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FREFACE

This report axplores 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,

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

names of students who have language problems. Y
"Pupils with languege Difficulty", either "severe" or "mederate' --
Tha Board of Education's Bureau cf Program Statistics so labels

' these pupils, :

"Limited English-speaking Ability" -- This term was used by the

_ Tederal Government in the Bilingual Act of 1969.

"Pupils who, by reasons of foreign birth, ancestry or otherwi§e,
experience difficulty in reading ard understanding English" ~-

- Sueh is the description found in the New York State Education

Law.

£1l of the above labels refer to the same students, those who
either do not understand English or who comﬁrehend it to such a limited
degree that they cannot follow instruction provided in English,

In recent decades a majority of students in this category have
been Puerto Rican and increased awareness of their low reading scores
and dropout rate heas led to an assumption that the city school system
has made little effort to help them. .

Aa attempt to develop a city-wide approach to the education of
Puerto Rican pupils in New York was undertaken in 19L6 by the Association
of fAssistant Superintendents. Before that time programs for non-~English
speaking pupils were developed Ly local school principals. A comprehensive

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

[ 1
on the Puerto Rican Study conducted from 1953 to 1957.
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The evidence on achievement levels for Puerto Rican students,
however, suggests £hat this plan was either ineffective or not implemented.
Since no one has 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 huppening to these étudenté”
are hard to come by.

The Community Service Society began to gather the available facts
in connection with legislation introduced in the 1973 session of the
New York State Legislature. Legislation dealing with bilingual education
programs came to the attention of the Society's Committee on Education.
The issue was of interest to the Committee because of CSS's established
commitment to fhe disadvantaged, specifically the economically deprived
and those who suffer from discrimination,

Consideration of the proposed legislation required Information on
the kinds of programs the New York City Board df;faﬁcation and Community
School distriets are providing for these pupils, the number of students
being served, and the effectiveuness of these programs.

The study undertaken by the Committee would not have been possible
without the cooperation of a great many administrators in various
offices of the Central Board of Education and the supervisors, teachers,
end paraprofessionals in the progrems visited in several school districts,
Many of these educators expressed apprecistion that a '"neutral' organi-
zation like the Community Service Society was interested in this problem.
They all shared our concern for the ffected pupils.

The need to increase public awareness of language probiems and to
clarify issues relut.d fo bilingual education and language policy was

N

first pointed out to the Committee on Education by Marjorie Martus of
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the Ford Foundation. Fof their assistance in providing>background in-
formation on these issues we wish to thank Hernan LaFontaine, David
Krulik, pPhilip Bolger, Frederick Shaw and Margaret Langlois, Mew York
City Board of Education; Raymond Sullivan, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
Iné.; Rudolph Troike, Center for Applied Linguistics; Jose Vazquez and
Marietta Shore, Project BEST; and Father Joseph Fitzpatrick, S.J.,
Fordham University. Ana.fégvhis research assistance, George Morales.

This report aims primarily at increasing public undcrstanding and
discussion of the problems involved in educating the pupil with limited
English speaking ab;lity. We hope that it may be useful to parents and
other laymén responsible for decisions related to providing abpropriate

educational programs for these children.

QHAJOR FINDINGS

These findings were defived from the following data: Board of
Education reports, interviews with administrators of programs for non-
English speaking pupils in the New York City public sthools, a content
analysis of evaluations of selected bilingual programs, and 6bsef§étions
of bilingual programs in city schools. |

1. Between 1961 (first published report of Board of Rducation's
language survey) and 1973, the proportion of pupils with English language
difficulty increased from 8.9% to 12.9%) of the total school enrollment.
Although a majority of the 143,504 pupils in this category in 1973 corme
from Spanish-speaking homes, there are a large number from homes where
the dominant language is Italian, French, Chinese, Greck, other foreign

languages and English.
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2. Until recently, only a small number of these students were
enrolled in ESL or bilingual programs, This number has more than
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
receiving special language'instruction. -

3. No systematic methods have been devised by the goard of Education
to assess the needs of pupils with English language difficulty, the
adequacy of serviées provided (irn relation to the total number of students
in need) or the effectiveness of these services. J

L. Neither the Central Board of Education nor the community -§chool
boards have developed guidelines or standards for bilingual programs.

5. 1In the Spring of 1973 the Office of Bilingual Eéﬁéation did not
have the resources to anaiyze the results of a survey to determine the
number ofﬁpupils‘being served in a language.program‘and methods utilized
to diagnose languagevfluency and achievement., KXey administrators at the
Central Board of Education could not tell us who is responsible for
analyzing the_methods utilized in funded programs or their effectiveness,

6. Almosf $29-million was spent on "pilingual" programs that were
reported to serve 71,9&6 pupils in the 1973-7L4 school year. However,
there were indications that students were counted more than oncé; and
the Board of Education could not provide date on howlmany of these
students wefeAin the language handicapped category. Most of these
programs -were funded by state and federal grants, with the largest share
(over $15-million) from Title I of fhe federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). The-averagé additional per pupil allotment

provided by these funding sources ranged from $210 (State Urban Education)

to $615 (city tax levy).
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7. There are schools with one bilingual program recelving Title I,
Title VIZ, State(Urbaé Educaticn and tax levy ZFunds, indicating
double, triple and quadruple counting of the same students.

8. A variety of programs are operating under the bilingual educaﬁion
rubric and there appéared to be little agreement among gducators on the
géals of bilingual programs or the methods for‘implementing them.A

9. It haé been charged that Title I bilingual programs, although
labeled as such, were not bilingual programs, but in 1973 we were not
able to gain access to these programs in order to verify this. All
‘requests to observe Title I programs were rejecte@.

10. Cur analysis of 20 evaluations of selected 1971-72 Bilingual
and ESL programs, conducted by independent consultants, indicated‘
positive achievement gainé in most programs despite major program
weaknesses. In addition, se&eral evaluators indicated weaknesses in
the evaluations due fo timing problems and inability to obtain quanti-
tative achievement daté. Only one of the eight "bilingual" programs
funded by Title f and state funds included in this sample conformed
to the accepted definition of such a program: instruction in two

(
languages.

Most frequently menticrned inadeqﬁacies indicate the need fer
improvements in:

a&. program development and planning
b. supervisor and teacher training - many districha appear
to have ESL aﬁd‘bilingual teachers with no special training
€. curriculum develquent
d. teaching materials
e. appropriate testing instruments =

f. evaluation procedures

9




vi.

Less frequently. mentioned problems included:
4, the assignment of bilinguél teachers to other programs
b. ineffective use of paraprofessionals
‘c. use of bilipgual and ESL classes 2s a "dumping ground"
for behavior problems
‘d. reports that bilingual teachers feel discriminated agéinét
in comparison to regular teachers
e. ineffective strategies to involve parents or to meet
parents' needs S
f. the need to relate university-based bilingual training
programs to the teachers' classroom experience
~-g. 1inadequate facilities for ESL classes

ll.. Observation of 13 bilingual programs by CSS two years after
the above evaluations were conducted, indicate that major program
weaknesses identified by the evaluators persist in 1973, This suggests
that the Board of Education has not taken appropriate action to remedy
these defects. *

12. Interviews with program administrators revealed the following
additional problems which indicate the reed to develop flexible language
programs:

a. & lack of articulation between elementary and secondary
school prégrams

b. ©New York City schools are receiving pupils of all ages with
little or no understanding of English

¢. 1indications of an increase in older students with no
previous 8chooling

d. high residential mobility of families with children who

have English language difficulty

10
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13. With the exception of Title VII programs, in which guidelines
specify inciusion of English dominant pupils, it appears that the funded
bilingual programs tend to foster segregation of students from the

regular school program, Eligibility for Title I bilingual programs,.

¢n student placement and credits earned for schooling outside of the
United States.

15, We>fina many defects in the conception and implementation of
languege programs currently operating in New York City schools. We
believe that many of these defects cén be remedied by the policy

recommendations that follow.

et
oy
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LANGUAGE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

i. The Committee on Education of the Communibty Service Society
supports bilingﬁalAinstruction in the publiic schools. The primary goal
of bilingual instruction should be';o develop in the child proficiency

~in English language skills at the same‘time’he'is'pfoVided‘édédemiC
instruction in his native language and in English. When the chiia has
mastered English to the extent that he can p;ftiCipate on an eqdalﬁi&saﬁzu
with English speaking students, he should be transferred to classes
instructed in English,

2. Perticipation in bilingual programs should be voluntary and
require vritten permigsion of the parent. It is the responsibility
of local schools to explein the purpose of bilingual instruction to
parents and to provide for ‘parent ﬁarticipation in the implementation
of the program.

3. State law should mandate the provision of bilingual instruction
for non-English speeking students,

&) The Central Board of Education in Hew YorkACity should Ee
responsible for developihg standards and guidelines for
bilingual programs at all levels!

b) The method of biliﬁgual instruction should be determined
by the local educational aﬁthérities.

c) Bilingual programs should be evalu&ted to expand our
knowledge of the effectiveness of different bilingual
methodg. This'information should be analyzed by the
Central Board of Education and results disseminated to

community school districts,

12
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d) It is the responsibility of the local school district
ﬁouprovide appropriate cufriculum materials for bilingual
program within guidelines set by the Central Board.

e) The school census sho nelr” " n on students’

language dominance,

.h. Special emphasis should be given to ensuring that bilingual
programs do not segregate pupils whose language dominance is other
than English from English-speéking pupils.
5. Teachers who provide English language instruction in bilingual
programs should be proficient in the English language and have special
.y
training in the teaching of English to speakers of other languages.
Teachers who provide instruction in a subject area should be tested
for froficiency in the language of instruction_as well as subject area.
6. There is a.need to develop appropriate instruments to measure
the child's achievement during the period in thch he participates in
& bilingual program. Such instruments should measure achievement in
subjects taught in the native 1anguége, as well as.programs in

nmastering Engiigh, to ensure that the student will be capable of

competing with his peers in a regular program.
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STUDY METHODS

The Committee's methods of investigation included site visits to programs in
operation; interviews with personnel involved with language-problem students; and
analyses of reports, records and data available. Two types of programs were
studied: English as a second lenguage (ESL) programs and Lilingual programs.

Programs visited included:

1. BESL programs in I New York City high schools .
2. Blllngual programs in 13 New York City elementary and intermediate
schoolo

Material analyzed included:

Board of Education reports/evaluations
- Selected 1971-72 Bilingual and ESL program evaluations conducted
by independent consultants :
3. 1973-74 blllngual components of Title I proposals !
L. New York State education law '
Federal Bilingual Act
6. Reports on bilinguol education hearings pvblished in the
Congressional Record ;
7. Legislation cnacted in other states
Personnel and others interviewed included:
1. New York City Boerd oi’ Education snd State Education Department
administrators
2. Bilingual =2ducators and researchers
. Community School District personnel
L. Personnel of Massachusetts school system

While the Committee's original intent was to study comparative data on the
effectiveness of bilingual and ESL programs operating in New York City schools,
this was discovered to be impossible because of the dearth of longitudinal data,
variations in program goals and the inconsistent research methods utilized in
evaluating these programs. It soon became apparent that, based on an inadequate
amount of information, the Committee could not recommend one program over another.
Consequently, it declded to focus on the problems related to educating the uon-
English speaking student and the student with limited English-speaking ability.

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

raised in connection with proﬁosed solutions for New York City pupils.

14
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DEFINITIONS: BILINGUAL AND ESL PRCGRAMS

Bilingual Programs

For the purpose: 6f this discussion, bilingual education will refer to in-
Struction in two languages: the chfld's«native language and English. A bilinguel
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 ade i1ingual program should include an
English as a second language component, " i the student is brovided with

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

languages.

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 are developed equally
in both languages, but reading and writing skills are stresced in the
pupil’s second language only. The objective is to get the pupil to
think directly in the second language.

3., Partial bilingualism: Subject matter to be learned in 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
writing in both languages is sought.

k. Full bilingualism: The equal development of competencies in speaking,
reading and writing both languages, and an understanding of both
cultures ore the ultimate learning objectives.

(Based on program descriptions in evaluations_analyzed for this study,.
variations of all four methods are operating in New York City schools.

Tvo types of bilingual programs were observed by the Commitee on Educa-
tion: transitional and full.)

