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BILINGUAL EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1981

v

" FRIDAY. APRIL 23. 1982 )

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES,
CommiITTee ON LaBor aNp HumaN REsOURCEs,
Washangton, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 4232, Dirk-
. sen Senate Office Building, Senator Robert T Stafford (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Stafford and Pell.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR STAFFORD

Senator StarrorD. Good morning.

The Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities will
please come’to order. )

I am very happy to welcome my distinguished colleague, Senator
Hayakawa, to join us here at the committee for the time being and
welcome the most able Secretary of Education, Ted Bell, to the
hearing.

Today, the Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
convenes hearings on proposed amendments to the Bilingual Edu-
cation Act. Over the next 2 days of hearings, the subcommittee will
receive testimony representing various viewpoints on the Federal
Government's role in encouraging and assisting bilingual educa-
tion. :

This Senator, as chairman of the subcommittee, believes certain

"key observations should be made prior to hearing from our wit-
nesses. '

First, the Federal role in education is to provide access to and
equality in education for all Americans. From the chapter I pro-

- gram for disadvantaged children to the Education of All Handi-
capped Children Act to the Bilingual Education Act, the promotion
of access and equality remains the principal Federal responsibility
Congress repeatedly has reaffirmed these objectives despite the
challenges of recent months.

Second, the needs of language minority students are of continu-
ing concern to the Congress and remain so. If anything, congres-
sional attention may need to become increasingly directed at these
needs. The cause for this concern should be clear. While the overall ™™
school-aged population in the United States is projected to rise 16
percent by the year 2000, the population of language minority stu-
dents will rise by 40 percent during this same period. These trends

(98]
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will have demonstrable implications for schools in many regions,
and as a result. they deserve Federal attention.

Third, when Congress passed the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act last year, title VII of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act specifically was excluded from the legisla-
tion In my mind and in the minds of others, the title VI bilingual
program’s special characteristics should be granted separate status
and separate consideration. .

Now, the time has come to consider the past, the present and the
future of bilingual education. This process will continue against the .
backdrop of this Senator’s belief in the fundamental Federal role of
equality opportunityycation. The means and the methods of

»

achieving these ends may/vary. They may be the subject of debate
and disagreement. Yet/ they are the variables which contribute to
the ultimate and inviolable goal of equal educational opportunities
for all Americans.

~ Today. we have two distinguished witnesses, Secretary Bell and
my colleague. Senator Hayakawa.

Before. Secretary Bell begins his testimony, I would like to note
for the record his consistent advocacy for bilingual education.

Last year, when the Congress was considering various proposals
to corisolidate some of the Federal elementary and secondary edu-
cation programs, Secretary Bell proved to be the major actor to
keep the bilingual education program as a separate and distinct
program.

[ remember his pointing out to me in a serfes of meetings the
special problems language minority children face and how these
problems deserve a Federal response.

As a result of his efforts, bilingual education was left as a discre-
tionary program and was not put into block grants. . .

[ personally commend you for your support of bilingual educa-
tion and look forward. Mr. Secretary, to your testimony this morn-
ing, as [ always have.

o

STATEMENT OF HON. TERREL H. BELL. SECRETARY OF EDUCA-
TION. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DR.
JESSE SORIANO, DIRECTOR. OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDUCA-
TION AND MINORITY LANGUAGE AFFAIRS:; AND DR. GARY
JONES. DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR PLANNING. BUDGET.
AND EVALUATION.

Secretary BeLL. Thank you. It is a pleasure to be before. you, Mr.
Chairman. and Senator Hayakawa, to testify on the bilingual edu-
cation proposals. and we are grateful to Senator Hayakawa for his
sponsorship of this bill. ,

As [ have said several times 1n the past. I feel strongly that the
bilingual educativn program, authorized by title VII of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act as amended. [ feel strongly that
this prograin has a major role to play in furthering the Depart-
ment’s goals of doing our utmost to foster equal educstional oppor-
tunity for all of the Nation's children.

In this context. I describe the Federal responsibility. particularly
as it relates to bilingual education as being catalytic, that is. 1t has
a function of aiding school districts and State education agencies in

3
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their responsibilities of developing the capacity to provide the edu-

cational programs that are uniquely needed to meet the needs of

these students who are limited in their English proficiency

[ believe, for example, that this activity f making grants to :

school districts is important in providing resources to get these pro-
grams started.

But I also woyld emphasize that we do not believe that the Fed-
eral Goverment should sustain’ these programs indefinitely, and

. thus we support the limitations as specified in the law in that

regard. .

We believe that once the Federal Government has helped to get
the programs in place that it is the loca} responsibility to continue
to operate them as long as they are necessary.

Then, also, Mr. Chairman, of equal importance is the Federal

role in tramning teachers for bilingual education programs, and I -

might just depart from my prepared text to comment about the
term, bilingual education.

That term presents a bit of a problem right now in communica-
tion. Strictly speaking, bilingual &ducation is the teaching of sub-
ject matter in the classroofn in two languages, and it is done to
meet the needs of students who have limited English proficiency

The fact that we call them bilingual education programs has led
to a great deal of controversy. In fact, the regulations, Mr. Chair-
man, that we withdrew right after assuming our responsibilities
were related to the fact that the regulations prescribed one method
and specifically excluded any other method in meeting the needs of
students.

And we do not think that the Federal Government ought to pre-
scribe teaching methodology, and the reason this bill is before you
is for several reasons, but the primary reason is that we wanted to
solve the problem of limiting instruction to the bilingual approach,
and later on in the discussion, we can discuss other approaches

But the teaching of English skills and the helping of students to
attain competency in the mother tongue of this Nation by any ef-
fective means—we do not say by every means and we emphasize
that term effective means—is the issue, and that is what we were
after in that regard.

And [ might, while | am commenting aside from my text, point
out that the reason; as the chairman indicated, that I oppose put-
ting the bilingual program in the block grant was not that [
wanted to preserve a separate, narrow categorical program

I felt 1t would be wasteful to put it there because then the money
would be spread quite evenly on a formula across the Nation, and
In some areas we have high concentrations of children that have

.these needs and we have virtually no children in other areas of the -

country with those needs. .

And’so [ felt, as much as I support block grants and as much as |
appreclate the chairman’s support of the block grant that we had
passed, and we would not have had it passed without the chair-
man's support, and | want to emphasize that, I did not want the
bilingual program in the block grant because it would spread the
money all over the country and we need to target these resources,
and the dollars, as the chairman knows, are very lmited.
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Well, back to my prepared text. | thought it might help to clarify
that term at this point in the discussion of bilingual education and
of problems that have muscd this in commumcation of what we
mean. .

The lack of an adequate supply of trained teachers and teaching
staff, others besides teachers, has been consistently identified as
pusstbly the preatest problem in implementing bilingual programs.

Our efforts over the past years have greatly improved this situa-
twn, but we still know that we need more trained bilingual teach-
ers, and we need them trained in several methods, not only the

transitional bilingual education methods but in other methuds

where we can prove success.
Alsu important within our Fedeml role are rescarch activities

that are plunned under part C of the Bilingual Act. As a result of

this federally financed research program which has existed since
1979, Ibelieve that we are beginning to answer many of the critica)
questions reparding appropriate educational services for limited

" English proficient children.

ERIC
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. The purpose of all activities funded under the Bilingual Educa-
tion Act is to prepare students to transfer into all English class
rooins as quickly as possible without falling behind in other subject
matter areas. *

And | cannot emphasize too much what the purpose is. There
has been much discussion and much misunderstanding on that,
and so 1 just underline that statement of the purpose.

We require that all school district projects funded under title Vil
include an English language component as a mafor elemént of
their inst ructional program.

I would like now to comment on our propused legislation to
amend title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
which | forwarded to Congress on April 8. This proposal has three
basic purposes.”

Our legislation would modify the definition of a program of bilin-
rual education to allow us to fund a greater variety of educational
approaches It would also establish a specific prlont) for funding
pryjects which serve children that we feel are in the greatest need,

thuse who are both himited English proficient dnd thuse whose,

usual language is not English,

Our propusal would alsu create a specific authorization for voca-
tional traming activities under the Brlingual Education Act Final-
Iy, our proposal would extend the authorization of the Bilingual
“ducation Act through fiscal year 1985

The proposed language to broaden the definition of prograins elr-
gible for funding reflects our belief that school districts are in the
best position to evaluate the needs of their students dnd to design
programs in response to those needs.

