiency tested annually. A child shall not be transferred out of
the program unless according to said test, he has English language
skills appropriate to his grade level, except upon the request of the
child's parent or guardian.

English—épeakiug children should be enrolled in bilingual proérams,
to the fullest extent possible.

Children "shall be placed in classes with children of approximately
the same age and level of educational attainment"35 and student
assignment should not have the effect of promoting segregation of
students by race, color or national origin. t

Qualifications for bilingual education teachers. State certification
shall be granted to persons who "a) possess a speaking and reading
ability in a language other than English and communicative skills

in English, b) possess a bachelor's degree or other academic degree
approved by the state board, c) meet such requirements as to course
of study and training as the board may prescribe.”

Every school district in‘which instruction is given bilingually shall
develop a comprehensive plan for the orderly evolution of such programs
to be submitted to the commissioner for his approval.

Language studies. If there are 20 or more students in a grade of an
intermediate or secondary school who wish to pursue further study in
a languege other than English, such language courses may be provided.

Department of Education. "In addition to the powers and duties pre-
scribed in previous sections, the department of education shall pro-
mulgate rules and regulations and take any other actions which will
promote the full implementation of provisions of this ract, "

including construction of validated testing instruments to adequately
measure academic achievement of pupils enrolled in bilingual programs
for the purpose of proper placement when transfer out ol the bilingual
program is deemed to be in the best interests of the pupil,
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" LITIGATION

- 39 :

. The San Francisco Case: Lau v. Nichols

" A great deal of attention has been paid to the recent United States

Supreme Court decision, Lau v. Nichols, decided Jandéry 21, 1974, This

class action suit on behalf of }X8OO non-English speaking.students.of
Chinese ancestry against the San Francisco school district, claimed that
the school’s failure to proviée Engliéh language instruction'ﬁo the
class was a denial of equal educational opportunity. The claimed denial
of an equal educational opportunity was based upon alleged violations
of the Equal Protectlon Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and §60L
of the Civil Rights Act of 196k, 0 which bars discrimination in -
federally assisted programs on the basis of race, color or netional
origin and the HEW guidelines issued thereunder.

The Supreme Court unanimously reversed the Eighth Circuit Court of

hppeals, which had upheld the lower District Court's dismissal of the

claims against the school district. However, the Court, in finding for

the plaintiffs, grounded its decision on violatiohs of $601 of éhe -

Civil Rights Act and the HEW guidelines duly promulgateq thereunder, and

thereby avoided determination of the Constitutional mqual Protection claim.
.- : Justice Douglas, writing for.the Court, held the HEW guidelines,. S

mendating local. school districts to take "affirmative steps to rectity

ﬁhe languuge deficiency in order to open its instructional progrem to
¥* 4
these students,"” sere binding upon all local school districts regeiving

federal finunclial assistance. These guidelines, hz said, were properly Tt

63

*"Yhile inability to speak and understand the English language excludes
" national origin-minority group childven from effective participation in
the educational program offered by a schiool district, the district must .
: teke affirmetive steps to rectify the language detacacncy in order to
IfRJﬂ: ?pen 3ts instructional program to these students." 35 Fed. Reg. 11505
1970
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\
41 )
issued pursuant to S§601 of, the Civil Rights Act of 196k. In mandating

“*

affirmative steps to rectify English language deficiency, the Court
. ’ , \
specifically rejected the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals' finding that

"every student brings to the starting lzge of his educational career

different advantages and disadvantages caused in part by social, economic

and cultural background, created and continued completely apart from any

contribution by the school system." (483 F.2d, at &97)

o

The Court did not rule on the appropriateness of any pgrticul&r

language program since it was not presented with that issue. Instead

it said: . ~

"No specific remedy is urged upon us. ggééhing
- English to the students of Chinese ancéstry who

’ do not speak the language is one choice. Giving

\ . instructions to this group in Chinese is another,
There maey be others. Petitioner asks*only that
the Board of Education be directed to apply its

a2 e e
. . expertise to the problem and rectify the situation.” \‘

The New York City Case: ASPIRA of New York, Inc. v, Board of Education ‘
. ~ of the City of New York b5 )

In New York City there is presently pending in Federal District

Court a lawsuit similar to Lau v. Nichols. It is ASPIRA of New York, Inc.