ESIL Programg

The ESL approach has been practiced in the New York City schools for the past
two decades. Under this method, the non-English speaking child has been placed in

English-speaking classes on the theory that this experience will enable him to

| 15
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learn English more quickly. The pupil is removed from the classroom for instruc-
tion in English (as his second language), but all subject matter is taught in

English.
THE PROBLEM

"The most distressing incidence of academic_failure...occurs_among_s_group of

children who are handicapped by & language barrier in the classroom -~ those
.160,000% children whose nativ Teng 2 is not English and whogo difficulty com-
preronding English signif.. .i.uy impedes successful school perfOrmdﬁpe."3
Based on 1970 data, 849 of these children with English language difficulty were
enrolled in the New York City public school system. Although large numbers of
these puﬁils cone from homes vhere the dominant language is Italian, French
(mostly Haitian), Chinese or Greeﬁ:m;ﬂ; overvhelming majority are Puerto Ricans
from Spanish speaking homes. (An additional category, “others" includes several
‘different language groups.) Data on the extent of academic failure and Eégdemic;
retardation among Puerto Iean students was sumrarized in the New N rKAState Regents
Policy Statement on Bilir:wal Education. Comparable data on oths: nguage groups
i; not a&ailable. |
Puerto Ricans comprised almost a fourth (259,879) of the New -ork City public
school enrollment in 1970. One third of the group (94,800) had difficulty speaking
and understanding English. In 1970 English as & second language instruction was
provided for one fourth of thege students (25,006). An additional 6,000 pupils
wére enrolled in bilingual nrograms.
"The results of the Pnplish language difficulties of Puerto Rican pupils in
New Yorl: City," in tkhe oxywon of the Regents. "are tragically clear." Puerto
Rican pupils are lowest 1. reading, highest in dropouts, and.ﬁeakest in academic

preparstion of all pupils in New York State.?

© *This number refers to the total number of pupils in New York obate who have
difficulty understanding English

. ‘ 106
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A study by the Puerto Rican Educators Association (presented to the Fleisch-
mann Commission), reported that "The most outstending characteristic of reading
achievement compared to ethnicity is that schools with a predominant number of
Puerto Rican students have the worst reading scores in the City.”6 Their analysis
of Board of Education reading score lists and enrollment in 1971 revealed:
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 number of pupils
reading below grade level...
3. failure to provide special English longuage instruction to meet the
needs of these non-English syeaking pupils...
L. reuding score percentages do not include pupils vith severe language
difficulties. They are not even tested.'7
Results ol an in-depth analysis of the reading scofes in these schools are
described as "chilling."8 Eighty-one percent of the 5th grade pupils scored below
grade level, with two thirds chpescte ized as "rritically below grade level."9
Almost one third of the sl warolled i 24 interﬁediate and junior high
schools with Puerto Rican majowi iiz vere 4 years and more below grade level.

Fifty percent of these pupils ranged from 3 years to more than 5 years below grade

level,

NEahee

level in reeding.l0 Ogly 14 percent. were found to be reading above grad
"The zingle most incrimin.. ' f-zctor illustrating-the failure of the New York

City public high schools in ¢ ..clag their Puerto Rican clients is the appalling

dropout rate,' according to & same study.lt A comparison of 10th and 12th

grade registration in wcademic ..i;.t schools (1969 and 1971), i~dicates a dropout

rate of 53 percent (for black  ac .gure is U7 percent, for "z<hers" 27 percent).
A close look at the Reger: = .iv-ination scores and graduation records for

Puerto Rican puvils enrolled in seleted high schools showed thnt‘hlarge numbers

of Puerto Rican and other Spanizh » aking studerts are ineligible for. a quality

diploma.“12 Almost one fourth o fime total Puerto Ilican high school eﬁrollmenp in

1970 was classilied as having daiificcdty with the Enelish language.

Another study, Bilingual Bduc :ion in New York Cffy, prepared by the Board of

Education,13 reported that high schaale with a large percentage of Puerto Rican

e
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students have o higher truancy rate than other scho&ls. The rate ran as high as
45 percent ¢t Benjamin Franklin High School.
These studies, based primari’y on 1970 and 1971 data, were revicwed in 1973.
Subsequently, the Committee on Education attempted to obtain more recent data on the

Pupils with 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 but English. flthough the federal Bilingual Act had been approved by
Congress in 1$68, most New York City school'districts did not receive funds for
programs until 1970-71.

The dewentralization law, establishing a New York City Community School Dis-
trict System, was passed in 1969. Thevreorganization of the school system and the
fragmentation of responsibility, asg well as éhe embryonic natuce of the bilingu?l
programs,“wade it extremely difficult to obtain the facts and datz we vere seeking
for our study.

Undev decentralization, programs for nigh school students with English language

difficulty are the responsibility of the Central Board of Education while elementary

and junior high programs are the responsibility of Community School Districts.
Theoretically, these programs are administered through the Office of Bilingual

~ Education which was established in 1972-73. Interviews with administrators at this
office in the Cpring of 1973 rcvealed that this responsibility was liﬁited to bi--
lingual programs funded by Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Lducation Act.
At that date, this involved approximately 13,815 students (a small proportion of the
total listed as having difficulty with English). Ixcept for ascertaining that the
program proposals conformed to Title VII guidelineé, the Office of Bilingual Educa-
tion had no direct role in the development and implementation of these programs.

This was left to the Community Schools Districts,
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A survey was conducted among the then 31 Community Schoc . Districts to
determine (l).the number of pupils béing served in language programé and (2)
methods utilized to diagnose language facility and achievement. It was conducted
by the Office of Bilingual Education in 1973, but there were no resources to ana~>
lyze the data returned by the districts.

| Ve were referred to the Bureau of English for information'on English as a
second language (see page 2 for definition of ESL and bilingual education) and

- bilingual classes conducted in the high schools. Here too, according to our -
informénts, the role of the Central Board is advisory, with primary responsibility
resting with the high school principals. |

These preliminary interv?ews revealed that no systematic methods had been
devised to assess the needs of pupils with English language difficulty, the ade-
-quacy of services provided (in relation to the total number of students in neea)
or tne effectiveness of these‘services. Programs supported by Federal and state
funds require evaluation. Howevef, vhen asked vho at the Central Board is res-
ponsible for the analysis of the methods utilized in these funded programs and
their et'fectiveness, several key administrators said they did not know. For an
outside group to obtain information on the various language programs would require

the collection of data from individual high schools as well as each Community
wchool Districf. This task was beyond the resources of the Committe on Education.

Many educators who recommend bilingual education for pupils with English
langueage difficulty have based their position on theory and the results of a few
programs conducted in other parts of the United States or other countries. Inter-
views with researcheirs who have specialized in this subject suggested that much of
this research was not systematic and that studies reported in the literature were
based on bilingual mrwgrams conducted in communities that might not be comﬁarable
to New York City. iwsearch findings are contradictory, ﬁhus providing evidence
to question the necensity of instruction in the child”"s native language.lh In

addition, these studies typicelly involved short term programs, many of which were:
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provided to younger elementary pupils with no.follow-up or longitudinal data. Ve
were not able to find any research on pilingual programs in multi-language com-
mmities similar to some New York City districts.

An additional problem emerged from our interviews with bilingual personnel
and observgtion of four bilingual programs in the Spring of 1973. A variety of

DPrograms were operatiilg under the bilingual educationmrubric,,andﬁﬁﬁere appeared .. . ...
to be little agreement. among educators on the goals of bilinguul programs or the
WU EN0GS oY implementing them.

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

bilinguzl education per se but the problems related to educating the non-English

speaking student and those with limited English speaking ability in New York City.

Formmlation of language policy recommendations, committee members agreed,

required answers to six basic questions:

t—
b
.

How many pupils in New York City need special language programs and
what language groups are represexted? :

2. Vhat kinds of programs are currently offered?

3. How adequate are these programs in tesrms of the number of students
being served and their individual n==ds?

L. How effective are these programs?

5. . Vhat do educators think about these drograms?

6. Vhat do parents think about these programs?

IDENTIFYING THE PROBLEM STUDENTS

Information on the Board of Education's procedures for identifying pupils with
English language difficulty was obtained from the Bureau of Educational. Program |
Research znd Statiétics in June 1973. Interpretation of statistics from year to
year should toke into account d@ifferences in testing procedures. Before 1971, the
language —urvey was conducted by classroom teachers who had not had training in

either EST or bilingual educatimm. In 1971, when more teachers with this kind of

training were giving the languageltest, there appeared to be a decreasc in the

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

below). This finding was related to reports ©if teacher bias in several experimental
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progroms where pupil achievement was evaluated by teachers involved in the de-
velopment.and/or implementation of a progrom. Bilingual teachers, it was con-
cluded, were inclined to perceive that pupils had made progress and therefore
tended to rate them at a2 higher level thaﬁ a teacher who had.not worked ~ith the
pupils in such a language program,

Table I

Pupils Rated According to Ability to Speak Englizt
on a City-Wide Basis, 2861-1971

. ' Number of Pupils % of Pupils
5 : Eng. Lang. Diff. Eng. L=mg, Diff.
| 1o English "No English
Total English as Sec. |Eng. Eng. as Sec.. | Eng. Total
Year I=zister |Difficulty Language |Speal. | Diff. | Language | Speak. %
1961 | 1,20L,265 915,361 88, 90k - 91.1 8.9 ~- 100.0
1962 | 1,027,426 | 5ho, 351 87,005 | -- 9L.5 8.5 -- 100.0
1963 | 1 OU5,554 | 957,772 87,782 | ~- 91.6 8.4 - 100.0
Co .
195k | 1,054,201 | 65,487 8,71l | -- 91.6 8.4 -- 100.0
1965 | 2,065,920 | 973,134 92,786 | -- 91.3 8.7 -- 100.0
1966 | 1,084,818 | 982,356 | 102,460 | -- 90.6 9.4 -~ - | 100.0
1967 | 1,209,66L | 999,217 | 110,447 | - 90.0 10.0 _— 100.0
4
1868 | 1,121,922 961,073 | 118,492 |42,357 |85.7 10.5 3.8 .. | 100.0
1969 | 1,123,165 661,840 121,733 139,592 [85.7 10.8 3.5 100.0
1970 | 1,141,075 980, 260 135,425 125,390 {85.9 1.9 2.2 100.0
1971 | 1,146,460 | 998,328 122,515 125,617 {87.1 10.7 2.2 100.0
; ] i

Source:  Loard of Education of the City oT New York, Survey of Pupils Who Have
Difficulties with the English Language, Educationil Program Research
and Statistics, Publication No. 351, P.N.S, $418, July, 1972.
sisenrchers in the Bureau of Program Research, therefore, are awarz of the
subjec~ive aspect of the language test, but their Job is to work with vhatever
statis:ics have been provided by the classroom teachers.
The _anguage survey, conducted annually on the last day of October, .includes

aen ethnie survey and a language ability survey thich consists of two rating
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instruments. A "Performance Scale for Evaluating Oral Communication" (used and
recommended by the New York Staﬁe el speorbtment) iné}udc; ‘re sub~rallnge
on language patterns, pfonunCiation, ve.wndi. . intonation and o swmary evalua-
tiop. The second instrument tests ability to understand spoken English. |

According to the October 1972 language survey theré vere, city—widé, 102,440
pupils in Category i1 (modérate difficulty), 41,06k pupils in Category #2 (severe
difficulty) giving a total of 143,504 pupils with language difficulty. About two
thirds (100,906) come from Spanish speaking homes. The remaining third are divided
as follovsg:

% of Total School

. Enrollment
Chinese speaking 5,223 0.5
Italian 4,052 0.4
Greek 1,885 0.2
French 3,78k 0.3
Other TForeign Languages 4,036 ' 0.3
English | | 23,618 | 2.1

Tables prepared by the Bilinguel Resource Center provide data on the muber of
pupils from each lenguage group in the language difficulty category by borough;
district and cenﬁralizedvschool districts (schools run by the Central Board of
Eduéation); Brooklyn has the largest number of pupils in the language difficulty
category (MO,Q}6), closely followed by the Bronx (33,809) (see Table II below).
There is no breakdown, however, of the total number of pupils in each language group
by district or school. (That is, the number of Pupils in the language group cate-
gorized as having no English language difficulty as well as those with language

difficulty.)
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_ Table II

Number of Pupils with Dnglish Language Difficulty
by Borough, 1972

Borough Total Number of Pupils in
— : Category #1 and Category #2
Marhattan ' 26,330
Bronx ~ 33?809_wmwwwmem“_MYMWMMMWVWVWMNﬁ
Brooklyn 40,616
Queens ' 13,288
Richmond 752
 Centralized School Districts 28,709
Total : - : 143,50k

Source: Board of Ecéucation of the.City of New York, Office of Bilingual
Education, August, 1973 , Co-
The Committee on Education was interested in data on different language
groups to agsess the feasibility of implementing bilingual educatipnal programs
in communities with multi-language populations. Bills had been introduced in the
1973 New York State Legisiature which would require districts to provide bilingual
programs if there were 20 or 25 pupils in =z language group. The proportion of |
students f?om each language group is an important consideration in developing
‘bilingual programs in a multi-language community. In most distriects, Spanish
dqminant studenﬁs represent the majority of pupils in the category with English
A language difficulty. There are schools with more than 25 pupils in other language
gfoups but they represent tiny minorities in relation to the pupils from English
and Spanish speaking homes.
The language surwey data suggested several questions that should be explored:
1. Is it realistic to ask public schools to provide bilingual programs
for more timn two language groups?
2. Where pupils from language groups other than English and Spanish
represent =mall minorities, will bilingual programs be able to

achieve the desired social and psychological goals (self-esteem
and positiwe group identification)? :

23




-11-

3. UWill the social actidn often required to promote bilingual
education foster polarization within the community?

that about the pupil whose parcnts reject bilingual education?