While at present the title VT legislation requites the use of both
English and non-Enghish Llanguage, our proposed legislation would
not School districts would be free to propose programs which use
both languages or which use English exclusively.

And I myght depart from my text to say they would propose the
programs, and out program staff would carefully examine them
and would fund those that had a high probability of success,

AT g
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I would not wimt to go on record to say that we would just be .
funding anything. We would be very scrupulous with our linuted
resources in funding those that were proven and that had abigh
level of success. . . .

Whatever a school district proposes would be justified on the
basis of an assessment of needs of children present in the district, ,
and our legislation proposes an assessment of those needs

The wecond provision that gives priority to programs serving lim
ited English proficient children whose usual language is not Eng
lish makes sense in terms of the reduced Federal resources availa
ble for education. . .
. While we have no particular problem with the definition of the

eligible target population in the current law. we beliewe that vug
proposed language is advisable to focus the program on those stu
dents that are most in need of special programs.

Students who are both limited English proficient and whose
usual language 1s not English clearly require some educational ap-
proach that recognizes this linguistic difference 1 am confident

.. that the change we have proposed will make more efficient use of
available funds as scarce as they are. ' )
. ‘The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs
has operated the bilingual vocational training program authorized
by the Vocational Act for the past 2 years.

- The proposed language would provide an explicit authot ization

* in title VII to pperate this program for out-of-schovl use an%udulta

While final decisions have not yet been made as to how The title

VII authotized vocational program would be administered, we

expect that it would closely resemble the antecedent programs that
we have had over in the Vocational Education Act. .

In summuary, then, Mr Chairman, I believe that tife amendments
we propose to the Bilingual Education Act will improve the admin
istration of these programs. I urge prompt and favopable considera
-tion of our proposal by this committee and by the Congress

| would also’like to comment, if I may, on’S. 2002, a bill intre-
duced by Senator Huddleston, to amend title VII The bl would
change the definition of the target population ' .

It would require that programs include intensive Enghish lan
guage instruction and would, under most circumstances, lunit par,
tictpation of students in the program to 1 year.

Our prupusal reflects, we feel, that the most approptiate way to
focus the program is through establishing a priority for serving
£ those children who are most in.need.

I expect that Senator Huddleston’s purpose in proposing the ‘
change in target population is the same as ours We age philosophi
cally very much in agreement with Senator Huddleston in empha
stzing Enghsh language study in bilingual programs.

Ve interpret the existing statute to require such an emphasis
and have included an expligt requirement for it in our regulations
Furthermore. 1t our proposal, 4 school district' dould chovse to tse
only English in a project funded under the act. .

{ would emphasize again that they would have to have a good
basis and good evidence that there 1s high probability of success

The third proposal of S. 2002 whjch establishes a limit of 1 yew 4
for student participativn under most vircumstances is intriguing,

A
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but while. we are sympathetic with Sepator Huddleston's reasons
for proposing it. we cannot support that particular provision.

Specifically, while I believe that stddent participation 1 these
programs should not usually be necessdry for extended periods of
time, I do not feel the Federal Government should specify the
period of participation.

We think to-write that in the lay is to make it overly rd and’

- would causé difficulty in that regard So I do not support that pro-
vision.

Also. while I am enthusiastic about the idea that students. be
evaluated annually to determine whether or not they should con-
tinue in the bilingual program. | do not feel that the Federal Gov- <
ernment should require that evaluation as a prcrcqunsltwf?r pm

' ticipation,

In spite of my opposition to this requirement in Senator Huddles-
ton's bill. 1 smwrcl\ hope that school districts of their own vohtion

-will implement appropriate pulicies relating to regudar evaluation
of student progress,

While the Department’s proposed legilation is different from S.
2002 ansofar as its speuhc provisions are concerned, I think that
the two bills are similar in terms of their philosophical undvrpm
ning

[ would like, Mr. Chairman. as [ express my thanks for the op-
portunity tu appedar, to introduce two of my colleagues to you. if |
may .

Dr Gary Jones, who 15 Deputy Under Secretary for Planning,
Budg,c .and E mluanon who worked hard on this proposed legisla-
tion, and I am proud to have him at the table with me as a col-
leqgue |

\nd Dr dJesse Sgri.mo who 15 the Director of the Office of Bihin-
gual Education and Minority Language Affairs T might say with a
bt of levity that 1t 1s just a coincidence that both of-these gentle-
men are from the State of Michigan”

Dr Soriano is formerly the director of bilingual education, the
program of foren language instruction in the Michigan State De-
partment of Education. He has recentl» Joined us and s doing a
fine job for us

And. of course, Dr Jones has been with us for sometime and does
a mreat b n our planning, budget. and evaluation program.

Su thank you for this opportunity to present my opemng state-
ment, Qnd we are ready to respond to questions

[ lh(\pwpawd statement of Secretary Bell follows. |

.
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-t ° Statement ky the Secretary’ - .
'
r on

| . . . .
i » > - Bi{lingual Educatfon )
) Mr. Chairman and Meabers of the Comaittee:

@leued to be here today to testify on bilingual educatfon. As I
have said many times i{n the past, I feel strongly that the Bilingual Education

o >

program, authorized by Title VII of the Elementary.and Se'condary Education

- .

Act ‘of 1965, as amended, has a xujor‘roll to play in furthering the Depart-
aent’'s goal of fogstering ec{uul educational opportunity for all the nation's
children. Within that context I would de’lcrlbe the Federal responsibility
in this area as catulyzlc == that s, atding school districts and State
education agencies in developing the c:puclcy to provide educatiqgnal progracs
geslgned to meet the needs of limited English profictient chlldren.,‘Specific-

. 2
ally, I belfeve that the grants to school districts activity.is i{mpdrtant {n

» >
providing résources to get these prograns started. I do not believs, however,
’ 5
that the Federal government shoald sustainithese prog‘ram beyond the time

limita specified {n the lav. Once the Federal governmedt has helped to get

B these pro{{ram in place, {t {s a local responsibility to continue to operate

\ thea as long as they are necessary. L4

.

Of equal isportance, is the Federal role in training teachers for bilin-
gual education prograns. The lack of an adequate supply of trained teachisdg
staff has been conalstently gduntlfled as the greatest probles in l‘l‘ementlng
bilingual progrann. Our, efforts over th‘ past years have greatly improved

this situation, but the need for more trained bLlingual teachers cont{dues.

\ - .

.
' Also important within the Fedsral role are the research activities under

Part G of the Bilingual Education Act. As a result of this F'ederally financed

’
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resedrch progrsa which has extsted since 1979, I believe that we are
beginning to answer many of the critical questions regarding appropriate

sducitional services for lipited English proficient children. <

- - ) ' i (p (
The purpose of all activities funded under the Bilingual Education

Act is to prepare students to t_rnfxnfer into all-English classroons as

quickly as possible without falling Behind in other subject matter areas.
s P

@e require that all school district projects funded by Title VII {nclude .

wea, 37 English language component as a major element of their {nstructional

progran. Lo

I would now I1k€™to comzent on our proﬁoneﬂegislulon to amend
Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act which I forwarded

toCongress on April 8, 1982. This proposal has three basic purposes.
Out legislation would wdi¥y the definition of a program of bilingual
education to allow us to fund a greater variety of educational approaches.
It would also e;tabliah a specific priority for 'fundlng projects which
‘serve children we feel are most in need =~ those who are both limited
Englhh{pﬂroﬂciegt and vhoae usual language 1s not English. Our proposal

. A
would also create & spectfic authorization for vocational training

.

v.
aczivities under the Bilingual Education Act. Finally, our proposal .

would extend the aurhorlzatior: of the Bilingual Education Act through j
’
fiscal year 1985S. ' ‘

The proposed langusge to broaden the definition of programs eligible
for funding reflects qur belisf that school districts are in the best
posftion o evaluate the needs of their stude:xu and to design programs -

"in response to those ficeds. While at present the Title VII legislation

requires the use of both Engll;h and the non-English language, our proposed

ERIC . ' '
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legisfation would not. School dfstricts would be free to Propose progracs

which use bdéth languages or which use English exclusively. Whatever

a school district proposés would be Justified on the basis of an assesscent

. of the needs of children present in the district. .