. *
V. Board of Education of the City of New York, filed in October, 1972.

+

" "The plaihtiffs, Aspira of New York and Aspira of America, are nonprofit
corporations organized 'to develop the intellectual dnd creative capecity
of Puerto Ricans.....by motivating (them) to continue their education in

o
the professions, arts and technical fields so that such persons may offer

their skills for the betterment of their community.' The individual

v

66

*Plaintiffs are represented bivgié Puerbo Ricau T.egal Defense and EducatibnA
‘Fund, Inc., which also filed an amilcus brief in the Supreme Court in
Q Lau v. Nichols, .
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plaintiffs are New York City public school children and their parents

in families recently arrived from Puerto Rico for whom Spanish is their
predominant o; only language."hLl The suit is pleaded as‘a class action

on behalf of 182,000 children said to be s;milarly situated. The complaint
alleges "that the plaintiff children speak little or no English; that the |

schools they compulsorlly attend offer instruction mainly or only in

‘Englléh that +h results for these chlldrsP are inadequate leurnlng,

lowered educatlonal achlevement and test sc res, a poorer rate of promotion
. and graduation, and a train of attendant gonsequences for college

entrance, employnment, civic participation, and the quality of 1ife

" ,45

generally, The defendants' motion to dismiss the lawsuit for failure

16

to state a causé of action was deriied by Judge Frankelfiq January, 1973.
He then appointed a magistrate to oversee preérial discovery, but shortly
thereafter the entire case wés held in abeyance pending the Supreme Court's
determination in the Lau case. |

_After the éabreme QPurt‘s decision iﬁ‘ggg was handed dovn on
January 21, 1974, the attorney for the plaintiffs in ASPIRA moved for
supary judgﬁént.“ In response in a memorandum decision éhted April 30, 197k,
.Judge Frankel directed: :

(1.) the defendants, with plaintiff participation, to prepare 2
survey to determine "with all feasible precision the number
and locations of affected children, the varieties and scope
of existing programs and the availabilities of instructional
personnel."” _ s

(2.) each party to prepare and &xchange "detailed statements of the
educational programs they deem necessary to comply with the N
HEW regulations enforced in Lau,' and subsequently comments
and crltlclsms to the other sides' proposals.

These exchanges ol plans took place in lay, and the Qourt indicated

- 47
a desire to reach a decision by July 15, 197h.

6’7

\
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The Board of Education in response to the Court's réqdést listed

eleven programs.and services prov1ded in the New Yorﬁ City schools which
i
"the Board believes are appropriate to comply with “the HEW guldellnes
/- - : . Y]
These programs include bilingual'programsg English as & iscond language,

reading programs in English, "orientation" clagsés and various supportive .
4o : R
services. "Budgetary constraints," the Board claims, have limited the

: 0 '
extent of these services.5 The varletv of programs offered, according

1 | et
to the Board, is based on the importance of "flex1b111ty with the dellvery - -

nSl' 252

* of these pxograms and need for experlmentatlon .

5 e

ASPIRA clalms that,only one of these plogxams, blllngual educatlon,

-~

~

meets the standards of the Lau and the HEW guidellnes English as a

second l&nguage instruction as the sole ccmponent of an éducation prograﬁ .
to rectify English language difficu1b§:is'rejected since it does not

¢ enable the child to panticipate effectively in regular classroom instruc-
. . !

-

. L ~ : .
' tlon.5 As evidence of discrimination egainst Spanish dominant pupils,

? plaintiffs cite the Board's failure to develop sound goals based on the

educational needs of pupils with limited Tnzlish speaking'a'b'ility.55 )

The bilingual educational program rcquested by the plaintiffs
. \
‘ .incorporates four elements:

1) ‘“Language arts and ccmprehensive reading programs which
are 1noroduced and taught in Spanish;

U, ~ - —_- - e — ——

2) "Currlculum contené areas whlch are taught in‘a 1anguage
) whlqp the child fully comiprehends; |

- / .