5. Since the needs of students from English speaking homes who do

not gpeak standard English (approximately 16 .percent of the total
numbeyr of otudents clessified as having language difficulty) secem
distinct. from those of the child from the non- English speaking ,
home, should programs for these students be considered separately?

e e PROGRAMS TN NEW-YORK-CGITY-PUBLIC—-SCEOOLS- T

The 20 evaluations of 1971-72 ESL and bilingual programs analyzed for this
study reported positive achlevement galns in & majority of cases, based on the
results of standardized tests or teacher ratings. There were, however, frequent
references to the need for improvements in program planning, teacher training,
tcaching methods, curriculum development and testing instruments.

Maﬁy of our interviews with supervisors and teachers of 13 selected bilingual
programs éperating in 1973-74 indicate that the problems which were identified by
evaluators ol pirograms in effect in 1971 still persist. In our opinion, these
veaknesses reflect the tendency of school administrators to develop "instant"
programs in order to qualify for féderal and state grants.

Ye founa some evidence to suggest, tentatively, that these weaknesses are less
likely to uppear where there is o positive long range commitment to programs fox
pupils with Bnglich ldnbuage difficulty at the 1evel of the community schogl board
and superintendent,

Despitc the need for better teacher training ana teaching metheods, many of the
evaluations described teachers as having a positive attitude toward the bilingual.
program and the students. There was evidence that many teachers volunteered for
thece programs.agd were designing their owm curricula.

The impressions received from our observations and interviews were similarly
positive. Ve found evidence in a majority of our visits that supervisors and
teachers were genuinely interested in helping their pupils and willing to discusc

provlems openly. 24
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The following four sections are reports prepared during the course of the

Committee's investigation. They contain specifics not mentioned in this section.

/
i

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS SERVED

e

It is extremely difficult to obtain dependable information ‘from the Boar 1 of

Education on either the number._of pupils_classified-as-having English_language. ———— e
difficulty who are providéd‘with special services, or on the adequacy of these
cservices. In part the problem is the resﬁlt of decentralization and the diffusion
.of rezponsibility; but it is also attributed to inadequate funding and inadequate
resources for pfogram development.

Based on data oﬁﬁained from a number of sources, the Committee on Education
estimates that theupgmber of pupils currently enroiled in ESL or bilingual programs
in 1973 has more than doubled since 1970 from 31,000 to 72,000. However, this
figure represents only half of the total numﬁer of pupils classified as requiring
these services (1&3,000). Indications that the pupils bejﬁq served in each funded
program have been counted more than once suggests that the total number méy‘be less af.;
than what appears on paper.

The 1972 Staté Education Department policy statement estimatea that 31,000
puﬁiis with English language difficulty in New York City were receiving ESL (25,000)
or bilingual instruction (6,000) in 1970.15 That year, 1970, the New York State

...... Legislature enacted a law permitting séhool districts to provide instruction in the
‘native language of the pupil and in English for those pupils "with difficulty in
reading and understaﬁding English.'"l6

By the 1972—1973 school year, despite the change in Education Law, the number
of pupils enrolled in bilingual programs 'in New York City had increased to only .
13,815 from the 6,000 enrolled in such programs in 1970.17 Tt should be poimted
out, h?wever, that 3,737 of these bupils were English dominant. The bilingual

131“3&&1“1?"1*3“§ therefore served only 10,078 pupils with English language difliculty.
$a
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It was also reported that there were an addi+ional 58,347 pupils enrolled in ESL
pPrograms throughout New York City.18 Thus the system was providing some form of
language program for less than half of the total number of studenté categorized as
needing such assistance in 1972-1973.

By the 1973-1974 school year, according to Board of Education statistics,

approximately halfl of the_city's..students with language. difficulty were enrolled

in a language program,

-~

FUNDING SOURCES AND COST OF PRCGRAMS

tlost of these programs are funded by the Elenmentary aﬁﬁ ,‘.‘)econdzauz-yu
Education Act (ESEA) (Title I, IIT and VII) and State Urban Education. Some are

supported by city tex levy funds. The combined cost for these programs comes to

[

almost $29 million. However, these funds are nut devoted exclusively to ianguage
instruction. A letter from the Office of Urban Bducation, accompanying the list
of programs funded by this source, advised us to "note that in some cases only &

portion of a pregram may involve a bilingual and/or ESL component . "9 The list of |
g :

programs received frowm the Title I Office designated the programs as "bilingual,"

~ but ESL and other Programs were also included. There was, for example, a "Strengih.

ening Early Childhood" program serving 3,112 students and a "Réading.Remeqiation
and ESL" progrim serving 2,hh0‘students.20 e included all of these programs in
our estimate.

As Table IIT indicates, the average additional per pupil cost for these
frograms covers a wide range, from $210 for State Urban Education proérams to

$615 for Tax Levy programs.
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Table III

Funded Bilingual Programs 1973-197k
Funding Source, Total Amount per Program and Average per Pupil Cost

Funding Source fropal Amount No. Pupils Served Per Pupil Cost (Ave.)
Title T | $15,doé,302 o 29,459 $497. |
State Urban 4,238,532 . 20,105 - 210.
Tax Levy 4,093,473 6,646 615.
Title VII 4,108,854 13,582 302.
Title *II j b5 k17 375 *
Chap. 720, New York ! -
State Laws of 1973 | 929,000 1,779 522.
| 8,817,578 LI

Although Board of Rducation figures indicate 71,946 pupils were served by
these programs, several informants (including a regional HEW offféf@%? have
suggested that students enrolled in these programs have been counted more than
once. Thg'data provided by the Board of Education lists each source of funding
separately; and the number of students served vy each funding source, giving the
impression of separate programs for groups of'students under each funding title.
Vhen Committee on Education staff interviewed.administratofs and teachers at indi-
vidual schools, they were\frequently informed that a program was funded by more
than one sowrce and in some instances by three or four. In other words, there are
schools with one “ilingual program receiviné Title I, Titlé~VII, State Urban Idu-
cation and Tax Levy funds, indicating double, triple and quadruple counting of the
same .students. '

To determine the number of students currently being served by either an ESL
or bilingual program for the New York City schooi system, it would be necessary to

analyze the number of students enrolled in programs on a school by school basis.

*Pitle III funds support resource centers for the entire school system or district.

. A o
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Adequacy of Current Programs

A similar process is required to detarmine the adequacy of the current programs.
As mentioned earlier, in 1973 the Central Board's Office of Bilingual Educalion sent
& questionnaire to Community School Districtslin an attempt to assess pupil needs
but this.office had no resources to analyze the data.

The number of pupils enrolled would also have to be correlated with the number
of ESL teachers and/or bilingual teachers provided in a brogramw For ESL programs
it vould be necessary to know the level of the pupil's language difficulty (severe
or moderate) and the number of hours of language assistance pfovided rer week,

Several atte~nts vere 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 "complicated" matter and requi;Es knowledge of the pupil's language

development and other "individual characteristics."

Absence of Guidelines ° ]

Finally, there appears to be no evidence of any guidelines ér systematic
methods for developing programs to meet student neeés either in ESL or bilingual‘
Programs. e had anticipated that the educators respensible for writing the pro—
bosals for obtaining proéram funds -and those required to implement thie programs
would have formulated some basic requirements. Here, too, we were told that the
question is complex and related to the ”pupil‘s individual needs.” Ve have found
no Central Board or Community School Districtadministrator who would give us an
estimate of how long it might take.to teach English to a non-English speaking .
student; how many hours of instruction per day or per week are reqﬁired, etc.

When such questions are asked in relation to bilingual education programé, thcy

are .often answered in terms of a formula for full bilingual 6rograms. That is, onz

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

of instruction in English is increased each year with the goal of providing equal
IR




~16-
time for instruction in both languages by the sixth grade. This formulary answer
does not take into consideration the needs of a child who night enter a bilingual
. program at the third or fourth grade. Inlfact, the formula assumes that all of
the children in a bilingual program will have entered at the beginning of the

program.

Shortage of Trained Teachers

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
difficddty. In 1970 there wvere approximately 560 ESL teachers in New York City.

The Board of Education report estimated 1,676 ESL teachers to implement a '"moderate
program of English instruction."®l A moderate program would provide a 1/2 hour
period each daylin groups of 10 or 12 for pupils with "severe" language difficulty.
For pupils with "moderate" language difficulty, it would provide a 1/2 hour period
gach day in groups cf 25.%

ENGLISH AY A SECOND LANGUAGE PROGRAMS
IN NEW YORK CITY HIGH SCHOOLS

Information on English as a Second Language (ESL) programs operating in New
York City high schools waé obtained through the cooperation of the Bureau of English,
now a division of the Office of Bilingual Education. Interviews were conducted with
the program director, supervisors and teachers of ESL programs in four high gchools
(Located in Manhattan, the Bronx and Queens)._ A research associate in the Board of
Education;s Burecau of Educational Research who had evaluated several ESL and bi-

lingual programs was also consulted,

*A request to the Board of Education sent in early April 197L asking for the number
of ESL and bilingual teachers in 1973-74 has not been answered, In a phone inter-~
view with a <taff member from the Office of Bilingual Education, we were told that
no information would be available until after the ASPIRA lawsuit was resolved.

See section on Litigation for a descripkion of this lawsuit,

29
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At the time of our interviews (Spring 1973), Title VII ard State Urban Educa-

tion grants funded 1C6 ESL -ez—hers in 50 schools in New York City. To qualify

Oor this zid, a school had z: ~ave a mwinimum of 60 students vhose dominant lenguage

25 other than English and +ho:4ad difficulty under szading _nglish. The zmrograr—
“2gan in 7777 with 59 teacms:. w32 high s:a0 iz ¥

AccorTing to the Cire—-- the ESL prograr .uecre are approximztely 20,000

hira scheol students who aee: ‘gram services.** He stated that the; = :sext

Zram Is reaching "almost K” of these students. ESL is a two-yea: rogram fow

25 students and consists ;¥ 0 minutes of instruction in English eaci day. Ik is
+upposed to have a 20:1 pupii--=acher ratio but Zzom records at the sciools visited

by the Committee, class size ¢ pears to vary considerably with classes ranging from

15 to 27 students.

While this program may be "reaching" almost all of the students with English
language difficulty_who come from non~Ehglish speaking homes the services do not
meet the svandards ﬁescribed by the program director.

Bésed on the 20:1 ratio, the 1972-73 staffing would service only 10,600
students. With a 25:1 ratio it would serve only 13,250 students. The 59 teachers
in 1970-71 were reported to have served 8,000 students. (On the basis of five
classes a day this would give an average pupil-teacher ratio of 27:1.)

The ESL program varies in each school and may be directed by the chairman of
the Speech Department, Foreign Language or English Department. Building principals
are responsible for the assignment of this supervisor. During the first two years

in the program, the student is advised to take math, science, art and other elec-

tives vhich are considered +to be less dependent on proficiency in Englisha When

*Before decentralization one administrator. and two coordinators were respdnsible for
the ESL program in the entire New York City school -system. In 1973 there was no

~one at the Board of Education who could provide packground on the history of this
earlier program.

#*The report on the October 1971 language survey results listed 26,472 high school
students with English language difficulty. However, since 6,813 of these students
were from English speaking homes, their needs would not be served by. an ESL
program. a0
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speaxing and reading abilits in Hizh s improvad, the student ic advised
complete other wore vert lly-g».s < ~zmivements Sor the diplor- .
s C . , , . o L. oz
Varizbility in the wuali- . . L v oirams, reported inm a 19T 2 evaluation,<®

iy attribvuted to:

~

1. Experience. The numbec Nf ye.. =t a particular high school. has been
serving non-Englicsh speil Ing ¢ lidents

2. DNew immigration. Orig.:.lly Tsmomers were Spanish language
dominant but now inclug- reor language groups: Spanish, German,
Slovakian, French ang I .ia.i (The prasent most rapidly increasing
new population groups = iy, from Haiti and Italy.)

3. Curriculum and methodc.. /. 3Gl is & Qis cipline of reczzt vintage
and there is a need tc Yxusiw methods and curriculum materials.
There is some question Sz tae methods developed primarily for
Spanish background stu.. s tre un1Versa*ly applicable whan
teaching other language :was*. This is corroborated by “two
studies of ethnic diff- wmees iz mental abilities.

4. The bilingual factor. i vicewt demand for social and educa-
tional recognition of ¢ .un :zze other than English has raised
qQuestions about the rol of =lingualism vis-a~vis ESL prograuws.

2. Organization. While de =t-unt chairmen in the high schools
_normally are highly tra:: o -ao their discipline and licensed to
supervise the subject te:z..ers in their department, ESL super-
vision is provided by a vorizty of personnel, many of whom are

not specialists in this “weld.

Some of these factors were alsc mpntioned by ESL personnel interviewed by the
Conmittee. It is highly probable thz- the same issues are pertinent to the imple-

mentation of a bilingual program in city high schoxls.

In addition, most of the people Z==~iewed expressed serious reservations

about the feasibility of the bilinpusl .roach at the_secondary level. They sh;re
the view that it takeé a "good" high uchool student about one year to learn English
sufficiently‘to comprehend instruction in English dominant classrooms. However,
follow—up date. on student achievement h=s not been cnllected on students aflter
part1C1phu1on in the ESL program. “Fwo =¥ the schools visited indicated that they
bad just begun to-compile stch information.