The second provision which gives priority to programs serving limited

<

. é'!nglhh proflcient children wvhose usual language is not English makes
:aﬁse in temms of che reduced- Federal resources avulabie “for educatlon.

While He hawe no partlculu problem with the definitfon of the eligible

LA
. target popula:lon fn the current law, we belfeve that our proposed language

1s advisable to foqus the program on those students that are zost in

and® whose usual 1!“8\1!8; 1s not English, clearly require some educati{onal
approsch which recognizes this linguistic difference. 1 am conf ident

that the change wve have proposed will make more efffcifent use of available
Ay

funds. *
L

‘ The ‘Offlce of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs has
op;rated ,the Bilfngual Vocstional Training progran author{zed by the
Vocational Tducation Act for the past two years. The proposed language
would provide an explicit authorizatfon {n Title VII to operate this

pregran for out-of~school-youth and adults. While final decisfons have

’ B
not yet been made as to how the Title VIl authorized vocatfonal training
prograa would be administered, ve expect that ft will closely resemble

o
the antecedent progrfam.
N

Ii. sunzary, [ believe that the amendments We propose Lo the Bilingual
Education Azt will fumprove the sdninistration of these prograas. I urge

proapt and favorable consideration of our proposal by this Coamfttee and

»
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by the Congress. .

I would slso like to comment on S. 2002, a bill {ntroduced by Senator
Huddleston to amend Title VII. The bill would change the definition of
the target population, would ?equlre thst programs®include {ntensive
English language instruccion, u;d would, under most circumstances, .limit

participation of" students {n the prograc to one yesr. . ¢ ‘
’

As. our proposal reflects, we feel thst the most appropriate way to
fo‘cuu the program {s through establishing a priority for serving those
-
children who are most {n need. I expect that Senator Huddleston’s purpose ‘

{n proposing the chnngeiin t;l'get population {s the same 88 ours. M

He’are philosophically very much {n sgreement with Senator Huddleston .

in eaphasizing English language study tf bilingual prograzs. We {nterpret

the existing ststute to require such an eaphagis and have {ncluded an ) -
n )

explicit requirement for {t {n our regulations. Purthermore, in our

proposal, a school district could choose to only use English {n s project

.. /_\
funded under the Act.

The third provisfon {n $.2002 which establishes a linit of one-yesr
for student participation under most circumstsrces {a 1n:rigu1_ng, but
vhile I ;l syxpsthetic with Senator Huddlel‘ton'l ressons fok proposing |
ft, I cannot support {t. Speci{fically, while I belfeve thst student 4
psrticipation {n these prograas should rot usually be necessary for

extended perfods of time, I do not feel that the Federal government i

should spectfy the period of parcticipstion. Aldo, while I an enthus{ascic

sbout the {dea that students bé evaluated annuslly to determine whether
or not they should continue {n the bilingual progranm, I do not feel that

e
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the Federal goverament, lhoulx_i require that evaluation as a prerequisite
for participation. In spite of ay opposition to this requirement in
Senltorlﬂuddleston's bill, I ‘sincerely hope that school districts, of
their own volition, will implement appropriate policies relating to

.
reguiar evaluation of student progress.

>

While the Department's proposed legislation is different from $, 2002
4

insofar as its specific pro'visionl are concerned, I think that the two
»
bills are similar in terns of their philosophical underpinnings.

Thank you for this opportunyto testify on behalf of our proposed

legislation. I would be happy'to answer any questions you zight have.
L]

Senator StarrorD. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, for a
good statement.

For the education of our members on this subcommittee, could
you describe some of the bilingual education programs the Depart- .
ment .funds? I would he particularly interested in the specifics of
any programs which you feel are very effective.

Secretary BELL. Yes. I would like to call on Dr. Soriano, if I may,
to give some specifics on that, since he works in the program.

Dr. Soriano. We fund a variety of programs, Senator. The major

_portion of our funds go to programs in local school districts where

O

the programs are implemented for ehildren in grades K to 12.

These are what we call our capacity-building programs, our basic
programs. In addition to that, we fund a numbér of training pro-
grams through universities, community colleges, and State depart-
sments of education as well.

These two areas constitute approximately 10 programs for us
Generally, we have had very good success with our fellowship pro-
grams, for example. This is a program under which we train doc-
toral students in bilingual education.

Ninety-five percent of all of our students who are graduating end
up employed in the field of bilingual education as teacher trainers
and therefore jmprove our capacity and ®ur valuable resources and
in time will mfake it possible for us perhaps, as we diminish Feder-
al funds’and Federal support, to continue in bilingual education.

Secretary BeLL. I wonder if it might be helpful, Mr. Chairman, to
give some specific programs and examples and some anectodal evi-
dence of success, if I may for the record, to add to what Dr. Soriano
said, and from some information that I have here at the table with
me. - ’

In Rockpoint, Ariz., an unusual program, meeting the needs of
Navaho children. Prior to the bilingual program in 1971, children
there were 2 years behind the norm in the United States in Eng-
lish reading, and by the end of the sixth grade under this program,
despite intensive teaching of English as a second language, the bi-
lingual program used Navaho as a major.initial medium of instruc-
tion and continued its use throughout elementary school. .

5-555 Q~B2m=r2
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And from the evaluation results that we have, by the end of
grade six, children n the bilingual program were performing
shghtly above the U.S grade norms in English reading.

Now, you may think, well slightly above, that’s not very signifi-
cant, but when jou take Navaho children and the problems that
they have becausetof their cultural background and so on, for them
to come up to that level, we think, is quite significant.

There 15 a program for Hwtian bilingual children in Nyack,
NY . where students received, as a result of this, higher scores on
the New York State <tundardized math and reading test scores
than did thoge other Iatian children that were not in the pro-
gram .

We have evidence here from West Chester, Pa., and from Phila-
delphia, and from Sunta Fe, some programs in Puerto Rico where
often we have the upposite problem. We have Puerto Rican chil-
dren that have lived in the United States and their fanguage prob-
lem back in Puerto Rico is to have mastery of Spanish, and so we
have the reser~e problem, and we have some programs down there.

Well, 1 il not take any more time, but those are some exam-
ples b nught indicate while T am commenting on this, Mr. CRaur-
man, that a nationwide evaluation of the results of bilingual educa-
tion. the results have been mixed. '

We were giving you examples of some of our most outstanding

-programs We could give you sume other examples where there was
not much significant difference -

And [ think, just like in the.title I program, svhere 4t took us
awhile to learn how to teach disadvantaged children, and now that
15 a_prograni you can brag about, and there is all kinds of evidence
of the good (hat is being made, T think just now. the professionals
out in the ~u{wld are learning how to teach childienawith himited
English proticiency. ' ) .

And we may be ubie to provide some other anecdotal evidence
and examples tor the record. . ’

- Senuto¥ Starrord We would be glad to have that, Mi. Secretary.

You mdicate 1n your testimeny that you would like greater flexi-
bility to fund different types of bilingual education programs.
Could you or your assocustes describe some of the programs you
weuld like to support, but cannot due to the provisions.of the cur-
rent Bilingual Education Act?

Secretary Bell Yes. [ wonder, Dr. Jones, if,you would care to
talk to that question, particutarly to the problem that we faced and
the ubjections that we have been getting from school boards of the
restrictiveness of it at the present time, and then maybe Dr. Sor-

1ano could talk about some specific other approaches. .

Dr Jones The current law, Senator, largély restricts local school

districts from any furm of teaching limited English-proficient chil-
* dren other than the lulingual transitional method. | '

We are suggesting there are at least two other methods local
sthool boards should have an option to select. One method is called
English as asecond language The other 1s “structured’ immersion.

Enghsh as a second language s o method whereby English is the
primary clatstoumn language, but the teacher or the teacher’s aid is
able to communicate with the children in tll(jir asual or native lan-
guage ,

.
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The 1mmersion method teaches all subjects in English at a level
understood by the students. '

Senator Starrorp. Thank you.

Secretary BELL. 1 do not know if Dr. Soriano wants to add to
that. Maybe we canspursue it further in questioning. It has been a
big 1ssue, Mr. Chairman, and the outcry when the regulations were
imtally published was the Federal Government was beginning to
prescribe teaching methodology. and some were saying if we can do
it here we can do it in mathematics and English and so on

And of course, that was not the intent, but that was the concern
at that time. and that is why we withdrew the regulations

I would emphasize again, because I think some of our colleagues
in the bilingual community are apprehensive, that we are going to
let the bars down and that any kind of a half-baked plan can come
in and get Federal funding and support from us.