3) “English as & second language, which'is taugh%\through/
sequentially structured program which includes understanding,
sgeaklng, reading snd ertlnﬁ skllls (the ESL component), :

N 3 t M)
. ©oh) ‘"Puerto Rican culture, which is reflected in all aspe%ts .
of the currlculum program" 56 ]
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-¥
’ Plalntlffs argue that the varlety of programs in New York Clty .

schools do not prov1de ﬁ%exlblllty and eXperlmentatlon to "address the

.

needs of affected students. Theilr response is noteworthy:
: ’ " Any assertion that defendants have determined the specific
» needs of plaintiffs, or that programs have been arranged ° : oo
i throughout the City's schools in a systema%lc way to .meet. :
these individual needs, is untrue. Twice in the course of’ \
‘ this 1awsu1t defendants have attempted toydisccver by ways -
" ; of surveys what happens to Hlspanlc chlldlen in their schools.-
- They do not know where programs are in operation, the substance
" of those programs, and who is receiving them. Whether a child
receives a particular one of the eleven programs is not based
upon his particular needs, but rather on ‘the fortuitous
avalldblllty of that program ¥n the child's school "s7

S : C : R
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* Appendix A

BILINGUAL and ESL PROGRAM
EVALUATICNS 1971-1972

Author/Agency, f:%le

Teaching & Learning Research Corporation,
"\n Evaluation of the ESEA Title I Programs,"”
July, 1972. \

Fox, David J., et al, 1971-72 New York State
Urban Education Programs in Community School
District 2", August 31, 1972...

Intellcor, Inc., "Title VII Blllngual Program,
1971-72."° .

Teaching & Learning Research Corporation,
“An Evaluation of the Bilingual Mini-School
J.H.S. b5," July, 1972.

Greenleigh Associates, Inc., "An Evaluation
of Title I ESEA 1971-72 Programs for Community
School District go. 4."

Greenleigh Associates, Inc.; "An Evaluation of
1971-72 ESEA Title I Decentralized Programs for
Cormunity School District No. 5," July, 1972.

Intelicor, Inc., "An mvaluatlon of the Title VII
Bilingual Education Program,” Bilingual Focus for -
the 1970's in District 6, 1972.

Urban Ed, Inc., "Final Evaluation Report of the
District #7 Winter 1971 72 Title I Decentralized
Programs. "

Urben Ed, Inc., "Final Report of the District #8
Winter 1971-72 Title I Degentralized Programs."

Haffly, John E. and Oxman, Wendy, Evaluation of
the Title VII Bilingual Program "Bilingual Mini-
School at P.S. 59," District 10, July, 1972.

Travers, Jerome and Oxman, Wendy, Evaluation of State
Urver Education Programs, District 10, "Bilingual-
Bicultural Programs,' June, 1972.
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Author/Agency, Title

Institute for Educational Development, “An
Evaluation of District Decentralized Projects
New York State Urban Education Programs, in
District 14," July, 1972.

, "An Evaluation of District
Decentralized Projects - ESEA Title I Program
in Community School District 15," August, 1972.

, "An Evaluation of District
Decentralized Projects New York State Urban
Education Programs in Community School District 15,"
July, 1li72.

, "An Evaluation of District
Decentralized Projects ESEA Title I Programs in
Community School District 17," August, 1972.

Intelicor, Inc., Title I ESEA Unmbrella 1971-72.

Cullinan, Paul A., and Jaggar, Angela M.,
"gvaluation Report District 24 Queens, State Urban
Education Programs," July 31, 1972.

,. "Evaluation Report, Title I
District Umbrellas and Title I Open Ernrollment
Educational Services for Disadvantaged Pupils,” ,

July 31, 1972.

Fox, Louise, W., "Final Evaluation Repert 1971-72
New York State Urban Education Program in Community
School District 30," August, 1972.
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Appendix B .
,a nonprofit, nonsectanan souial agenvy devoted to the improvement ol family aud community life in the city of New York since 1848

5

105 East 22 Street + New York, N.Y. 10010 « (212) 254-8900

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION n » DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
MRS. JAMES T. HILL. JR. Y . ARTHUR-SCHIFF
Choirmon - ? Director
LuiIs Y MRS. FLORENCE FLAST
MRS. QLE\g;\:XERZD H. BERNHEIM COPY Stoff Associole for Education
MRS. DAGNY BLANCHARD
G .
ARVEY E. CLARKE ’ June 11, 1974

WILLIAM J. DEAN
MRS. HEDLEY W. DONGVAN
MRS. MYRON S. FALK, JR.