Teachers intervieved give the apression thet the most "successful" students
are those who, because they are a lun’ L minority in a school, are forced to learn

English in order to communicate. Whz== there is a large ethnic minority in a school,

it was sugpested that there is less ™oressure” to learn English.

31
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some teachers ccmmented on the correlation tetween svudent backgrs ¢ and
achievemeat. Those from Zuropean countries, particularly if the home : = ddle

class oriented, are reporzed to learn English faster than those from pc vazr homes
and South American countries, but objective data to support this claim cex« not

provided. Teachers algo cbserved that most students are motivated and -

behaved
on arrival but go "dowmhiI1l" thereafter, a phenomenon.which they attrib, =+ —o
éssimilation into the ethnic sib-cultures of New York City.

The primary objection to the bilingual approach, voiced by most higl zzhool
edministrators and teachers we intervieved, is based on the belief that iz will

teke the student longer to master English. It is assumed that instructfon in tha
bilingual classes will be predominantly in the native languagés.

Another problem identified by several teachers relates to the student's
previous schooling or lack of it. They maintain that many of the incoming studente
are illiterate in their native language. A special bilingual prograﬁ to teach.
reading skills to these students was instituted in the 1972-1973 year in two of the
four schools visited. Teachers questioned the ability of these students to function
in academic courses at the high schmdi‘levei. Some teachers also reported student
resistsznce to this progrém‘because the students want to learn English, and are ‘
"ingulted" at being taught in their native tongue.

Ihese‘views contrast sharply with those of a high school teacher who is &
grade advisor for.incoming Spanish speaking students. She teaches Spanish and is
not part of tkie ESL program im her school. (She is not Spanish dominant.) ke
sfated,that thie bilingual clcsses were a "must" for the Spanisb speaking studerts
because the ESL program did not prepare them to function adequately in the "ma3n-
stream." Spanish speaking students, shehreﬁorted, tend to be shy and afraid when
they enter the schooi and need to communicateﬂuith teachers vho can. understand them.

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

students is a primary factor in alienating them from the educational system.
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Taating Instrument 3 Hezded

a2 of the high school £.. »rogrma #Hc-ussed several probizms

[

The . 1971 eviii =
xrelabed to guidance, placement and progromming.  "Ther- iz 2 serious need for
tast or Battery of tes=z that will give the guldance svalf “ze type of inforzeinn
they require to make rz mozT approprizte decisian," < z=searcher moted. Ths.
progrum vas descrived .z operzting on judgmental valii¥iy.

Our intervieus in 1973 indicate that this need for appropriate tests persisis.
In one school ve ﬁere wold fhat étudents are screaened by grade advisors or a foreiga
languege teacher who speaks the student's dominant language. However, this proce-
dure is beyond the resources avallable in another school we -visited which currertly
‘enrolls students from thirty different countries. '

According to the research associate from the Bureau of Educational Resezrei:,
Bozrd of Eduzation perzonnel ars awure of the need for’appropriate instrumerwzs fax
Screening, plzcement azd growth, but no resources had Zeen allocated Tor theix
developnent. |

Bilinguzl instruction in subject arezs is recommended for high school students
by this researcher. He estimates that it would take one and a half years,'or more,
for a student_to become facile Zn English ot this level. This is almost half ofthe‘

high schoolcareer. Without bilingual instruction.the imsortant subjects "pile up"

and the last two years become too difficuit For the averzge student.

Shortage of Qualified Teschers

There appears to b= o growing recrvrmitiar of the neef to combine ESL with
bilingual instruction ir subject areas, but there is soms doubt about tﬁe capability
of high schools to proviZe uiTinpual instructicm for purils of several &Efferzxi
language groups. At themost it would be limited to Spartsh, Italian and Frercsh

(Haitian) since these are the dominant languages of the mzjority of non-Englis:

speaking students at the present time.

co
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- < bigh 20 .ols wirrentl; have licensecd NViingual teachers, New York City
iastitited a se~andary UL ._A,bel license only Otur years ago. The number of
epnileznts for ...gh sci.=l 1:renges in this cztegmry is small, according to a
member £ the Booxrd of Lxamirzr'sg staff, becauze few teachers have met the training
requirzments which demer:l nos ooly proficiency #w 2 specific discipline, but the
abilit - to teach the subimoz 2 both English zmf:: second language.

Supervisors ¢ ESL -, g appeared concermgdl that their programs would be

"phasec out" with the re—ima tuidelines for catmgorical aid requiring concentra-
tion cz remedial reading math ond bilinguel ims—uction. (It bad been announced

in Spring 1973 that Title I fumds would be alldczmed only for these three programs. )

ESL Workshon

A vorkshop for approximeteiy 100 ESL coordinators and teachers conducted by
“he Bureau of English was attezded by a Committee representative at the invitation

of the program director.

Students' Views

Six students whe =d participazed in hizs school ESL programs were osked to
discuss what they lisms and did not “Eke alwur~ the program. This presentzition was
fol,oved by a questim 23t ansver perfod z-d = general discussion about problens’

enccuntered in imsliem——i=mp [ISL, pregrams. Th= students came from Greece, Hong Kong,

Equador, Haiti, Zwerm: -ice and Tholy end 21l rezrted favorable experiences. in the

-

TESL orogram cmi subsemusnel myperienmcss In slasses fnstructed in English., Tz answer

to cuestions sbout what —memr-would 1Ske =Aded to =he program, students mentioned:
more speech znd converzziion so thai they could E=ern to express themselves vetter
in English, role playing, more trips, more instruﬁiion‘in note~taking rather.than
writing on the blackboard..

Responses to a question about. receiving instruction in subject areas in their

‘native language ware viried. Some students reported that it took orly .. few months

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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for 1Z=m to oe able to function in classes inst~-cted in English; for others the
procers too: a year or more. There was consensuc on how tezchers should treat
students. Ti.ey want teechers whno make them wvori Azrd and treat them as adulis.
One student zientioned that some teachers treat son-Tuglish speaking students like

"babies."

several issuec emerged in <he general Ziscussion:

Pupil placement. One teacher mentioned smudents who had completed math ard
other subjects ir their native country but were required to repeat courses
because the principal refused to give crecct for them. Amthority dn this
area rests with tie high school principal. There appears to be no formal
procedure for eveluzting a transeript from:another country and the need for
schools to have climarly stated policy on student placement and credits earned
for schooling outside of the United States was evideored in several questions
arid compiaints. “n Ttalian-American teacder reported that even children who
have had advanced classes in their nztive country are tlaced in low classes
here. He cited a case where a boy wams helf over in =» English class for
three years and could not graduate, despifiz having fuFfilled aIl other high
school requirements.

Articulation. Articulation betweem junior high and high school needs im~
provement. Some high school ESL te=achers said they visited jumior high
zchools to obtezin information on stmdents' Ianguage abiXity befare entry bus
~he ensuing discussiocrn indicazted tizt this was not done routinely.. The
Program director stazfed that this rocsdure is properly the responsiBility
of the ESL teachers am? suggested. rw¥ier that they should explzin the

program to students in the feeding *wiior .high schools.

Inadequate resources. The problem of imsufficient resourm=s to ineet student.
needs results in students being plaeeE Fn the ™mainstream™* befme They are
ready. George Washimgton High 3chopl we=s destribed as "averwheFm=d"™ with

~~ 550 ESL students. %Eide clags: size —woxld Te Timited to 20 stufmbzm, memy
have 28 and one is.reporimd on Imve 2 beczuse the teacher wants to help as
nany students zs posihle. 4:1..TST ~oordinator from g district srith sgveltal
language groups (Spamish, Itziian, Greek, Hindu, Japanese) complzined about
the lack of traimed teachers fzr ERL clzsses and claimed that there was no
support from the Centrdl Board. for-teacher—training, thus the schmol ends up
being a "baby sitting serwice" for-most foreign-born students. '

Organization ard rermonsidility. The BESL prosram director explained that
his staff cannot go iuto-=ine districts without the superintendent's permmis-
sion. Invitations to the :ESL vorkshop had becn sent to all 31 disstricts Zat
a show of hands revezled that only five district offices were rerresgmied at
this workshop. Not all communitr school districts welcome assistince Trom
Central Board personnel 4#Z one ¢dstrict hos request=d that its czortinator
not ve invited to .y meme ISL workshops.

*The regular school program with classes instructzd in English and no moecial
language help. ’

- 3
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Inadequate training. Despite the division of authority, referred to above,
it was pointed out by teachers that the districts stil” have to take people
"sent" by the Central Board even if they are not czalified. It was fre-
quently stated that teacheis were designated asc ESL tenchers without refer-
ence to their qualifications and without appropriats tralning.

Contractual problems. A major problem., according to “he ESL program direc-
tor, is that principals are reluctant %o employ ESI taachers because they
do not provide teacher "coverage." The union contract requires that the
pPrincipal provide 5 free periods a wesk for each tencher. Principals are
reported to prefer "OTP's" (Other Teaching Positionz) to ESL teachers be-
cause the nature of the ESL program, in which children are 'pulled eut' of
class for small group instruction, dser not lend itzel® to full class
coverage.

Summary

Anopen discussion at this ESL workshzm attended by abows 100 teachers and
coordinators reinforced several observations discussed in the previous section and
raised some new issues. In the former.category, the discussion stressed the need
for testing and diagnostic instruments for pupil placement, teacher training smd
program supervision. Included in the latter w:erc the imadequ-cy of ENL proz—ams
to serve the large number of studsnts with loenguage difficulwr, a ne=d For .m-
proved articulotion between schools, and the nezenmity for clarifizaticor of molicy
on graduation requirements for foreign born r+.adents. Thz= zlso0 ‘appears tw be
some confusion about who is accountable for prmrmams for high school stmi=nts.
Although the Central Board is responsible for hizh schools, Cextral Board asmini-’
strators report that they have no zuthority bermmd supervizing ESL teachers..

ELEMENTARY AND JUNIOR HIGE STHOOL PRCGRAMG
FOR PUPILS WITH ENGLISE TANCGrZE BERFICHLY

Information on progruams provided for €E=memtary and Saridor high: schms.
students with English language difficulty was obtained from interviews wit® ESL
and Bilinguel Coordinators in seversl Community School Tstri: .5, a contenu z=nalysis
of the evaluations of 20 programs corductad in 1971-72 (nrovited by the Divizion of
Funded Programs), a review 6f Title I proposals for 197374 :.d observazions of

13 bilingual programs.
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Interviews with Prosram Coordinators

In June 1973, = letter was sent to superintendents of districts with high per-
centaécs of pupils classified as having English language difficulty, explaining the
purpose of our study and requesting information on Programs provided for these
students. Ve vere usually referred to the district's ESI or Bilingual Coordinator,
but discovered that their knowledge was limited to a small number of funded bi-
lingual programs for which they were responsible. 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 usually
advised to call each school principal, who is responsible for determining the
number'of students in need of special language programs. )

Nor are these Ccordinators responsible for eﬁsuring that schools with non-
English speaking pupils provide specicl language instruction at ail grade leVeis
in a school. They a~e also not responsible for the articulation of elementary and
Junior high school language programs,

Coordinators dezcribed the Title VII bilingual programs as being "phased in,"
starting in the .early grades. Thus most programs in 1973 weré operating K-3. They
had begun in 1970-71 with a bilingual class at the k-1 levels. Each year another-
bilingual class is added. If there is & bilingual class beyond the third grade it
is probably funded by Title.I or tax levy monies. . e

Three programs operating in one district will illustrate how the process

operates. n one school there is a K.6 program, in another school a K-3 program,

both for Spanish dominant pupila. A K-2 French bilingual program‘for Haitian
children is housed in a third school. The early primary classes are funded by
Title VII. In the K—6 Spanish bilinguwal program, clasztes above grade 3 receive
Title I end tax levy funds. (When p£5g£ams are funded by Title I, the Coordinator
repcrted, thére is "no commitment' cn the part of the school bosrd since Title I
progrems are funded on a yearly basis. Title VII funds, on the other %gnd,

continue for five years and arg earmarked for bilingual programs.)
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There were indications that in some schools where bilingual programs are being
phased in, there is no ESL program for the non-English speaking pupil who enters

above the third grade level.

Inadequacy of Teacher Training and Bias Against Bilingual Education Cited

Evaluations of bilinpual programs in this district have recommended more
teacher training. '"The colleges," according to the district Coordinator, "don't
prepare teachers to teach." She stated that the problem is compounded by the lack
of acceptance of bilingual education and "reluctance to hlre experlenced blllngual
teachers Poor teachers who cannot handle regular classes are often put in the
ESL position because the classes are smaller and they think it will be easier for
the teacher.”

This coordinator is éxperimenting with bilingual "open education under the
direction of Lillian Weber. She received her secondary.edﬁcation in Puerto Rico,
her B.A. at Teachers College, Columbia University (summa cum laude) and is cur-
rently studying school administration at CUNY. Her argument for bilingual instruc-
"tion is based on her personal experience at Columbia: "If I could not get the
textbooks in Sbaﬁish, I never would have passed my courses," che stated. "I taught
myself English so that I could understand what was said in the classes and so that
I could communicate with people. Mogt of the time I leaorned in Spanish."