And under Dr. Soriano’s program office, these are project-by-pro-
ject grant proposals, and we would examine carefully the ap-
proaches other than the bilingual approach, and we would ask for |
good evidence that the proposal has a high probability of success

We do think that we ought to, with all of the evidence that we
Fave now, we do think that we ought to permit those the ESL and

. the total immersion- approach, and there may be others besides

is now as far as funding is concerned.

ERIC
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those two. Wg are not just limiting there. .

‘But we think that the legislation ought not be as restrictive as it

Senator Starrorp Thank you. If you have any specific examples.
as you did for the first question I usked, that you could supply for
the record.-that would be helpful to the committee also

Secretary BeLL Yes. Senator. .

Scnator -STarForn. Mr. Secretary, the number of children who
need bilingual education services seems to be n dispute from a
number of different experts. How many children in this country. in
your judgment, need to be served? .

As you know, information gained from the recent census indi-
cates demographic changes in this Naticen. and you may want to
comment oh these as part of your answer'.

Secretary BeLt. Yes. We have struggled with that, and to get a
good shandle .on those numbers has been a big problem. We antici-
pate some better information as the recent 1980 census data
become available to us. . .

We know that there is a range of between 1,200,000 as a conserv-
attve, strictly. tightly defined population. There are at least that
many, and there may be as many as :3.600.000 children needing
these services -

And ¢ would depend upon at what point and under what judg-
ment you would feel that a student’s opportunity for equal access
to the curriculum and equal opportunity for learntng would be
made possible.

So we anticipate that the numbers fall in that range somewhere,
and as we complete some of the evaluation that we are now work-
ing-on. we think we are going to be able to narrow that down more
exactly. v

But"1f you look at the dollars that we have and the number of
students that we are able to serve at the present time, we are not

. 1U
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anywhere near, even if we took the conservative definition of
1,200,000, with the small appropriation we have, we are not any-
where near meeting those needs.

[ would emphasize at the same time, lest it sound like we are
saying that we need a larger uppropriation, that we feel again that
we ought to be in a capacity- bulldlng strategy.

‘The responsibility for meeting the needs of these students like all
other students needs to rest with the local and State authorities,
and ours ought to be to provide that special help training teachers,
funding demonstration projects, and prowng and developing suc-
cessful approaches.

So we do not think in any way that we ought to be asking the
Federal Government to come forward with the money to fund
either the 1,200.000 or the outside number—3,600,000.

[nmdentally a projection that we have, Mr. Chairman. up to the
year 2000, looking at some of the growth patterns we see now, is
that that population may grow by as much as 33 percent. We re-
ceived that number frogy our Bilingual Education Office

So if you applied a plﬁs-i') percent onto those numbers, it would
show what the outward growth trend of this program might be.

Senator Starrorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, for join-
ing the committee this morning with your associates. The Chair 15
going to say as a matter of personal observation that, in his view,
in a very difficult. and T would say tumultudus, 14 or 15 months for
the Federal Government in education, especially i bilingual edu-
cation, that I think you have served your country very well.

Secretary BeLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appxecxate this
opportunity to be before you.

Senator Starrorp. Thank you.

The subcommittee is most pleased to have our very able and dis-
tinguished colleague from California, Senator Hayakawa, with us
as a colleague and ab a most important witness for the subcommit-
tee.

* Senator I]a)akavm welwme and we would be.very pleased and
honored \bem your statement.
\

STATEMENT OF HON. S. . HAYAKAWA, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator HavAkawA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

&am indeed. honored to follow the testimony of my good fnend
Secretary Terrel Bell of the Department of Education, and he has
described in detail the Bllmgual Education Improvement Act, S.
2112, which Iintgoduced in the Senate this pgst Wednesday.

I am pleased to work with Secretary Bell on this issue because
we are both committed to giving the school districts more flexibil-
ity in their tealhing methods while targeting the 1mmlgmnt popu-
lation in greatest need of English jnstruction.

Today. I would like to address bilingual educatign as it relateb to
the much broader issue, that is, the question of what language will
be used in the United States. As most of you know, 1 have proposed
a wnstltuhonal amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 72, which de-
clares as the law of the land what is already a social and political

N
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geaht_y, namely, that English is the official language of the United
tates.

- This amendment is needed to clarify the confusing signals we
have been giving in recent yéars to immigrant groups. For exam-
ple, the requirements for naturalization as a United States citizen
say that you must be able to, “‘read, write, and speak words in ordi-
nary usage in the English language.”

And though you must be a citizen to vote, some recent legislation
has required bilingual ballots in certain locations. This amendment
would end that contradictory, logically conflicting situation

Now, our immigration laws already require English for citizen-
ship, and the role of bilingual education, then, is to equip immi-
grants with the necessary English language skills to qualify them
for this requirement as well as to qualify them to enter the main-
stream of American life.

The problem is that all too often bilingual education programs
have strayed from their original,intent of teaching English

A related issue is the full scale of interpretations of the term bi-
lingual education. Changes are that’ when gfie asks five people for a
definition you are likely to get five different answers.

According tu one interpretation. it simply means the teaching of
Enghsh to non-English speaking people. This is the method I prefer
and it is usually called English ag a second language or ESL.

On the uppusite side of the scale bilingual education is a more or
less permanent two-track education system involving the mainte-
nance»of a second culture and emphasis on the ethnic heritage of
an immigrant group.

Now, this method 1s called transitional bilingual education and it
involves. teaching academic subjects to immigrants in their own
language coupled with English language instruction L

This is the definmition used to determipe eligibility for title VII
funding. '

Now, we have all grown up with the concep! of the American
melting pot, that is, the merging of a multitude of foreign cultures
into one, and this merging of many, many Cultures into one that is
taking place in the United States is uniqué¢ in world history.

In no other country in the world have'so many people with so
many cultures and so many languages become one nation. Thomas
Sule remarhs on the remarkable fact of this accomplishment that
we went through somewhat unédonsciously, but nevertheless, it is
something that has happened in no other country. -

This melting pot has succeeded in creating a vibrant new culture
among peoples of many different cultural backgrounds largely be-
cause of the widespread use of a common language which in this
case happened to be English.

In this world of international and internecine strife, it is a

unigue concept, and [ believe every member of this committee will,

agree that it has.had a fundamental impact on our Nation's great-
ness.

In the light of the growing emphasis on maintaining a second
culture and instiuction in native languages, I ask myself, “What
are we trying fo do” Where do we want to go?”

Demographic research tells us that in some of our States 10 or 20
years from now there may be a majority of individuals ~with a

O
-




16 N

Spirni.sh background It seems to me that we are preparing the
ground for permanently and officially bilingual States.

From here to separatist movement a la Quebec would be’the
final step. Is this a development we want to promote?

Now, | believe that my constitutional amendment as well as my
title VII amendments will prevent a crisis familiar to the separat-
ist movement of the French Canadians.

That confused state of affairs is a result of controversy as to
which language shall be official in Candda. The existence of two
languages in Canada is a result of historical necessity.

The Dominion of Canada was put together out of the Freneh-—
speaking Province of Quebec and the English-speaking Province of
"Ontario, and therefore, both languages were made constitutionally
official languages. P

And after that, within recent years, there has been an attempt to
make one duminant over the other, and this is what the quarrel
has been about.

I want to avoid a similar situation here in America where the
use of another language is encouraged to the point that it could

.become an official language alongside English. This would perpetu- .
ate differences between English speaking and non-English speaking
citizens and 1solate one group from another. '

There can be no doubt that recent immigrants love this country
and want to fully participate in its society, but well intentioned
transitional bilingual educativn programs have often inhibited
their commnand of English aud retarded their full citizenship.

The results of the 1980 census as summarized in the Washington
Post a few days ago, just a couple days ago, 1 guess, gives some very
interesting results, That there are something like 23 million homes .
in which aJauguage other than English is used at home daily.

Among the Spanish speaking 75 percent of the people in those
homes speak English well and 25 percent speak English poorly qr .
not at all In the non-Spanish, non-English-speaking homes, 87 per-
cent of people living in those homes speak English well and 13 per-
cent speak poorly or not at all.