WILLIAM E. FOLTZ The Honorable Claiborne Pell, Chairman
MS. GLORIA GARFINKEL . 1Y
MRS, WILLIAM C. GREENOUGH Sena@e Subcomnittee on Education of the
MRS. JOHN GUTFREUND Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
MRS, ROBERT A. LEVINSON N
BRUCE MERCHANT United States Senate
MS. BARBARA W. MILES . .

. MRS. THOMAS R. MOORE 525h§ussell Senate -Office Building
HAROLD REICHWALD
MRS. ISAURA SANTIAGO lashington, D.C. 20510
EDWARD SCHER
R M e Dear Chairman Pell:

MRS. ALYCE P. HILL WRIGHT

OFFICERS OF THE SOCIETY Yle are submitting for your information the views of the Com-

MRS. ANDREW HEISKELL mittee on Education of the Community Service Society regarding the
Chowman of the Saord Title VIT amendments included in S. 1539 that would extend Federal
R oY SWEET support for the improvement of bilingual educetion programs. We
MRS, WILLIAM A, M. BURDEN urge members of the H.R. 69 conference committee to endorse the pro-
O te Caoumen of the oard visions that would develop: 1) comprehensive goals and directions
HERBERT P, PATTERSON for the Title VII effort, 2) teacher training, 3) curriculum and
DAVID L HOPKINS IR teaching methods, 4) research and evaluation.
‘Secretary ond Asst. Treosurer -
AN Doatar The Society's position is based on a year-long study of problems

faced by pupils with English language difficulty in the New York City
public schools. Our Study revealed that there is a need to develop
language programs fer several language groups in New York City and
there is evidence that a similar need exists in other areas of the
country as well as this State. Although the majority of students
with langusge difficulty in New York City come from Spanish speaking
homes, there are large numbers from homes where the dominant language
is Ttalian, French, Chinese and Greek.

thile there has been an increase in efforts to improve services .
for these pupils in recent years, our study. indicates that there is
urgent need not only to expand such services but to broaden our
knowledge of the educational needs of the pupil with language diffi-
culty, including the effectiveness of different bilingual methods.
In New York City a wide variety of programs are offered under the
bilingual education rubric. Those supported by Federal funds have
required evaluation. These evaluations have consistently reiterated
the inadequacy of testing instruments to measure pupil achievement
and the variable quality of bilingual instruction and curriculum
materials. They have alsc referred to the need for more effective
teacher training and supervision where programs have included a
training component. -
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According to the Fleischmann Commission report, there are 160,000 pupils
in New York State already classified as having English language difficulty.

Approximately 847 of these pupils are enrolled in New York City public schools.

The results of the failure to provide them w1th appropriate instruction were

described by the New York State Regents as "tragically clear."

These pupils

have the lowest achievement scores and the highest dropout rates of all the

pupils in the State.

Development of comprehensive bilingual programs and adequate testing in-
struments require Federal support because of the inadequate resources for this
endeavor at both the City and State levels. Since the Title VII amendments
included in S. 1539 aim to expand end improve the educational opportunities
for these students, we urge conference committee members to endorse these

méasures.

Sincerely,

,/é/ Garvey E. Clarke, Chairman
Subcommittee on Legislation
Committee on Education

CC: Members of the Senate Subcommittee on Education of the Committee on

Labor and Public Welfare

Edward M. Kennedy
Jennings Randolph
Harrison A. Williams, Jr.
VWalter F, Mondale
Peter H. Dominick
Glen J. Beall, Jr.