.Interviews with other coordinators revealed similar experiences and atti‘udes.
Criticism focused on the inadequate or inappropriate“tgaiﬁing of most teaghersw o
responsible for teaching the pupil with lan~age difficulty, and thé reluctance éf
administrators and others to accept bilingual education. Almost all of the co-
‘ordinators we interviewed are advocates of bilingual education whp are pursuing

graduate studies in this Tield.
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Evaluations of Selected Bilingual and ESL Programs 1971-72

Thirtylevaluations of bilingual and ESL programs conducted by independent
consultants in 1971-72 were received from the Board of Education's Division of
Funded Programs. The following data were revealed by a content analysis of 20
of thase which described programs operated in public elementary and junior high
schools.* (For a list oﬁtphe evaiuations included in this analysis see
Appéndix A.)

The 20 programs included 6 ESL and lh.programs designated as "bilingual."
The distribution of these programs by funding source is indicatgd in Table IV.

Table IV B

Selected ESL and Bilingual Programs, 1971-72 by Funding Source

Fuﬁding Source ESL Bilingual Total
State Urban | 2 3 5
Title I . L 5 9
Title VII - 6 6
Total ' G CIE Eop

Evaluators reported positive gains in academic or linguistic achievement in
most programs despite major program weaknesses. They also indicated weaknesses
in several evaluations due to timing problems and inability to obtain quantitative

achievement data. Program weaknesses will be discussed first.

*Ten evaluations of resource centers and progrems in non-public schools were not
included in the analysis.
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Inadeguate Training

The need to train teachers and paraprofessionals was mentioned in 16 of the
20 program evalu=tions. The success of the programs despite this need, was often
attributed to the peisitive attitude of the teachers towards the program and the
students. Their need for more trmining most often was identified by theiteachers

themselves.

Inadequacy of Curriculum Materials

The next most common program we:imess, curriculum materials, was mentioned
in 13 evaluations. References were m=de to the lack of, or inade@uate number of
bilingual textbooks, audio-visual zids and ozher teaching materials. Vhere
evaluations revorted student gains, teachers were often praised for their

ingenuity in developing their owm m=terisls.

Bilingual Program Weaknesses

Program weaknessas tend %o nredominate in the bilingual programs included
in this sample, as shown in Tatile 7. Nine of the 1L nrogranms in this category

-

vere criticized on the basis of program development and administration. These
veaknesses, along with inadequzte tezcher training and the need for appropriate
curriculum maierials, were characteristic of the bilingual programs funded by

Title I and State Urban Aid.
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Table V

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

Bilingual Programs - ESL Programs

YES NO YES NO

Major Progfam Weakness 11 .3 , 3 3
Major Evaluation Vieakness 7 5 1 5
Pre-Test/Post-Test Design -8 5
Instruments to Measure Achievement

Standardized test score 9 2

Teacher ratings 2 3

Teacher tests : | 3

Paraprofessional ratings 1

No achievement data 1
Results - achievement goals

Positive gain 9 6

No difference between control

and experimental groups 2
Partial (gains in one objective)‘ 2
No data 1 1
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Eight programs funded by these two sources were designated a; "pilingual."

- Cnly ohe, hovever, conformed to the accepted definition of such a program: instruc~
tion in two languages. The other 7, based on progrém objectiveé or description of
instructiona; methods, Qere actually ESL progréms. |

Criticism focused on the need to train supervisors, teachers and paraprqfes-
sionals in bilingual philosophy and methoi'ology 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 sy nractice of bilingual
education...a structured teaching pattern was ..5iL in evidence in these
classes..." (Dist. 1l Bvaluation, p. 11)

"During the observation it appeared that each teacher was operating
quite independently of any district supervision. The teachers were
giving what they and the school administratoir's assumed was a bilingual
program, but in most cases instruction was similar to TESL instruction
(Teaching English as a Second Langnage). ALl teachers were bilingual;
they used Spanish in varying forms, usually to-give explenations or
clarification of directions." (Dist. 15 Evaluation, p. 8)

"Both the objectives and the twrgel groups in this program have been
stated in such general and ambhigvous Lorms that it becomes virtually
impossible for anyone to determine what services specifically are going
to be rendered and what specific groups are to receive them." (Dist. 19
Evaluation, p. 125)

An evaluation of programs operating in 3 schools reported fhat in two schools:

", itéaching practices did not capitalize upon the dominant language of
the child as an instructional %ool...the practice of removing one or two
children from each classroom to receive drill in English could hardly be
sald to be educationally sound. Instead of creating a positive image of
his ovn language and seeing it as worthy of being kept, the child is
turther stigmatized by the need “o leave his regular classroom." (Dist. 5
Evaluation, p. T4)

Evaluators found similar program weaknesses in L4 of the 6 Title VII funded
billingual programs although instruction was provided in two languages.

"Substantial administrative difficultics caused the project to be
substantially vevised." (Dist. 1 Lvaluation, 1., 1)

"Most of the instruction given through the medium of Spanish is given by
the Rilingual Profesaionul Assistant, who elthough typically a trained
teacher from another country, has not yet had the opportunity to recelve
training in early childhnod edication as formulabed in the United States...
In order to achieve the gonl ol normol grade progression for Spanish
dominant children who will leam throush the mediwm of Spanish, it will be
recegsary to insure that pupils: ars laught by individuels trained in bi-
lingunl edueation." (Dist. 6 mvaluation, p. 31) '
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"Another practice observed throughout the program was using English and
Sponish elements in one sentence or alternating English and Spanish in
one paragraph. Teachers vere not always conscious of doing this...The
practice can result in gr=at confusion and the development of undesirable
linguistic habits that are not consistent with the underlying principles
of bilingual education." (Dist. 3 Evaluation, pp. 33, 3h)

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

classroom teacher, as evidenced in the following.

"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 the Bilingual 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 Wegknesses

Criticism of 3 of the 6 programs in this category referred to inadequate
teacher training, program planning, pupil placement and facilities.

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

liost District ;24 ESL teachers do not have the required two points. of
course work in ESL methodology, 30 semester hours in either English or a -
foreign language, 6 semester hours 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 minimum of 2 semester hours in ESL methodology.
Furthermore, the average ESL teacher is not a member of TESOL (Teachers
of English to Speakers of Other Languages) and thereby misses a major
source of information about new developments in classroom techniques,
texts, audio-visual aids and the theoretical implications of the current
research," (Dist. 2k Evaluation A, p. 83)

Rating of teacher's performance in one evoluation placed 41% of teachers
(N=39) as doing a "lecgs than acceptoble job." Though all were listed as
ESL personnel, only two had majored in 1SL and one had minored in this
field. Seventy percent had 5 or more years of teaching experience, but
only 25% had taught TSL for 5 years or more. (Dist. 24 Evaluation B,
pp. 123-125)

"Participating students on the clementary level did not receiv- 2nough
ISL instruction to insure optimal progress in language acquisi- m,

In some schools ctudents were teen only two Lo three times o K for
45 minute lessons." (Dist. 17 Evaluation, p. 30)

"A test is needed to differentiate pupil -proficiency levels. Admini-
strators should make every effort to provide means for pupil grouping
in TSL classes to be as homogeneous as possible. The primary criterion
should be English proficicncy, with some mixing of grade levels if
ncecessavy to maintain homogencanty in Bnglish language facility."

(Dlst. 20 Evaluation B, pp. 132-133)
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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) ' -

¥

Evaluation Methods and Standards

Deficiencies in evaluation meth;ds or inability to implement the original
evaluation design were found in 10 cases. Nine were bilingual programs. Lateness
in awarding the evaluation contract or incer' "on of the program and lack of quanti-
tative achievement data or an appropriate control group were most usual explana-
tions for failure to utilize s pre- and post-test or experimental design.

Positive gains revorted in 5 evaluations are open fo «nallenge or question.

Of the 5, there were 2 cases vhere positive'results were based on fre- and post-
data for extremely small samples (N=20, N=5); one program with pupil progress
rated by paraprofessionals; one program whare pupils iﬁproved but did better on
the pre-test and one with positive results based on standardized tests but

negative results on teacher tests.

Inconsistency in instruments to measure pupil achievement

While most (N=9) evaluation of bilingual programs utilized siandardized tests
(either the Metropolitan Achievement Test or Inter-American Test of General Ability)
to measure achicvement gains. The rest used teacher tests or ratings. There were
several references to the inappropriateness of standardized tests for students
from ncn-Ehglisb speaking homes. One project director refused to permit the use
of standardized tests.

"There is a paucity of standardized test materials specifically for the

Puerto Rican child and in many instances the child is compared to children

from completely dissimilar etlhnic and economic groups." (Dist. 4 Evalu-

ation, p. 16) .

"The testing of Spanish dominant children on an adaptation of the MAT

especlally prepared by the Institute for this program was prohibited by

the Project Director." (Dist. 10 Bveluation, p. 5)
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This refusal, to permit the use of standardized testing for non-English
speaking pupils reflects the increagéd awvareness of the questionable validity of
such tests for these pﬁpils. For example, a Task Forée‘on Testing sponsored by
the National Education Association passed the following resolution on this issue:

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

"Sufficient evidence now exists to direct us to the development of cri-
terion-referenced assessment systems as a means of improving the account-
ability of educational brograms. These evaluation processes must corre-
spond 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 reflect the values and skills of the ethnic and cultural

groups being tested.

"Whereas currently used standardized tests 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 ﬂesolve 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 data and inconsistencies in measuring this achievement
Clearly indicate the need to develop guidelines for program evaluations and
appropriate evaluation instruments.

These problems do not épply to ESL programs vhich, with one exception,
utilized a scale developed by the Board of Education to measure fluency in English.
{Reliance on observation and interviewd in the exceptional case was not explained.)
There was however, one reference to a need to develop a test to "differentiate

pupil prbficiency levels" for placement purposes.25
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SUMMARY

Although evaluators reported posiéive achievement gains for-a'majofity of
participants in programs included in this analysis, they identifiéd major weak~
nesses in most programs and deficiencies in the evaluation methods utilized in
half of these programs.

An overvhelming majority of the evaluations discussed the néed for more
training in bilingual and ESL methods, the need for a structured curriculum and
for curriculum materials appropriate for different language groups.

The development and administration of most bilingual programs were criticized.
Seven of the 8 programs designated as bilingual funded by Title I and Steie Urban
Education were in fact ESL programs.

Less frequently mentioned progrsm weaknesses were: iﬁeffectiVe;methods:fvr
involving parents, inadequate utilization of paraprofessionals, reassignmeni af
bilingﬁal teachers to other dmties, discriminatory licensing procedures for bi-
lingual teachers, and mis-assignment of pﬁpilé. There viere indications of a need
to improve university—baSed.teacher training courses.

Deficiencies in evaluation methods,\in most cases, reflect problems beyond
the evaluators' control. |

Variability of evaluation instruments reflect differences in program goals as
well as a lack of agréement on the appropriateness of standardized tests for pupils
from non-English speaking homeé and inability to obtain quantitative achievement
data.

The results of this analysis of selected evaluations suggests the»need for
more rigorous cvaluation standards. The differences in evaluation procedures -
witﬁ some programs relying on objective measures of performance and others using
more subjective data -~ as well as criticism of cxlsting standardized tests, indi-
cates the need Tor the funding sources or the Central Board to develop appropriate

guidelines for evaluating these programs‘i?‘the future,
‘ )
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ON SITE OBSERVATIONS OF BILINGUAL PRCGRAMS

Thirteen bilingual programs in elementary and intermediate schools were
visited by Committee on Education vblunteers and staff in May énd.December of
1973. The primary purpose of the visits was to get firsthand impressions of
what these programs were like through classroom observations and interviews
with program staff,

The May visits, mede by the staff researcher, covered four bilingual
programs, Three were recommended by Q'Community School Board member and
the.fourth by a bilingual educator, Ons=half day wes spent in each of three
. schools, and three:hal® days at the fou—th, Interviews were exgmoratory'and
aimed to find out niow the programs WereameVeloped.and implemented, There were
several indicetioms that thes; programs functioned as models for bilingual
educators, Two were funded by Title VII énd thus had to conform to federal
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 theywere locattied in districts known to have large
numbers of étudents with English.language difficulty.