This means that a large majority, three out of, four Spanish
speaking people, and many of them are recent arrivals, and almost
9 out of 10 immigrants from other nations try very hard, very fast
to learn English.

Su that the vrdinary process of Americanization and the learning
of English takes place quite rapidly because of the pressure of the
‘culture as a whole it seems.

Congress recognized the importance of teaching English to the
immigrants in 1968 when it passed title VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. This act permitted the development of
gilot projects to teach English to underprivileged immigrant chil-

! ren.

In 1978 Congress expanded the bilingual education program,
drupped the poverty qualification and required appreciation for the
cultural heritage of students served by Federal funds.

These amendments also introduced the option of providing aca-
demic _instruction in the native languages of the students coupled
with English classes. ’

.
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This method of instruction, transitional bilingual education, so-
called, has been nterpreted by a title VII regulation as the only
.acceptable m®thod of instruction for bilingual education.

The unfortunate result the 1978 action of Congress was to de-
prive local schools_of therr flexibility to determine the best method
of instruction for their particular non-English-speaking students.

I agree wholeheartedly that we need to do all we can to teach
the English language to non-English-speaking students, however, 1
cannot support a rigid mandate prescribing a single n:‘erﬂd of in-

,‘".I‘ struction. .

1 believe that given the flexibility to choose their o program,

. _local schools will emphasize English instruction. Without the ex-
pensive requirement of a full academic curriculum in foreign lan-

~guages, schools will be able to teach more non-English-speaking
students for the same cost., s .

“3] meet with many school bvards who are struggling to muintain

- high quality education in the midst of reduced budgets, and
through my own observations as a teacher., I have observed that
the*more academic instruction children’ get in their immigrant par-
ent’s language, the less quickly they learn English. '

[ persunally believe that English as a second language or ESL
and immerston techmques allow non-English-speaking students to
master our language so that they can join the mainstream of soci--
ety more uichly than through transitional bilingual education.

My legislution broadens this range of instructional approaches
for serving children of limited English proficiency. I expect schoul
boards f welcume this opportunity to provide more efficient and
cost-effective instruction to their immigrant students while main-
taining “their eligibility to title VI[.funds.

While [ was reading these remarks, Mr. Chairman, it occurred to
me that [ must have learned English through total immersion. My
first language must have been Japanese although [ do not speak
Japanese very well now.

But your ‘first language you learn from your mdther, and my
mother never did learn English So my first langupge must have
been Japanese although [.do not remember the process of learning
English becalise as soon aé [ was old enough to go out and play in
the streets with the other kids I started to learn English so [ do not
remember the process of learning English. : )

And 1t sort offstartles me to this day to realize [ started life as a
Japanese-speakiny individual and [ have such a terrible time
speaking Japanese now.: .

What the learning of a new language requires as is well-known

*in U.S. military language schools, 1s total immersion in the new
language, and of course, that is what [ must have experienced at
about the age of 3.or as cluse to'total immersion-as possible.

Though I personmally support intensive methods of English in-
struction, T must point out that even my proposed constitutional

. amendment does not prohibit the use of minority languages to
. assist non-English-speaking students. .
's. On the contrary, my amendment specifically states it shall not
. prohuibit educational instruction in i language other than English |

g as required as a transitivnal method of making students who use a
. language other than English proficient in English.

o " ”~
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My bilingual education proposal,follows the same line of reason-
ing by allowing local schools the freedom to choose the teaching
method that will best serve their immigrant population and main-
tain their eligibility for Federal bilingual education. funds.

Some immigrant groups argue that.transitional bilingual educa-
tion is necessary to preserve equal educational rights for non-Eng- .
lish-speaking students while they are learning English.

I believe that this requirement can actually result in discrimina-
tion in the administration of title VII programs. The cost of provid-
ing academic subjects in languages other than English can exclude
many of our recent immigrant groups such as the Indochinese who
speak a variety.of languages.

Many schook districts educating these students simply cannot
" afford 'to provide academic instruction in the many Indochinese
languages which are often represented in one school.

[magme the cost in a single school district of providing academic
instruction in Cambodian, in Hmong, in Laotian, and Vietnamese
in several grades. It would be a terrible job.

These students are no more affluent in English than the tradi-
tional immigrant groups funded under title VII. However, because
local schools often use intensive English instruction for Indochinese
stydents, they will not qualify for title VII money.

Section 2, subsection 2 of the Bilingual Education Improvement
-Act would correct this by allowing funding fur projects which use a
variety of methods for teaching children with limited English profi-
ciency including but not limited to tmnsmonal bilinguai education,
ESL or total immersion.

Section 2, subsection b insures educatnonal quality for students
served by requiring applicant schools to show that they have select-
ed instructional methods that will complement the special needs
and characteristics of the title VII students.

The acquisition of 4 new language is far easier for éhildren than
for adults. Children at the ages of { to 6 are at the very height of
their language learning powers, and from there on, we go downhill.

In families where the father speaks one language to the children
and the mother speaks to the children in another language and let
us say the maid speaks to them in a third language, the children
grow up trilingual without realizing that they have gone through
an éxtremely complex process. It just comes naturally.

But if you try to do that to.them when they are 20, it is impossi-
ble. For anyone over 20, it is a complex process involving concep-
tualization, learning grammar, learning the syntax of a totally un-
familiar language structure, et cetera. It is a very, very difficult
business.

But when you are 4 to 6 you just pick it up without knowing that
there 15 a very complex thing happening. Analytically there are
enormous differences as let us say between Japanese and English
or between Japanese and Chinese for that matter. We just take it
all in stride when we are a very, very little child.

B&cause of these differences, the rates and methods of languat,e
learning amony different age groups, schoolchildren especially
under the age of 10 should be exposed to English constantly
through cuntact with English speaking classmates and playmates.

.
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They will learn Eiglish effortlessly without the sense of undergo-
ing a difficult experience. tT -

A second provision of the Bilingual Education Act or the Bilin-
gual Education Improvement Act would give priority funding to
title VII projects which serve children who are both of limited Eng-
lish proficiency and whose usual language is not English.

In our current period of imited Federal resources in education,
both Secretary Bell und I agree that it is imperative to target title
VII funds to this particular group of immigrant children.

It is clear that the pruposed fiscal year 1983 budget of $91.5 mil-
liun cannot serve the approximately 3.6 millionr students who are
technically eligible for title VII aid.

This provision in my legislation would target thuse who are most
limited 1n their ability to speak English without tumpering with
the current definition of eligibility for title VII funding.

During our discussions, %ccrctary Bell and 1 have agreed that
this effort to channel title VII funds to the students who are least
proficient in English is not to be interpreted ds a Federal mandate
which will intrude in the local schoul's determinations about their
immigrant students.

It.1s an ncentive tp local school officials to set priorities for
using hinuted Federal bilingual education funds. We agree that this
new prousion will be immensely helpful in clarifying the target
population of students who are the most limuted in their ability to
speak English,

The third provision of this legislation would authorize several

programs under title VII which wete previously upder the Voca-

tional, Education Act Vocatonal training for imuigrant adults and
other schoul youth, traininy funds for teachers of immigrant stu-
dents and bilingual materials development have all proved to be
small but nevertheless eftfective programs.

This proviston would remove the wet aside for each program re-
quired under the Vocational Education Act and w%rﬂﬂ‘ullow the
Department o Education to set priorities for the use of these
funds.

The focus of this funding will be for demonstration projects
which will identify successful teaching methods rather than serve
as projects which merely maintain the status quo.

[ am very encouraged by Secretary- Bell's interest in using these
progtanis as catalysts for tesearch and development which will en
courage State and local education agencies to shate in the formula
tion of new training niethods.

Another small but extremely important provision of my legisla-
tion would require English proficiency for instructors in bilingual
education programs. I was shocked to learn that title VII currently
places greater mmportance on ats teachers knowing the native lan
guage of their students than on knowing English.

My legislation will amend section 271y of the 1978 act to fund
programs, “including only those teachers who are proficient in
Enghish and to the extent pussible in any other language used to
provide instruction ™ , '

The emphasts 1s reversed from knowledge of the immigrant lan
guage to knowledge which Secretary Bell and I agree reflects true
intent of federally funded bilingual education.

.
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The issue of English as our official Janguuge and bilingual educa-
tion for immigrants is especially timely in the light of, as I say, the
Census Bureau figures released this past Tuesday.