IS

Thomas F. Eagleton
Alan Cranston
William D. Hathaway
Robert Taft, Jr.
Richard S. Schweiker
Robert T. Stafford

Members of the House Committee on Educetion and Labor

John Brademes
William Ford
Patsy Mink

Iloyd Meeds
Shirley Chisholm
Edwin B. Forsythe

¥illiam Lehman
Albert H. Quie
John Ashbrook
Alphonzo Bell
Yilliam Steiger

Carl D. Perkins, Chairman
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Appendix C

STATE OF NEW YORK
— .
Cal. No. 1131 1563—A

1973-1974 Regular Sessions

IN SENATE

“January 23, 1973

Introduced by Sens, GARCIA, GIUFFREDA, PISANI, PADA.- -
VAN, LEVY, GALIBER-—(at request of the State Departinent
of Eduecatiom)—read twice and ordered printed, and when
printed to be committed to the Committee on Education—recom-
mitted to Committee on Eduecation in accordance with Senate
Rule 5, see. 8—reported favorably from said cominittee, com-
mitted to the Committee of the Whole, ordered to a third reading,
passed by Senate and delivered to_the Assembly, recalled, vote
reconsidered, restored to third reading, amended and ordered
reprinted retaiving its place on the order of third reading

-~ . AN ACT

To amend the education law, in relation to the period of time
within which bilingual instruction may be given

The People of the State of New York, represented in Senate and
Assembly, do enact as follows:

Seetion 1. Subdivision two of seetion thirty-two hundred four
of the education law, as last amended by chapter nine hundred
sixty-s‘evcn of the laws of nmeteen hundred seventy, is hereb);
ameuded t(; read as follows:

2. Quality and langzwi ge of instruetion; text-books. Instruction
may be given only by a competent teacher. In the teaching of the

subjects of instruction preseribed by this section, English shall be

EXPLANATION — Matter in italics is new; niatter in bratkets [ ] is old law to be omitted.
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"the language of instruetion, and text-books used shall be written

in English, cxeept that for a period of three years, which period

may be extended by the commissioner with respect to individual

pupils, upon application therefor by the appropriate school authori’
ties, to a period not in cxcess of siz years, from 'the date of enroll-

men.t in ;chool, pupils who, l;y reason of foreign birth, ancestry or

otherwise, experience difficulty in reading and understanding «ing-

lish, may, ir; the di&seretion of the board of edueation, board of trus-,
tees or trustee, be instructed in all subjeets in their native language

and in English. Instruetions given to a minor elsewhere than at a

public sehool shall be at least substantially equivalent to the instrue-

tion given to minors of like age axl};l attainments at the publie schools

of the city or distriect where the minor resides.

§ 2. This aet shall take effect on the first day of July next sue-

ceeding.the date on whieh it shall have become a law.
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S STATE OF NEW YORK
=
Cal. No. 481 9616—A

IN ASSEMBLY :

February 13, 1974

\

Introdueed by Mr. MONTANO--Multi-Sponsored by—DMessrs.
BROWN, KOPPELL, LAFALCE, STRELZIN, G. W. MILLER,
STDLT:A GRIFFI’I‘H STAVISKY, FORTU\IE NINE, RIC-
- CIo, ALVARDZ BARBARO LE\ITOL LDWI% LPH\ILR
MCCABE WALSH STEIN, DEARIE, EVE, WILLIAMS
CULIIANE IIALEY LEICHTLR BIANCIII ROSS HHAMIL-
. TON, C..E. COOK, M. E. B. I)IGGE:, MIR’I‘O S. POSNLR
. PESCE—read onee and referred to the Committee on Eduea-
tion—reported from committee, advanced to a third reading,
amended and ordered reprinted, retammg its plaee on the order
of third reading .

AN ACT

To amend chapter nine hundred sixty-seven of the laws of nine-
teen hundred seventy, entitled “An Act to amend the educa-
tion law, in rélation to bilingual instruction in schools”, and
the education law, in relation to bilingual instruction in
schools _ .