Initially we had decided to focus on programs funded by Title I of ESEA
since a change in Title I guidelines specified that funds be earmarked for
tilingual programs, remedial reading and math. Because Title I is the source
éf the largest appropriation of special funds, we anticipated that a majority
of atudents classifiéd as having English language difficulty would be served

by these programs. This proved to be the case, (See Table ITI page 1k4)
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Before attempting to make arrangements to visit the Title I bilingual

- programs, we bbtained,background information from the Board of Education personnel

responsible for reviewing Title I proposals. (This included a review of 1973~7h

' programs in decentralized elementary and intermediate schools.) Of special

interest to the Committee on Education was the discovery that the Title I office
at the Board.;f Education primarily reviews proposals to ensure that the programs
»honfprm to Title I guidelines. Analy%is.cfrprogram content and effectiveness is
Seyond the authority-of:this office which merely transmits the proposals to the
St;te Educetion:Department. We have attemzted to find a division of-the State
Education Departmeri—responsible for this type of review. So far every official
interviewed &t the:state level has reported. that the state's rolé is Tadvisory."
This inquiry totreck down responsibility for program content was pursued
because of several reports that many of the Title I funded programs, although
labeled as such, were not bilingual prog?éms. It was alleged that the labels
on the existing programs for pupils with language difficulty were changed to
"bilingual" in order to receive Title I funding. When this issue was raised %
in a recent interview (May 197h) with an HEW administrator, he said that the ‘

Tederal office has become aware of the matter. We were unable to gain accesc

to Title I programs to verify this charge. Title I programs in 10 schools

identified from the Board's language survey as having large numbers of pupils with
language difficulty were selaected for our sample. However, none of the principals
~would permit the Committee to observe these programs, Rejections were usually
based bn 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.
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One principal said that he did not believe laymen were capable of observing
without evaluating, and since his program had just started he felt it was

Wt

"unfair" to evaluate a program "'befora it even gets off thé gioﬁhd," Aﬁother
principal told us that the program had not begun because he could not find
teachers.

"You've got to have a hidden agenda," was given as the reason fér anofher
rejeczion. In several instances, Title VII bilingual programs were recommended
since they had been in ope;ation longer.

Because of this resistance, the Committee decided to put aside the Title T
Program data and simply visit bilingual programs to which we couid obtaiﬁ access.
To accomplish this, staff contacted BiTingual Coordinators in districts with
high enrollments of pupils with language difficulty or multi-language popu-
lations. Arréngemenfs were made to visit schools in 6 districts. Committee
members and staff observed bilingual programs in 9 schools in the first two
weeks of December 1973.

The programs are so varied that it is difficult to make generalizations.
As one observer wrote: '"each school district nad its own idea of what a
bilingual program is, shoﬁld be, or how it should be practiced.” The fact.that
most of the observation sites were recommended by bilingual personnel suggests,
of course, that they are considered exemplary. Nevertheless, problems emerged,
similar to those raésed in the evaluations, and these will be discussed at the
_ conclusion of this section.

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 aunex to a "regular" school. Two

elementary schools had bilingual "traclks'" or components. There was one school
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.

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

English teachers to develop vocabulary for Spanish dominant students.)

Fully Bilingual Schools

Methods of instruction differ in the completely bilingual schools. However,
they all provide subject matter instruction in the students' native lanzuage and
English as a second language instruction for non-native pupils. TFor pumils from
English speaking homes, subject matier instruction is provided in English and
instruction in a second language (with one exception the second languagé was
Spanish). There was evidence that resources had been allocated for curriculum
development, including‘a bicultural component, although in most schools this
~was still an on-~going process. Most significantly all of tirz children attending
these schools were participating in the bilingual program. Three schools were:
attendéd by pupils residing in the immediate~neighborhood,“two received pupils:
from throughout the district in which they are located. AIl‘a?e elementary or
early childhood programs. Two of the schools with upper elementary classes
indicated that it has been necessary to make accommodations for students wkom
arrive in the United States with no previous schooling. In the -third school,
not a neighborhood school, an informant indicated that~such a student yould not be
admitted because he would not have the preparation to function in'a bilingual

setting.

i

Mini-Schools

One of the elementary mini-schools with a K-3 program, is administratively
separate from a regular elementary school but its 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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a ceparate building. There is consequently a greater likelihood that pupils
participating in the latter will.have no contact with pupils in the regular
school.

In the school with the K-3 bilingusl program there is no bilingual or
ESL class for older pupils. A teacher described a boy who had been in the
fifth grade in Puerto Rico. He was considered- "very bright" by the bilingual
teachers who tested his reading in Spanish. Because the boy did not understand
English he was placed in the Wth grade. Even here he could rot understand
instruction and in a short time was reported to be a ”behavicr problem."

The other three mini-schools were located in intermediate schools, one
with e Haitian and the other a Spanish bilingual program which were established
for pupils from these language groups only; the third served both Spanish and
‘English dominant students. In all programs students were grouped by sbility.

A small number (100-150) of students was served in each of these programs.

Program supervisors indicated that sll stadents in need of their programs were -

being served, however there was no evidence that the bilingual program super=—-
visor had access to the language sufvey data which would be required for an
objective agsessment. |
Intermediate bilingual achools provide instruction'in the pupils' native
language in science, math, social studies and language arts. Industrial arts,
music and gym are taught in English. In the Haitian program, two educational
ascistants translate into Creole lesscns taught in French by licensed teachers,
In the other programs which we observed classes are taught in both Spanish and
English by liceused bilingual teachers. When asked about the chances for
integrating the billngual program participants with gtudents in the mainstream
program, supervisors usually mentionad that the opportunity was provided in

art clasées and gym.
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Supervisors of intermediate bilingual programs are not responsible for the

articulation of their Rrograms Wwith high school programs or the student's high

school achievement. One supervisor told us that her program was a "success"

because the children "do well" when they transfer to high school. However, she
could pr4vide no data on gtudents' high school achievement and there was no
comrunication between éhis supervisor and the high school pergonnel. Data on
reeding scores of students currently enrolled in this bilingual program indicated
thev most are reeding below grade level. The supervisor's judgment was based

on the fact thet a few students have revisited the school and reported that

they were "doing well."

Bilingual Trecks

One of the schools with bilingual "tracks" serves Chinese and Spanish
dominant students who entered the school three years ago. 'The.p;kénéual com-~
ponent follows these children who are now in the second and third grade.
Instruction in reading and writing is provided in English and cultural material
which appears to focus on national holidays is.presented in Chinese, Spanish
and English. Bilingual educational assistants spend most of their time devel-
oping instructional naterials for classes, The four bilingual teachers assigned

'
to the classroom are used to "cover" teacher absentees in the rest of the school,
According to the principal, the program wili 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 bilingual

concept.

Deccription of One Bilingual FProgram

This bilingual program operates in two schools which opened in 1971. One,
School A, is & primary school K-3, the other, School B, houses grades 4-6.

Most of our idformation wag collected in School B.
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All of the teachers in both schools were picked by a team including the
two building‘principals and a coordinating principal. Before opening in
September 1971, the Leachers and administrators participated in a 5-week training
session conductedjby'Dr. Calep Gattegno whose reading method is used in allfﬂ
classes. The school was designed tovbe a bilingual school but a shortage -of

_bilingual teachers heceséitates thgt the bilingual program be phased in
gradually. At present, five of 57 teachers in School B are bilingual (Spanish-
English). The fifth bilingual teacher is a Spanish cluster teacher who teaches
Spanish as a second language to English dominant students. Another 10 who are
English dominant have mastered Spanigh. The remaining teachers are actively
invclved in learning Spanish. The principal describes himself as "monolingual.®

The heighborhood is hizhly transieﬁte Fifty-five percent of the students
whe entered in September 1971 had left by June 1972. About 10% of the studcnts”
came straight from Puerto Rico. Anotﬁer 30% have been in New York for less than
two yearé. The principal attributes mbst cf this movement to relocating for
Jjob purposes. There ﬁas been a sharp decline in the numbe:r of black résidents
and an increase in Puerto Ricans in recent years.

A Spanish dominant class is conducted on each grade level for the non-English .
speaking students and those who have not mastered English sufficiently té.
function in the English dominant clasases.

In the Spanish dominant clesses, about 9C¢% of the ingtruction, to begin with,
is in Spanish. Socme ESL is provided by the same teacher. The seme procedurc
is used in English dominant classrooms whgrc teachers who have learned Spanish
teach Spanish as a second language. (There is no teacher who specializes in

ESL Ter the Spanish dominant students.)

N
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The emphaeis at School B, the principal stated, is on "attitude." He is
trying to "set a tone" so that both languages wiil have equal emphasis. "There
has to be an acceptance that literacy doesn't mean 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 Hispanicvculturé'

has to say.f ~\\\/////
Caleb Gattegno has developed bilingual methods to teach reading to Spanish,

English and French dominant students. The district superintendent specifically

hired the edministrators for th}s schocl to implement Gattegno's methods,

according to the principal.: Dﬁfing the interview, hé made severéimfefefences

to this method, the training program and his interpretétion of Gattegno's

philosophy of education: "Awareness is the only thing educeble in man."

Students are tested in ; variety of ways. Some teachér—made lnstruments
are used since materials in Sfanish have not caught up with the movement toward
bilinéualism. A "Pan. American Diagnostic" test which is a translation of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test is considered & poor instrument and rarely used.

Evaluation of the progrem, for the principal, is based on feedback from
parents, some standardized achievement.tests, teacher feedback, Gattegno con-
'sultants (who are still working in the school) and his own "prying." Sincé the
school has only been operating for 1-1/2 years, he‘suggests that it is too
early to expect feedback on junior high school experience. He did say that
there have been some pro and con reactions to the junior high school from the
parents whose children have been promoted, but not in regard to the academic
program. Rather, he claimed that parents dwell on the "safety factor," and
seem particulerly worried about teenage ganés in the junior highs. Puerto Rican
parents, in this pfincipal's opinion, foster dependence in their children and

tend to be overprotective, These remarks were in response to a question about
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the coordination of elementary and junior high school, but the principal said
he had "so much to do'just running his school” that he has to leave articulation
to scmeone "over" hiﬁ.

Classroom observations: Three Spanish dominant classes were visited: a
3rd and a 6th grade matﬁ lesson, and & fourth grade language arts lesson.
The math lessons were taught by bilingual teachers, the other by an English
speaking teacher. The.bilingual teachers spoke ih English most of the time.
that the observers were in the room. They appear to have established a pattern
of gpeaking 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 all of the students could understand English
in the language arts class, they were paying attention to the teacher and seemed
to be involved in the lesson (he read them a story and asked questions related
to their own personal experience). )

The Coordinating Principal of the two schools is participating in a Bilingual
teacher training program. She was asked about the goal of a bilingual program.

In her view, a bilingual education is as important for the English speaking

. child as it is for the non-English speaking. It enables the non-English

speaking child to gain something without losing his first language. The English
dominant child gains another culture and another language. She sees it as a
"broadening experience.” This administrator grew up in Brazil and is fluent

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

Conclusions
Since classroom observations usually lasted 10 to 15 minutes, and only a
Tew classroom teachers were interviewed, our conclusions will be limited to

program development, organization and implementation,
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The completely bilingual schools are concentrating resources on teacher
training and cufriculum developmer:¥. While some of the mini-schools and track
programs are working on these, they do not have comparable resources. In
addition, administrators in the completely bilingual schools were all selected
specificqlly 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 principal. The Imtter supervisors must function
" within the constraints of an existing administrative hierarchy. In most cases
our findings indicate that the programs ﬁere able to function because of admin-
istrative support. There was, however, one obvious example of Jlack of such
support.

Most of the supervisors of the mini-schools and track programs citea the
same weaknesses that were identified in the bilingual evaluations: 1) inadequate
curriculum materials and textbooks, 2) inappropriate testing instruments, 3) the
need- for more experienced bilingual teachers and more effective teacher*tpg@ning,
including training English dominant teachers in the native language spoken by
the district's children.

Our interviews with supervisors in all types of programs revealed the

following additional problems:

1) Articulation (within and between schonls) - the manner in which the
bilingual programs are being phased in may‘creu problems for pupils attendinrg
completely bilingual schools or elementary schools with no bilingual program
in the upper grades. Some of the totally bilingual schools do ﬁot "feed into"
intermediate, junior high or high schools with bilingual programs. Administrators

A

at the lower level are not responsible for this problem.

56



. I

2) Mbbility - Several reports of high mobility rates in neighbornoods
surrounding bilingual programs sugéest'the need for flexible programs. Wheﬂﬂg
P.S. 25, the first completely bilingual school, opened in 1969 it was described
as "integrated" with both English and Spanish dominant students. An urban
renewal project which demolished several housing developﬁénts near the school
resulted in a 93% Hispanic enrollment.by 1973. In another area, the principal
reported more than a 50% turnover in students between September and June.

If, as also indicated, many of the newcomers in upper grades are non-English
-speakers or illitefate in their native lunguage, the ideal K-6 bilingual program
is unrealistic. This ideal program ?s 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 should bé taugﬁt‘ﬁo speak English as soon as possible.
It also emphasizes the need to combine ESL with bilingual methods.

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

programs, except for complete]y bilingual schools, the nature §f federal and
state funding regulations‘haVé fostered segregation of students, establishmept
of separate administrative and teaching staffs and a sense of insecurity about
the future of bilingual programs if these sources of funds are reduced or
eliminated.