The 1980 census found that 23 million people in the United
States age 5 or vlder speak a language other than English at home.
We as Ameticans must reassess vur commitment tu the preserva-
tion of English as our common language.

Learning English has been the primary task of every immigrant
group fur two centuries. Participation in the common language has
rapidly made the political and economic benefits of American soci-
ety available ta every new group as they came in, and those who
hinve mastered English have vvercome the major hurdles to partici-
pation in our democracy. e

Passuge of my English language amendment us well as my bilin-
gual education program will insure that we maintan a common
basis for communicating and for sharing ideas.

[ thank the chair. - - .

[The prepared statement of Senator Hayakawa and questions
and responses follow?] .

S
.
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U.S. Semator S.1. Havakaa e :
Testivony BeFcre
SuBcoMITTEE O EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES
Seate CovmITTEE ON LABOR AMD HuMAN RESOURCES
“Breimcua, Eowcation Imeroverent Act”
FR@AY, feriL 23, 1982 ~\

ae

Trank YOU MR, CHATRMAN, ’ |
| AM HONORED TO FOLLOW THE TESTIMONY OF MY GOOD FRIEND SECRETARY TERPEL
BeLe of THE DEPARTENT oF EDucaTion, HE HAS DESCRIBED IN DETAIL THE
BiLinouaL EDucATION [mproverent AcT, S. 2412, whicH | INTRODUCED IN THE SENATE
THIS PAST WEDNESDAY. | AM PLEASED TO WORK WITH SECRETARY BELL ON THIS ISSUE, .
AS WE ARE BOTH COMMITTED TO GIVING SCHOOL DISTRICTS MORE FLEXIBILITY IN THEIR
TEACHING METHODS WHILE TARGETING THE IMMIGRANT PePOUATION IN GREATEST NEED OF o
ENGLISH INSTRUCT ICN, ) R
Topay | WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS BILINGUAL EDUCATION AS IT RELATES TO A
¥UCH BROADER I3SUE! THE QUESTION OF WHAT LANGUAGE WILL BE USED IN THE UNITED
STATES. AS MOST OF YOoU KNOW | HAVE PROPOSED A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT,
SENATE JoINT RESOLUTION 72 wHICH DECLARES AS THE LAW OF THE LAND WHAT IS
ALREADY A SOCIAL AMD POLITICAL REALITY:  THAT ENGLISH IS THE OFFICIAL
Ltouade OF THE UnITED States,  THIS AMENDMENT IS NEEDED TO CLARIFY THE
CONFUSING SIGMALS YE HAVE GIVEN IN RECENT YEARS TO IMMIGRANT GROUPS. OR
EXAMPLE THE REQUIREMENTS FCR MATURALIZATION AS A U.S. CITIZEN SAY YOU fUST BE
ABLE TO "READ, WRITE AND SPEAK WCORDS IN ORDINARY USAGE IN THE fMGLISH
LANGUAGE”,  AND THOUGH YOU »UST BE A CITIZEN TO ¥OTE, SOVE RECENT LEGISLATION
HAG RECUIRED BILINGUAL BALLOTS IN CERTAIN LOCATIONS. THIS AMENDMENT WOULD
END THAT CONTRADICTORY, LOGICALLY CONFLICTING SITUATION.

13 <
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Pace Two
QR IMMIGRATION LAWS ALREADY RECUIRE EMGLISH #CR CITIZENSHIP, THE ROLE

SF BILINGUAL EDUCATION IS THEN TO EQUIP IMIGRANTS WITH THE NECESSARY ENGLISH

LANGUAGE SKILLS TO QUALIFY THEM FOR THIS REQUIREMENT. THE PROBLEM IS THAT
ALL TOO CFTEN, BILINCUAL EDUCATICN PROGRAMS HAVE STRAYED FROM THEIR ORIGINAL
INTENT CF TEACHING EMGLISH., A RELATED ISSUE IS THE FULL SCALE OF
INTERPRETATICNS FOR THE TERM "BILINGUAL EDUCATION”. CHANCES ARE THAT WHEN
CNE ASKS FIVE PECPLE FOR A DESINITION,. FIVE VERY DIFFERENT ANSWERS WILL BE
51/EM. ACCCRDING TO ONE INTERPRETATICN, IT SIMPLY MEANS THE TEACHING OF . _
EMGLISH TO Mot-ENGLISH-SPEAKERS. THIS IS THE METHOD | PREFER AND IS USUALLY
CALLED EnGLISH-AS-A-Secone-LancuaGE oR ESL.  On THE OPPOSITE SIDE OF THE SCALE
BILINGUAL EDUCATION IS A MORE CR LESS PERMANENT TWO TRACK EDUCATION SYSTEM
INVOLVING THE MAINTENAMCE OF A SECOND CULTURE AND AN EMPHASIS ON ETHNIC
HERITAGE, THIS METHOD IS CALLED TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION AMD INVOLVES
TEACHING" ACALEMIC SUBJECTS TO ["MIGRANTS IN THEIR. OWN LANGUAGE COUPLED WITH
ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION, TilS 1S THE DEFINITION USED TO DETERMINE
ELIGIBILITY FOr*TiTLE VII FUDING, -

! ¥E ALL GREW UP WITr THE CONCEPT OF THE AVERICAN MELTING POT, THAT IS THE
VERGING OF A MULTITULE 3F SCRE 134 CULTURES INTO ONE., THIS MELTING POT HAS
SUCCEETED 1N ZREATINC A VIBRANT MW CLLTURE AMONG PEOPLES OF MANY DIFFERENT
CULTURAL BACAGRCUDS XARGELY BECAUSE OF THE WIDESPREAD USE OF A COMMON

" LANGUAGE, DXGLISH. [N THIS AGRLD OF MATIOHAL STRIFE, IT IS A UNITE CONCEPT,
| BELIEVE E/ER¢ VE'BER OF THI3 COMMITTEE WILL AGREE THAT [T HAD A FUNDAMENTAL
IMPACT ON OLR NATICN'S GREATNESS, [N LIGHT OF THE GROWING ENPHASIS ON
MAINTAINING A SECCND CULTURE AND INSTRUCTION IN THE MATIVE LANGUAGES, | Ask
MSELF AHAT ARE #E TRYING TO D07 WHERE DO wE vANT T0 607
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DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH TELLS US THAT IN SOME OF CLR STATES,*10 Or 20 YEARS
FROM NOW* THERE WILL BE A MAJORITY OF INDIVIDUALS WITH SPANISH BACKGROUND.
IT SEEMS TO ME THAT WE ARE PREPARING THE GROWD FOR PERMANENTLY AND
OFFICIALLY BILINGUAL STATES. FROM HERE TO SEPARATIST MOVEMENTS ALA
QUEBEC WOULD BE THE FINAL STEP, S THIS THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH VE WHAT TO
PROMOTE? .
| BELIEVE THAT MY CONSTITUTIONAL AVENDMENT AS WELL AS MY TITLE VI]
AVENDMENTS WILL PREVENT A CRISES SIMILAR TO THE SEPARATIST MOVEMENT OF
FrencH Cavapians, THAT CONFUSED STATE OF AFFAIRS IS A RESULT OF
CONTROVERSY ABOUT WHICH LANGUAGE SHALL BE THE OFFICIAL ONE USED IN CanADA.
| WANT TO AVOID A SIMILAR SITUATION HERE IN AVERICA WHERE USE OF ANOTHER
LANGUAGE IS EMCOURAGED TO THE POV T IT COULD BECOME AN OFFICIAL
LANGUAGE ALCNGSIDE ENGLISH, THIS WOULD PERPETUATE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
ENGLISH-SPEAKING A0 NON-ENGLISH-SPEAKING CITIZENS AND ISOLATE ONE GROUP
FROM THE OTHER, THERE CAN BE MO DOUBT THAT RECENT IMMIGRANTS LOVE THIS
CCUNTRY AND WANT TO FULLY PARTICIPATE N ITS SOCIETY. RUT WELL=INTENTIONED
TRANSITICNAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS HAVE OFTEN INHIBITED THEIR
COMMAID CF ENGLISH AMD RETARDED THEIR FULL CITIZENSHIP,
' COIGRESS RECOGNIZED THE IMPORTANCE CF TEACHING ExGLISH T0 IMMIGRANTS
168 #EN 1T passes Title Vil of THE ELEvETARY AD SECCNDARY EDuCATION
AT, THIS ACT SERMITTED THE TEVELPYENT OF PILOT PROJECTS TO TEACH ENGLISH
5 AZERPRLJILESED 1P IGRANT CA1orEy, 1N 1077 CCIGRESS EXPAITED THE
BILI'GUAL ETUCATSCH PPOGRAM, TRCPSED THE SCVERTY CUALLIT ICATION MD REQUIRED
APPRECIATICN S0P T-E CLLTULRAL HEPITACE IF "HE STUDENTS 3ESVED BYWFEDERAL |