The People of the State of New York, represented in Senate and
Assembly, do enact as follows

3

1 Seetion 1. Section one of chapter nine hundred sixty-seven of the

2 laws of nineteen hundred seventy, entitled ‘* An Aet to amend the

» A
3 cducation law, in relation to bilingual instruetion in schools”’, is . 79

4 hereby amended to read as follows:

EXPLANATION — Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets { 3 is old law to be omitted.

w
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1 Section 1. Legislative declarations and findings. The legislature

q

2 hereby deelares that a serious educational problem results in this
3 state wherein children of limited English speaking ability h‘ave great
4 diffieulty in adapting ‘to a school environment; that serious soeial
5“ eonsequenees flow as a result of the inability of these ehildren to
6 communicate and assimilate knowledge-with English as the [domi-
7 nate] dominant language; tll'?refore, the legislature finds that new
8 approaches should be undert:aken to meet this acute edueational
9 problem affecting a n;ate;‘ial segment of the sehool afre population of
10 the state of New York, Itis &eelared that the poliey of the state is
11 to insu.re the maétery of English by all students in sehools and that
12 the governing board of any school distriet whieh shall haye insti-
13 tuted a non-English speaking program in the‘sehools, shall make as
14 part of the currieulum a subjeet or subjeets in the English language
15 _consistent with the English speaking ability of the student in order
16 to increase the students’ flueney in the English language. In‘l no
17 event shall a bilingual program of instruetion for any one student
18 exeeed [three} four suceessive years. d

19§ 2. Subdivision two of section thirty-two hundred four of the
20 education law, as amended by chapter nine hundred sixty-seven
21 of the laws of ninetecen hundred seventy, is hereby amended to
22" read as follows: ’

23 2. Quality and language of instruction; text-books. Inst(rue-
24 tionlmay be given only by a competent teacher. In the teaching
25 of the subjeets of instruction preseribed by this seetion, English
26 ghall be the language of insfruction, and text-books used shall
27 pe written in English, exeept that for a period of [three] four

28 years from the date of enrollment in sehool, pupils.who, by reason

“
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1 of foreign birth, ancestry or otherwisﬁe, experience difficulty in‘
Q. regding and understanding E"ﬂiﬁ‘}g ""?‘XLB‘-Q,‘? dis;:geiigxl of the.
A 8 board of education, board of trustees or trlnstee,f be instructed in
\ @ all subjects in their native language and in English, Instrue-
'\x«*'ﬂ tion given to a m_inoi' elsewhere than at a public sehool shall be at
\\0 least substantially equivalent to the instruction given to minors
\’{ of like age and attainments at the pliblie sehools of the city or
8 distriet Where the minor resides. . ‘
! < 9 ( § 3. Paragraph two of subdivision two-a of section thirty-two
l 10 lk\mdred four of such law, as added by chapter nine hundred
11 s l'x{ay-seven of the laws of nineteen hundred seventy, is hereby,l <
L 13 amended to read as follows:
;\Any duly authorized local edueational agency or agencies is
14 he‘reb\y empowered to make application for any grant or érants in v
15 fur‘the\i;anee of this section un@er Title VII Public Law }:‘)b—247 as )
16 enaeted\~by the United States Congress January seeond, nineteen
, « ‘17 hundred\ sixty-eight, as amended, or any other public law
§ 4, Sé\ehon thirty-two hundred four of such law is hereby
amended by adding theruto a new subdxvxslon, to be subdmsxon

‘ &

three-a, to read as follows:

3-a. (a) Every school district whick has in any one school pupils
whose domi‘nan( language is other than English, may establish,

for each sueh classification, continuing bilingual education pro-

grams for sueh children therein, which utilize both languages as
‘ !

media of instruction. A pupil whose dominant language i other /

8 s R 8EBR8E &S

than English and who‘ attends a school where bilingual education

programs are ndt available, may attend classes in sehools having )

<
\ I

81 '
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such programs with parental consent.
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(b) Every school district in which instrection is given biling;tally
- t
shall develop a comprehensive plan for the orderly cvaluation of

such programs to be submitled to the commussioner for his approval.
[N %

., § 5. Subdivision, tWo of section thirty-two hundred forty-one

of such law, as last amended by chapter two hundred sixty-six

. . I
of the laws’of nincteen hundred fifty-six, is hereby amended to

read as follows:
t
2. Such census shall include all persons between birth and

eighteen years of age\ahd\imt\l[e case of physieally or mentally
handicapped children betweén birth and twenty-one years of age,
their names, their respeetive residenees by street and- number, the
day of ;he month and the );em of their birth, the names of the per-

sons in parental relation to them, such information relating to

physical or mental defeets, to illiteraey, to employment and to

*
!

the enforcement of the law relating to child labor and compulsory
education as the education department and the board of cducetion
of each such city shall require and also sueh further information
as such board of edueation shall require. Such census shall also

t

include information as to the language dominance of ecach child.