Title VII guidelines require separate administrative staff. ‘Title I
guidelines create segregated classes since eligible pupils must have an

English 1angﬁage deficiency.
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LEGISIATION

~ The Federal Bilingual Educ&tion Act

The Billngual Education Act passed by the federal government in 1968,
provides funds directly to local .school districts to develop and implement
"imaginative" programs to meet the ﬁeeds of pupils with "limited English-
spéakiné ability between the zges of 3 and 18." In additior to. the
language criterion, eligible schools must have a "high concentration"

The most significant aspect of the Bilingual Education Act is the
declaration of federal policy not only to pf;vide speclal programs for
pupils with limited English ebility but that the programs include
bilingual instruction and "impart to studeﬂ£é~a knowledge of the history
and culture associated with their language.”26

At the time of this writing, Congress is considering extension’ of
the Elemenﬁary and Secondary Education Act. Different versions have been
passed by the Senate and the\ﬁouse. The Senate bill includes Title VII .
amendments that deal W1th several problems identified by this study: the
need for comprehen51ve goals and directions for bilinghal education Programs,

teacher training, teaching methods, curriculum, research and evaluation.

A letter was sent to the chairman of the special conference committee set

up tp consider the two bills requesting that these amwendments be endorsed

by the committee. (Appendix B.)

The Massachusetts Transitioﬁal Bilingual Edﬁcation,égg

Five states: Colorado, Illinois, Masséchusetts, New Jersey and Texaé,
have enacted legislation mahdating bilingual educetion. Eight other
states: Alaska, Ca11fornia, Loulslan& »Maine, Michigan, New Mexico, New York

and Pennsylvania have laws on this 1.,sue.27
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Since Massachusetts is the first state to mandate bilingual education.,28
many people look to this state for direction in the implementation of such
Programs. An interview with an administrative assistant in the Massachusetts
State Education Department, however, revealed that although the numbgr of
pupils in Massachusetts with language difficulty is smell (approximately
13,060) compared to New York City, program adﬁinistrators have encountsred
some of the same problems we found in New York City bilingual programs.

The Massachusetts law, which requires trengitionel bilinguel programs,
was passed in November, 1971, and ;ut into effect on February L4, 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 non-English
speaking and belong to one language classification. The law places a
3 year linit on bilingual programs but the child can remain in the program
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 proficiency test; criteria for
pupil placement and & limit on age span in a particular program. No child
can be placed in a classroom that has children three years older or
younger. Classes are formed on the basis of ability level and age with
& teacher pupil ratio of 1:15 or 1:20 with an aide. There is a trend
toward "open" classrooms with mixed age levels.

It is mandatory upon the school system.to place thé non-English speaking
child in the transitional bilingual program. The school district is
required to notify parents by letter in both English and the child's native

language within 10 days after the child is enrolled in the program. The
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letter is required to explain the program to parents. If a parent does
not 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.
the parent objects, the child is withdrawn.
The transitional bilingual program includes:
1) Instruction in both languages in all courses mendated by
Massachusettémiéw and in all courses mandated by the district.
(In Massachusetts the state mandates only one course, American
history.)
2) Reeding and writing in the child's native language, and oral
comprehension, speaking, reading and writing in English,
3) Courses in tﬁe history and the culture of the country of
origin as well,as,the.history and the culture of the
United States.

At the time of our interview, July 1973, the administrative
assistant could not provide information on the evaluation of bilingual
PTOgTﬁmS or their cost, Studenté from seven language groups are served
by these prograﬁs: Spanish, Portuguese,'Itaiian, Greek, French, Chinese
and Armenian. The state had insufficient resources to develop standardized

- tests to determine pupil placement and progréss. In the absence of wvalid
tests, they have concentrated or developing criteria for placement which
includes: a) the child's anecdotal record (usually not available for a
child from Fuerto Rico), b) criterion-referenced tests and teacher made
tests, and c¢) teacher recommendations. The emphasis, accordiﬁg to the

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

Until 1970 the New York State Education Law required English as the
only language of instruction in the public schools and the use of textbooks
written in English. In 197029 the State Legislature passed a "permissive"
bilingral act which enabled local school districts to provide instruction
Wt "he native language and in English for those pupils with "difficulty
in reading and understanding English."30

Under this law school districts in New York State were permitted to
provide instruction in the child's na£ivé language for a period limited to
3 years but the district was not required to do so. The legislation also
¢nabled districts to implement bilingual educatioﬁwprogrgms that conformed
to Title VIT of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Bilingual education wa¢ endorsed in a New York State Regents policy
Statement in 1972. The primary purpose of the Regants' program is "to
provide equal educational opportunity for non-English speaking children
through activities czpitalizing on their proficiency in their native
language and developing competence in English. The program affirms the
importance 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.”3*

In the 1974 session of the New York State Legislature, tyo different
bilingual education bills were passed by both houses and sent to the
Governor for executive action.

The Seriate bill, which permits the Commissioner of Education to

extend Instruction in o bilingual program for individual pupils (to =&

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

Ho action was taken on the Assembly bill which would: extend the
period of bilingual instruction from three to four years, permit districts

Lo establish continuing bilingnal progrems for each language, enable a

61



49~

pupil whose school does not have & bilingual prog:am in his language
category to attend classes in & school bhaving such a program with parental
consent uznd reduire districts to develop a "comprehehsive plan for-the
evaluation" of bilingual progreins. It would also require districts_fo
include information on languege dominance of each child in fhe school
census,

The Committee on Education sent a memorandum to the Goverror
supporting the.Assembly bill since %% contained seversl of the Committee’s
recommendations. (The text of these bills and the Committee Memorandum

are reproduced in Appendix C.)

Recommended Legislation for Bilingual Education in New York Stete

After analyzing the bills introduced in the 1973-7k4 sessions of
the New York State Legislature and the Massachusetts Bilingual Act,
the Committee on Education reviewed "A Model Act Providing for Transi-

: 33 s
tional Bilingual Education Programs in Public Schools," The drafting

of this model statute was a project of the Center for Law and Education

at Harvard. )

In addition to the recommendations presented at +the beginning of‘this
report, the Committee on Education endorsed the following provisions for
bilingual education legislatinn in New York State, (most are based on the
model statute):

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

with the consent of his parents or guardians, a“tend 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 the child withdrawn from the program. Parents or
legal guardians of children 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
barents that they have the right to visit classes in which their child
1s enrolled and to come to the school for a conference to explain the
nature of the bilingual program,”3u and it shall inform the parents
of their right %o 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 transferved 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-speaking children should be enrolled in bilingual programs,
to the fullest extent possible.

Children "shall be placed in classes with children of approximately
the same age and level of educational attaimment" 3P and student
assignment should not have the effect of promoting -segregation of
students by race, color ~r national origin.

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 bachelgr's degree or other academic degree
approved by the state board, ¢) meet such requirements as to course
of study and training .as the board may prescribe."37 '

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 (.imissioner 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 language other than English, such language courses mey be provided.

ol

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 act,"

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 of the bilingual
Program is deemed to be in the best interests of the pupil.
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LITIGATION

The Sen Francisco Case: Lau v, Nicholg

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

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

class action suit on behalf of 1,800 non-English speaking students of
Chinese ancestry against the San Francisco school district, claimed that

the school’s failure to provide English language instruction to the

clags was a denial of equal educational opportunity, The claimed denial

of an equal educational opportunity was based upon alleged vioiations
of the EQﬁal Protection Clause 3futhe Fourteenth Amendment and §601
of the Civil Rights sct of l96h,c> which. bars disérimihation in
federally &éSistedbprogram; on the basis of race, color or national
origin and the HEW guldelines issued thereunder.

The Supreme Court unanimously reversed the Eighth Ciicuit Court of
Appeals, which h;a upheld the lower District Court's dismissal of the

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

the plaintiffs, grounded its decision on violations of $601 of the

Civil Rights Act and the HEW guidgiines duly promulgated thereunder, &nd N

thereby &voided determinetion of the Constitutional Equal Protection claim. -

Justice Douglas, writing for the Court, held the HEW guidelines,
mandating loes] school districts to take "affirmative steps to rectify
the langusge defieiancy in order to open its instructional program to
these students,"% vere binding upon all local school districts receiving

federal finurecis] assishbance. Thesge guidelines, he said, were properly

*"While inability to speak and understand the English language excludes

" national origin-minority group childven from effective participation in
the educational Program offered by a school district, the district must
take affirmative steps to rectify the laugnage deficiency in order to
open its instructional program to these students.” 35 Fed. Reg. 1i595

_ (2970).
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_ h1
issued pursuant to §601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Ir mandating

affirmative steps to rectify English languege deficiency, the Court
specifically rejected the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals' finding that
"every student brings to the starting line of his educational career
different advantages and disadvantages caused in part by social, economic
and cultural background, created and continued completely apert from any
contribution by the school system." (L83 F.2d, at 4g7)
The Court did not rule on the appropriateness of any particular

language program sihce it was not presented with that issue. Instead
it said:

"No speéific remedy is urged upon us, Teaching

English to the students of Chinese ancestry who

do not speak the language is one choice. Giving

instructions to this group in Chinese is another,

There may be others. Petitioner asks raly that

the Board of Education be directed to apply its o
expertise to the problem and rectify the situation,:

The New York City Case: ASPIRA of New York, Inc. v. Board of Education
L of the City of New York &3

In New York City there is presently rending in Federal District

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

N S »*
V. Board of Education of the City of New York, filed in October, 1572.

"The plaintiffs, Aspira of New York and Aspira of America, afe nonprofit
oorpbrations organized 'to develop the intellectual and creative capacify
of Puerto Ricans.....by motivating (them) to continue their education in
the professions, arts and technical fields so tﬁat such persons mey offer

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

*Plaintiffs are represented by the Puerto Rican T.egal Defense and Education
Fund, Inc., which also filed an amicus brief in the Supreme Court in
Lau v, Nichols. 65
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plaintiffs are New York City public school children and their parents
in families recently arrived from Puerto Rico Aor whom Spanish is thelr
predominant or only language. wltl The suit is pleaded as a class action
on behalf of 182,000 children said to be similarly situated. The complaint
alleges "that the plaintiff children speak iittle or no English; that ?he
schools they ccmpulsorily attend offer instruction mainly or only ié '
English;‘that the results for‘theSe children are inadequate learning,
lovered educational achievement and test scores, a poorer rate of promotion
and graduation, and a train of attendant conseqﬁencqs for college
entrance, employment, civic participation, and the quality of life
generally,"hs The defendants' motion to dismiss the lawsuit for failure
to state a cause of action was denied by Judge Frankel in January, 1973-u6
He then appointed a magistrate to oversee pretrial discovery,.but shortly
~thereafter the entire case was held in abeyance pending the Supreme Court's
determination in the Lau case,

" After the éupreme Court's decision in Lau was handed down én
January 21, 1974, the attorney for the plaintiffs in ASPIRA moved for
summary judgmént; In response in a memorandum decision dated April 30, 197k,
Judge Frankel directed:

(1.) the defendants, with plalntlff participation, to prepare a
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 1nstructlona1
personnel "

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

These exchanges of plans took place in May, and the Court indicated

L7
a desire to reach a decision by July 15, 197h.
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The Board of Education in response to the Court's request, listed

eleven programs and services provided in the New York City schools which
g : _ 43
"the Board believes are appropriate to comply with the HEW guidelines."

These programs include bilingual programs, English as a second language,
reading programs in English, "orientation" classes and various supportive

L9 , .
services. "Budgetary constraints," the Board claims, have limited the

: 50 .
- extent of these sgervices. The variety of programs offered, according

to the Board, is based on the importance of "flexibility with the delivery
of these programs"5l and need for "experimentation".52

ASPIRA claims that only one of these programs, bilingual education,
meets the standards of the Lau and the HEW guidelines.53 English as a
second language instruction as the sole component of an education program
to rectify English language difficul%y is rejected sirce it does not
enable the child to participate effecﬁi&ei& in regular classroom instruc-
tion.sh' As evidence of discrimination against Spanish dominant pupils,
plaintiffs cife the Board's failure to develop sound goals based on the
educational needs of pupils with limited English speaking a’.bility.55

The bilingual educational progrem requested by the plaintiffs

incorporates four elements:

1) ‘"Language arts and comprehensive reading programs which
are introduced and taught in Spanish;

2) '"Curriculum content areas which are taught in a language
which the child fully comprehends;

3) "English as a second language, which is tavght through a
‘sequentially structured program which inciudes understanding,
speaking, reading and writing skills (the ESL component);

L) "Puerto Rican culture, which is reflected in all aspects
of the curriculum progrem".s5g
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Plaintiffs argue that the variety of programs in New York City
schools do not provide flexibility and experimentation to "address the

needs of affected students." Their response is noteworthy:

"Any assertion that defendants have determined the specific
needs of plaintiffs, or that programs have been arranged
throughout the City's schools in a systematic way to meet
these individual needs, is untrue. Twice in the course of
this lawsuit, defendants have attempted to discover by ways
of surveys what happens to Hispanic children in their schools.
They do not know where progrems 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
availability of that program in the child's school. "57
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District #

1
) 2
3
4 A.
B.
5
6
7
8
10 A,
B,

-59.
Appendix A

BILINGUAL and ESL PROGRAM
EVALUATIONS 1971- 1972

Author/Agency, Title

Teaching & Learning Research Corporation,
'‘An Evaluation of the ESEA Title I Prograems,"
July, 1972,

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

Intelicor, Inc., "Title VII Bilinguael Program,
1971-72."