SUDS.  ESE AVEDVENTS ALSE DUTDUCEDS THE SPTICH OF PRCVISING ACADENIC

INSTRUCTIIN U THE NATIE LAIGUAGES OF THE STLEENTS, COLPLED WITH ENGLLISH CLASSES,

ERIC - | <
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THIS METHOD OF INSTRUCTION, TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION, HAS BEEN

INTERPRETED By TITLEMVIT REGUATIONS AS THE ONLY ACCEPTABLE fETHOD OF

INSTRUCTION FOR BILINGUAL ION. JHE UNFORTUNATE RESULT OF GONGREss’

1978 ACTION WAS TO DEPRIVE LOCAL SCHOOLS OF THEIR FLEXIBILITY 0 DETERMINE |

THE BEST VETHOD, OF INSTRUCTION FOR THEIR PARTICULAR NON—EM;LI-SH-SPEAKING

STUDENTS L . ‘
| AGREE WHOLEHEARTEDLY THAT WE NEED TO DO ALL WE CAN TO TEACH THE

ENGLISH LANGUAGE TO NON-SPEAKING STUDENTS, HOWEVER, | CANNOT SUPPORT A

RIGID MANDATE PRESCRIBING A SINGLE METHOD OF INSTRUCTION, | BELIEVE THAT K

GIVEN THE FLEXIBILITY TO CHOOSE THEIR OWN PROGRAM, LOCAL SCHOOLS WILL

EPHASIZE ENGLISH INSTRUCTION, WITHOUT THE EXPENSIVE REQUIREMENT OF A

FULL ACADEMIC CLRRICULLM IN FOREIGN LANGUAGES, SCHOOLS WILL BE ABLE TO TEACH

MRE  HON-ENGLISH-SPEAKING STUDENTS FOR THE SAME COST, [ HAVE MET WITH

MANY SCHOOL BOARDS WHO ARE STRUGGLING TO MAINTAIN HIGH QUALTH sDucméN_

IN THE MIDST OF REDUCED BUDGETS. THROUGH MY PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS STUDIES,

| HAVE OBSERVED THAT THE MORE ACADEMIC INSTRUCTIQY CHILDREN GET IN THEIR

INMIGRANT PARENTS' LANGUAGE, THE LESS QUICKLY THEY LNARN ENGLISH, - | "

PERSONALLY BELIEVE THAT ESL AND IMMERSION TECHNIQUES ALLOW NON-ENGLISH-

SPEAKING STUDENTS TO MASTER OUR LANGUAGE SO THEY CAN JOIN THE MAINSTREAU OF

SOCIETY MORE QUICKLY THAN THROUGH TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION. I

LEGISLAT [ON BROADENS THE RANGE CF INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES FOR -SERVING '

CHILDREN OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY, | EXPECT SCHOOL BOARDS TO WELCOME

THIS CPPCRTUNITY TO PROVILE MORE EFFICIENT AND COST EFFECTIVE.INSTRUCTION TO

TEIR [MMIGRANT STUDENTS WHILE MAINTAINING THEIR ELIGIBILITY For TITLE VII

. “ae

FUNDS. ‘
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WHAT THE LEARNING OF A NEW LANGUAGE REQUIRES, AS IS WELL~KNOWN IN
o U.S, MILITARY *LANGUAGE SCHOOLS, IS TOTAL IMVERSICN IN THE NEW LANGUAGE,
OR AS CLOSE TO TOTAL IMJERSION AS POSSIBLE. THOWH I PERSONALLY SUPPORT
INTENSIVE METHODS OF ANGLISH INSTRUCTION, [ MUST POINT OUT THAT EVEN W
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AYENDMENT DOES NOT PROHIBIT THE USE OF MINORITY
LANGUAGES TO ASSIST NON-ENGLISH-SPEAKING STUDENTS. (N THE CONTRARY, IT
SPECIFICALLY STATES THAT IT “SHALL KOT PROMIBIT EDUCATIONAL" INSTRUCTION
IN A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH AS REQUIRED AS A TRANSITIONAL METHOD OF
VAKING STUDENTS WO USE A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH PROFICIENT IN
ENGLISH’, M BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROPOSAL FOLLOWS THE SAME LINE OF
REASONING BY ALLOKING LOCAL SCHOOLS THE FREEDOM TO CHOOSE THE TEACHING \
METHOD THAT wILL BEST SERVE THEIR IMMIGRANT POPULATION AND MAINTAIN THEIR . _
ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAR BILINGUAL EDUCATION FUNDS.
- Sove IMAIGRANT GROUPS ARGUE THAT TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION IS
NECESSARY TC PRESERVE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL RIGHTS FOR NON-ENGLISH-SPEAKING
" STUDENTS WHILE THEY ARE LEARNING ENGLISH. | BELIEVE THAT THIS REQUIREMENT
CAN ACTUALLY RESULT IN DISCRIMINATION, IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF T1TLE VII
PROGRAMS.  THE COS)’/SF PROVIDING ACADEMIC SUBJECTS IN A_ LANGUAGE OTHER
THAN EI\GLIoH CAN EXCLUDE MANY OF OUR RECENT IMMIGRANT GROUPS SUCH AS THE
[PDOGHINESE WHO SPEAK A VARLETY OF LANGUAGES. MY LOCAL DISTRICTS
TING THESE STUCENTS SIMPLY uxm:or AFFORD TO PROVIDE ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION
IN THE Rl [NDOCHINESE uxrmmezf WHICH ARE OFTEN REPRESENTED IN ONE SCHOOL.
I-on,lz JVE COST OF PROVIDING ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION IN Careop1an, Hione,
LAOT[AN, AD /IETNAMESE IN SEVERAL GRADES,  THESE STUDENTS ARE NO MORE
FLUENT. I ENGLISH THAN THE TRADITIONAL IMMIGRANT GROUPS FUNDED UDER TITLE VII,