20§ 6. This act shall take cffeet immediately.

|
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, NO. 31 . | g .
: & * COPY L
/ Mey 82, 1974 .
) ’ N
Honorable Michaél Whiteman ) T ¢
Executive Chamber »
- State Capitol / ’ X . 3 . .
Albany, New York 12224 . . .
Re: S. 1563-A, Mr. Garcia, et al
A. 9616-A, Mr. Montano, et al
S8y A . n‘ v et \.
Dear Mr. Whiteman: ' . : .
We note that the above bills deallng with blllngual instructlon for pupils " cl

_ It would also permit districts to establish continving bilingual programs
"for each language.

with English language difficulty are before the Governor for executive actlon.
S..1563-A is a single purpose bill vhich would enable tthe commissioner to
extend the perlod of time in which bilingual instruction is permitted
application by,"appropriate schoo] authorities." The amendment would.,.ﬁend
the current time llmlt of 3 years "to 8 perfod not in excess of 6 years N

A. 9616-A would extend the period of bilingual jnstruction from 3 to 4 yegars.

A pupil whose school. does not have a bilingual program

in his language category could attend classes in & school having such a ,
program with parentel consent. School districts would be requlred to deyelop
a "comprehensive plan for the evaluation" of these bilingudl programs and
would also be required to include information oy language dominance of each
child in the School census.

e support A. 9616-A because it incorporates several of the recommendations

for bilingual programs which have been endorsed by the Committee on .LEducation,
following a year-long study of problems faced by pupils with English ldnguage
difficulty in the New York City schools. )

The Committee on Education belleveb that the length of time ‘2 pupil® sperdb
in a bilingual program should be determined by the local ‘educators, with = » o8
the consent of the child's parents and based s@lely on the needs of the “\ :
individual child., Although both of the above bills include a time restriction, - |
A. 9616-A is preferable because it would maintain authority gt the local dis- - Cod
trict level rather than require the Stabte Commissioner of Education to rule’ ’

in accord'w1th Committee on Education policy reccmmendations for bilingual

*

programs. , N :
‘ - 837 .

Our study revealed that there is ‘a need to develop languege programs for
several langusge groups in New York City and there is evidence that a similar

¥ 1

on every individual case. In addition, ;this bill includes several provisions . 1
) 1
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need exists in other areas of the State. Although the majority of students
with English language difficulty come from Spanish speaking homes,' there are
large numbers from homes where the dominant language is Italian, French, '
Chinese and Greek. There are schools where the number from each classifica-
tion is too small to establish a bilingunal program, but the need could be’
met through a district program to which all pupils in the district would be
eligible with the permission of their parents.

. \ .
Because of the diversity of programs offered under the bilingual education
rubric, the inadequacy of testing instruments to measure pupil achievement '
and the variable quality of bilingual instruction and curriculum materials,
there is an obvious need for a rigbrous evaluation of these p?bérams. The
Committee's endorsement of tHis item is based on observation 'of programs
currently operating in New York City, a review of evaluations of bilingual !
programs and interviews with numerous bilingual educators and authorities
on program evaluation. .

tie believe_that .the stress on evaluation will, broaden our knowledge of the
educational needs of the pupil with English language difficulty, including ’
the effectiveness of different bilingual methcds.

ésggréiﬁé/;o the Fleischmann Cormission report, there are 160,000 pupils
7 New York State already classified as having English language difficulty.

Approximately 84% of these pupils are enrolled in New York City public*
schools. The results of the failure to provide them with appropriate instruc-
tion were described by the Nev York State Regents as "tragically clear."

These pupils have the lowest achievement scores and the highest dropout rates
of all the pupils in the State. --

Since A+ 9616-A aims to expand and improve the educational cpportunities for
the e students, we urge the Governor to support this bill.

Sincerely yours,

/s/Garvey E. Clarke
Chairman -
Subcormittee on Legislation

GEC:pg
DPA 6381-1
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