Teaching & Learning Research Corporation,
"An Evaluation of the Bilingual Mini~School
J.H.S. U5," July, 1972.

Greenleigh Associates, Inc., "An Evaluation
of Title I ESEA 1971-72 Progrems for Community
School Diztrict No. 4.

Greenleigh Associates, Inc,, "An Evaluation of
1971-72 ESEA Title I Decentralized Programs for

-

Community School District No., 5," July, 1972.

Intelicor, Inc,, "An Evaluation 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, " \

Urban Ed, Inc., "Final Report of the District #8
Winter 1971~72 Title I Decentralized 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

Urban Educatlon Programs, District 10, "Bilingual-
Bicultural Programs,' June, 1672,

7 2



District #

1h
15 A,
B.
17
FT3719
2L A.
B.
30

-60.

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
Dece-tralized Projects New York State Urban
Education Programs in Community School District 15,"
July, 1972. '

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

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

Cullinan, Paul A., and Jagger Angela M.,
"Evaluation Report District ol Queens, State Urban
Education Programs," July 31, 1972.

, "Evaluation Report, Title I
District Umbrella and Title I Open Enrollment
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

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

DEPAR'T MENT OF PUBL.IC AFFAIRS
ARTHUR SCHIFF

Director

MRS, FLORENCE FLAST
COPY Staff Associate for Education

June 11, 197k

The Honorable Claiborne Pell, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Education of the
Cormmittee on Labor and Public Welfare
United States Senate

325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Pell:

Yle are submitting for your information the views of the Com-
mittee on Rducation of the Community Service Society regarding the
Title VII amendments included in S. 1539 that would extend Federal
support for the improvement of bilingual education programs. Ve
urge members of the H,R. 69 conference committee to endorse the pro-
visions that would develop: 1) c.mprehensive goals and directions
For the Title VII effort, 2) teacher training, 3) curriculum and
teaching methods, U) research and evaluation.

The Society's position is based on a year-long study of problems
Taced by pupils with English language difficulty in the New York City
public schools. Our Study revealed that there is a need to develop
langueze programs for several language groups in New York City and
thore is evidence that a similar need exists in other areas of the
country as well as this State. Although the majority of students
with language difficulty in New York City come from Spanish speaking
homes, there are large numbers from homes where the dominant language
is Tkalian, French, Chinese and (réek.

While there has been an Increase in efforts tc improve services
tor these pupils in rccent years, our study indicates that there is
nrgent need not only to erpand such services but to broaden our
imowledge of the educotional needs of the pupil with language Aiffi-
culty, including the effectiveness of different bilingual methods.
In New York City n wide variety of programs are offered under the
bilinoual education rubric. Those sunported by Federal funds have
regqulred evaluation. These evaluations have consistently reiterated
the Inadequacy of testing instruments to reasure pupil achlevement
and the variable quality ot bilingual instruction and curriculum
materinls, They have rlso vererr~d to tho need tor more effective
teachar truining and supervisicn wheve prosrams have included o
braining 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 84% of these pupils are enrolled in' New York City public schools.
The results of the failure to provide them with 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 Spate.

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

Sincerely,

/s/ Garvey E. Clarke, Chairman
Subcormittee on Legislation
Committee on Education

CC: Members of the Senate Subcommittee on Education of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare

Edward M. Kennedy Thomas F. Eagleton
Jennings Randolph Alan Cranston
Harrison A, Williams, Jr. William D. Hethaway
Walter F. Mondale Robert Taft, Jr.
Peter H. Dominick Richard S. Schweiker
Glen J. Beall, Jr. Robert T. Stafford

Members of the House Committee on Education and Iabor

John Brademas Wiliiam Lehman
William PFord Albert H. Quie
Patsy Mink John Ashbrook
Iloyd Meeds , Alphonzo Bell
Shirley Chisholn William Steiger |

Edwin B. Forsythe
Carl D. Perkins, Chairman
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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 Department
of Education)—read twice and ordered printed, and when
printed to be committed to the Committee on Edueation—recom-
mitted to Committee on Education in aceordance with Senate
Rule 5, see. 8—reported favorably from said committee, 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
reprintec retainingits 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:

Section 1. Subdivision two of seetion thirty-two hundred four
of the education law. as lust amended by chapter nine hundred

sixty-seven of the laws of nineteen lnmdred seventy, is hereby

2. Quality and language of instruction ; text-books, Instruction

1
3
8
4 amended to read as follows:
[
6 may be given only h;v n competent teacher, In the teaching of the
7T

subjeets of instruetion preseribed by this seetion, English shall be

ExpLaNATION — Matter in ifalics is new; matter in brackets [ ) is old law to be. amitted,
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the language of instruction, and text-bovks used shall be written
in English, except that for a period of three years, which period
may be extended by the commissioner with fc's;)c(:t to individual
pupils, upen application therefor by the appropriate school authori-
ties, to a period not in éxccss of siz years, from the date of enroll-
ment in school, pupils who, by reason of foreign birth, ancestry or
otherwise, experience difficulty in reading and understanding Eng-
lish, may, in the diseretion of the board of education, board of trus.
tees or trustee, be instructed in all subjects in their native language
and in English. Instructions given to a minor elsewhere than at a
public school shall be at least sui)stant;ially equivalent to the instrue-
tion éiven to minors of like age and attainments at the publie schools
of the city or district where the minor resides.

§ 2. This act shall take effect on the first day of July next suc-

ceeding the date on which it shall have become & law.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
&
Cal. No. 481 9616—A

IN ASSEMBLY

February 13, 1974

Introduced by Mr. MONTANO—Multi-Sponsored by—~—Messrs.
BROWN, KOPPELL, LAFALCE, STRELZIN, G. W. MILLER,
STELLA, GRIFFITH, STAVISKY, FORTUNE, NINE, RIC-
CIO, ALVAREZ, BARBARO, LENTOL, LEWIS, LEHNER,
McCABE, WALSH, STEIN, DEARIE, EVE, WILLIAMS,
CULHANE, HALEY, LEICHTER, BIANCHI, ROSS, HAMIL-
TON, C. E. COOX, Mrs. B, B. DIGES, MIRTO, S. POSNER,
PESCE—~read once aud refers :d. to the 'Committee on Educa-
tion—reported from committee, advanced to a third reading,
amended and ordered reprinted, retaining its place 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 relation 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:

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

to

laws of nincteen hundred seventy, entitled ‘*An Act to amend the

3 education law, in relation to bilingual instruction in schools”, is

S

hereby amended to rend as follows:

ExrrLanaTiON — Matter in italics is new; matter in bhrackets [ ] is old law to be omitted.

78




-66-

A—9616-A

ot

© @ A e & W W

£~ ny i no [ [ 4 8 [ "] - - - - -t - :
- =23 T > L (-] - o w0 Qo -3 [~} o L3 5 E : s

n
o

2

-Section 1. Legislative declarations :ud findings. The legislature"f

hereby deeclares that a serious educational problem results in this

state wherein children of limited English speaking ability have great
diffieulty in adapting to a sechool enviromhent; that serious social
consequences flow aé a result of the inability of these ehildre.n to
communicate and assimilate knowledge with English as the [domi-k'
nate] dominant language ; therefore, the legislature finds that new
approaches should be undertaken to meet this acute edueation;ﬂ
problem affecting a material segment of the school & ze population of
the state of New York. It is dee]at;ed thaf the poliey of the sta\tﬂenis“ )
to insure the mastery of English by all students in sehools and that
the gbverning board of any school distriet whieh shall have insti-
tuted a non-English speaking program in the schools, shall make as
part of the curriculum a subjeet or subjeets in the English language
consistent with the English speaking ability of the sfudent in order
to incf'ea‘séjt};{é students’ fluency in the English language.” In no
event shall a bilingual program of instruection for any one student
exceed [three] four successive years.,

§ 2. Subdivision twi of section thirty-two hundred four of the
education law, as amended by chapter n%ne hundred sixty-seven
of the laws of nincteen hundred sevenly, is hercby cmended to
read as follows:

2. Quality and language of instruetion; text-books. Instrue-
tion may be given only by a eompetent teacher, In the teaching
of the subjeets of instruetion preseribed by this seetion, English
shall be the language of instruetion, and text-books used shall
be written in Englis;h, exeept that for a period of [three} four

years from the date of enrollment in school, pupils .10, by reason

-2
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of foreign birth, ancestry or otherwise, experience diffieulty in

reading and understanding English, may, in the diseretion of the
board of education, board of trustees or trustee, be instructed in
all subjects in their native language and in English. Instrue-

tion given to a minor elsewhere than at a public school shall be at

_least substantially equivalent;_‘to‘ the instruction given to minors

of like age and attainments at the public schools of the éify or
district where the ﬁiinor resides.

§ 3. Paragraph two of subdivision two-a of section thirty-two
hundred four of such law, as added by chapter nine hundred
sixty-scven of the laws of nineteen hundred seventy, is hereby,
amended to rrad as follows:

2. Any duly authorized local educational agency or agencies is
hereby empowered to make application for any grant or grants in
furtherance of this section under Title VII Public Law 90-247 as
enacted by the United States Congress January second, nineteen
hundred sixty-eight, as amended, or any other public law.

§ 4. Section thirty-two hundred four of such law is hereby
amended by adding thereto a new subdivision, to be subdivision
three-a, to read as follows:

3-a. (a) Every school district which has in any one school pupils
whose daminant language is other than English, may estadlish,
for each such classification, continuing dilingual education pro-
grams for such children therein, which utilize both Janguages:. gs

A b
media of instruction. A pupil whose do,mg).lant language i other
than English and who gttends a school 1uI;e?’c bilingual education
programs arc not available, may attend classes in schools having

such programs with parental consent.
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(b) Every school district in which instruction is given bilingually

shall develop a comiprehensive plan for the orderly evaluation of
such programs to be submitted to the commissioner for Lis approvel.

§ 5. Subdivision two of section thirty-two hundred forty-one
of such law, as last amended by chdpter two hundred sixty-sii
of the laws of nineteen hundred fifty-six, is hereby amended to
read as follows:

2. Such census shall include all persons between birth and
cighteen years of age and in the casc of physically or mentally
handicapped children between birth and twerﬁy-one years of age,
their names, their respective residences by street and number, the
day of the month and the'-;ear of their birth, the names »of the per-
sons in parental Telation to them,lsuch information relating to
physical or mental defects, to illiteraéy,A to en'1ployment and to
the enforcement of the law relating to child labor and compulsory
education as the education department and the board of education
of each such city shall require and also such further information
as such board of education shall require. Such census shall also
include information as to the language dominance of each child.

§ 6. This act shall take effect immediately.
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Appendix C

COMMITTIEE ON EDUCATION, NO, 31
. COPY
May 22, 197h
Honorable Michael Whiteman
Executive Chamber
State Capitol
Albany, New York 1222k

Re: 8. 1563-A, Mr. Garcia, et al
A. 9616-A, Mr. Montano, et al

Dear Mr. Whiteman: -

We note that the above bills dealing with biiingual instruction. for pupils "ov
with English language difficulty are before the Governor for executive action. -~

S. 1963—A is a single purpose bill which would enable the comm1%s1oner to
extend the perlod of time in which bilingual instruction is permitted upon
application by "approprials school authorities." The amendment would extend
the current time 11m1t of 3 years "to a period not in excess of 6 years,"

Av 9616—A would extend the pgrlod of bilingual instruction fron 3 to L years,
It would also permit districts to establish conbtinuing bilingual programs
for each language. A pupil whose school does not have a bilingual program

in his language category could sttend classes in a school having such a
program with parental consent. School districts would be required to develop\
a "comprehensive plan for the evaluation" of these bilingual programs and
would also be required to include information on langusge dominance of ‘each’
child in the school census.

We support A. 9616—A because it incorporates several of the recommendations
for bilingual programs which have been endorsed by the Committee on Education,

- following a year-long study of problems faced by pupils w1th English language

difficulty in the New York City schools.

The Committee on Education believes that the length of time a pupil spends
in a bilingual program should be determined by the local educators, with
the consent of the child's parents and based solely on the needs of the B
individual child. Although both of the above bills include a time restriction,

A. 9616-A is preferable because it would maintain authority at the local dis-
trigt level rather than require the State Commissioner of Education to rule
on every individual case, In addition, this bill includes several provisions
in accord with Committee on Education policy recommendations for bilingual
programs.,

Our study revealed that there is a nied to develop language programs for

several language groups in New York City and there is evidence that a similar
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ne2d 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 bilingual 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 rigorous evaliftion of these programs. 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 preogram evaluation. : ' '

Ye 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 methods.

According to the Fleischmann Commission report, there are 160,000 pupils

in New York State already clssified as having English language difficulty.
Approximately 849 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 New York State Regents as "tragically clear."

These pupils have the lowest achievement scores and the highest dropout rates
ol' a1l the pupils in the State.

Since A. 9616-A aims to expand and improve the educational opportunities for
these students, we urge the Governor to support this bill.

Sincerely yours,

/s/Garvey E. Clarke
Chairman
Subcommittee on Legislation
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