'ERIC : ‘
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HOWEVER, BECAUSE LOCAL SCHOOLS OFTEN USE INTENSIVE ENGLISH INSTRUCTION FOR
" INDOCHINESE STUDENTS, THEY WILL NOT QuaLIFY For.TITLE VI! voneY. SecTIoN 2,
SUBSECTION 2 OF THE BILINGuAL EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT ACT WOULD CORRECT THIS
BY ALLOWING FURDNG FOR PROJECTS WHICH USE A VARIETY OF METHODS FOR TEACHING
CHILDREN WITH LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO
TRAMS ITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION, ESL,- R IMMERS LON, SecTIoN 2, SL?BSECTION B
.- INSURES EDUCATIONAL QUALITY FOR STUDENTS SERVED BY REGUIRING APPLI(E'ANT
SCHOOLS TO SHOW THAT THEY HAVE SELECTED INSTRUCTION METHODS THAT WILL
COMPLEMENT THE SPECIAL NEEDS AND  CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TiTLe VII sTupEnTS,
THE ACQUISITION OF A NEW LANGUAGE IS FAR EASIER FOR CHILDREN THAN FOR
ADULTS. CHKLDREN AT THE AGES OF FOUR TO SIX ARE AT THE HEIGHT OF THEIR
LANGUAGE-LEARNING POWERS.  IN FAAILIES WHERE THE FATHER SPEAKS TO THE
CHILDREN N ONE LANGUAGE, THE MOTHER IN ANOTHER, A'D THE MAID IN A THIRD, THE
CHELDREN GRO UP TRILINGUAL WITH NO DIFFICULTY. FROM THE AGE OF SIX
OMIARD, THERE 15 A GRADUAL DECLINE IN A CHILD'S LANGUAGE-LEARNING POWERS, SO
JHAT LEARNING A NEW LANGUAGE AS AN ADOLESCENT IS A MORE DIFFICULT AND SELF-
CCHSCI0US PROCESS THAN IT IS FOR A CHIED, FCR ANYONE OVER TWENTY, IT IS A
JUCH MORE DIFFICULT PROCESS, INVOLYING CONCEPTUALLZATION, LIKE LEARNING RULES
. OF GRAMMAR, A CHILD PICKS UP UNFAMILIAR GRAMMAR WITHOUT CONSCIOUS EFFCRT.
BECAUSE OF THESE DIFFERENCES IN THE RATES AND METHODS OF LANGUAGE LEARNING
AMONG DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS, SCHOOL CHILDREN, ESPECMLLY WNDER THE AGE OF TEN,
- SHOULD 36 EXPOSED TO ENGLISH CONSTANTLY THROUGH CONTACT WITH ErGUSH-=SPEAKING
CLASGMATES AID PLAMATES.  THEY WILL LEARN EMGLISH EFEORTLESSLY, WITHOUT THE
SENSE oF UM’DE?GO:& § DIFFICULT gﬁpzmswcs.
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ThE SECOND PROVISION OF THE BiLincuaL Epucation Ivpoverent ACT
WOUD GIVE PRIORITY FUNDING TO TITLE VII PROJECTS WHICH SERVE CHILDREN
WHO ARE BOTH OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY AND WHOSE USUAL LANGUAGE IS
NOT ENGLISH. [N OUR CURRENT PERIOD OF LIMITED FEDERAL RESOURCES IN .
EDUCATION, BOTH SeCRETARY BELL AND | AGREE THAT IT IS IMPERATIVE TO TARGET
Time VIl FUNDS TO THIS PARTICULAR GROUP OF IMMIGRANT CHILBREN. [T 1S
CLEAR THAT THE PROPOSED FIscAL YEAR 1983 BUDGET OF $94,5 MILLION CANNOT
SERVE THE APPROXIMATELY 3.6 MILLION STUDENTS WHO ARE TECHNICALLY ELIGIBLE
For TiTLe VII AID.  THIS PROVISION OF MY LEGISLATION WILL TARGET THOSE WHO
ARE MOST LIMITED ‘IN THEIR ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH WITHOUT TAMPERING WITH
THE CURRENT DEFINITION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR Tire VII Fuoine, DuRING OR
- DISCUSSIONS, SECRETARY BELL AND 1 HAVE AGREED THAT THIS EFFCRT TO CHANNEL ~
Titee VII FUNDS TO THE STUDENTS WHO ARE LEAST PROFICIENT IN ENGLISH IS MOT
TO BE MTERPRETED AS A FEDERAL MANDATE WHACHWILL INTRUDE IN THE LOCAL
SCHOOLS' DETERMINATIONS ABOUT THEIR IMMIGRANT STUDENTS. [T IS AN INCENTIVE
TO LOCAL SCHOOL OFFICIALS TO SET PRIORITIES FOR USING LIMITED FEDERAL
BILINGUAL EDUCATION FUNDS. WE AGREE THAT THIS NEW PROVISION WILL BE IMVENSELY  »
HELPFUL IN CLARIFYING A TARGET POPULATION OF STUDENTS WHO ARE, THE MQST LTMITED
Ift THEIR ABILITY TO SPEAk ENGLISH.

, THE THIRD PROVISION IN THIS LEGISLATION WOULD AUTHORIZE SEVERAL PROGRAMS
woEr TITLE V11 WHICH WERE PREVIOUSLY WDER THE VoCATIONAL EDUCATION AcT.
VocaTionaD TRAINING FCR IMMIGRANT ADULTS AND OUT-OF=SCHOCL YOUTH, TRAINING

_FUNDS FOR TEACHERS OF IMMIGRANT STUDENTS, AND BILINGUAL MATERIALS DEVELOPMENT
HAVE ALL PROVEDL TO BE SYALL BUT EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS, THIS PROVISION WOULD
REVOVE THE SET-ASIDE SCR EACH PROGRAM REGUIRED UDER THE VocaTlonaL EbucaTion fct
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AD WOULD ALLOW THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION TO SET PRIORITIES FOR THE USE OF
THESE FUNDS.  THE FOCUS OF THIS FUNDING WILL BE FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
WHICH WILL IDENTIFY SUCCESSFUL TEACHING METHODS RATHER THAN SERVICE PROJECTS
WHICH MERELY MAINTAIN THE STATUS GW. [ AM VERY ENCOURAGED BY SECRETARY BELL'S
INTEREST IN USING THESE PROGRAMS AS CATALYSTS OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT -«
WHICH WILL ENCORAGE STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES TO SHARE IN THE
FORMULATION OF NEW TRAINING METHODS.
ANOTHER SHALL, BUT EXTREVELY IMPORTANT PROVISION OF MY LEGISLATION WOWULD
REQUIRE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY FOR INSTRUCTORS IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS.
] vas SHOCKED TO LEARN THAT TITLE VII CLRRENTLY PLACES GREATER mpoéchs oN
ITS TEACHERS KNOWING THE NATIVE LANGUAGE OF THEIR STUDENTS THAN ON KNOWING
ExGLIsH. [l LEGISLATION WILL AMEND SECTION 721 (B) OF TrE 1978 ACT TO FUND
F;ROGRAMS ”m&.qome OHLY THOSE TEACHERS WHO ARE PROFICIENT IN ENGLISH, AN,
{ TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, IN ANY OTHER LANGUAGE USED TO PROVIDE INSTRUCTION” -
THE EYPHASIS IS REVERSED FROM KNOWLEDGE OF THE IMMIGRANT LANGUAGE TO ENGLESH,
" WHICH SECRETARY BELL AND | AGREE REFLECTS' THE TRUE INTENT OF FEDERALLY FUNDED
BILINGUAL EDUCATION.

. THE ISSUE OF ENGLISH AS OUR OFF ICIAL LANGUAGE AND BILINGUAL EDUCATION FOR
IMMIGRANTS 15 ESPECIALLY TIMELY IN LIGHT OF THE (ENSUS BUREAU FIGURES RELEASED
THIS PAST TUESDAY. THE 1980 CENSUS FOUKD THAT 23 MILLION PEOPLE IN.THE UNITED
STATES AGED 5 OR OLDER SPEAK A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH AT HOME. WE‘AS'
AERICANS “UST REASSESS QLR COMMITVMENT TO. THE PRESERVATION OF ENGHSH AS*OLR
COMMON LANGUAGE.  LEARNING ENGLISH HAS BEEN THE PRIMARY TASK OF EVERY IMMIGRANT
ROUP FOR TWO CENTURIES. PARTICIPATION IN THE COMMON LANGUAGE HAS RAPIDLY
MADE THE PCLITICAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF AMERICAN SOCIETY AVAILABLE TO EACH
NEW GROUP. THOSE WHO HAVE MASTERED ENGLISH HAVE OVERCOME THE MAJOR HURDLE TO
PARTICIPATION IN OUR DEMOCRACY. PASSAGE OF MY ENGLISH LANGUAGE AMENDMENT,

AS WELL AS MY BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROPOSAL, WILL INSURE THAT WE MAINTAIN A
COMMON BASIS FOR COMMINICATING AND SHARING IDEAS. '
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CALORISA AGRICULYURE, MUY MTION
ANO FORISTRY

FORKIGN RELATIONS

——— ’mt"‘ibb r%{“(ﬂﬁ ﬁmaie . SMALL BUSINESS

- WASHINGTON, DC. 20310

June 28, 1982

Honorable Robert T. Stafford
Chairman '

Subcommittee on Education, Arts,
and Husanities 4

Comiittee On Labor and Human
Resources

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Oear Bob* . s
Enclosed are my responses to the\questions from Senator Kennedy *
for the hearing record of S. 2412, the Bflingual Education Improvemént
Act The questions were forwarded to me throudh your Tetter of
June 4, 19_82.
o
Sincerely,

“Se

S. 1. Hayskawa

SIn/om
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RESPONSES FROM SLNATOR S. [. HAYAKAWA TO QUESTIONS ASKED BY

SENATOR TED KENNEDY RFGARDING S. 2412, BILINGUAL EDUCATION

IMPROVEMENT ACT

IN YOUR TESTIMONY, YOU STATED THAT "THE ROLE OF BILINGUAL
EDUCATION IS TO FQUIP IMMIGRANTS WITH THE NECESSARY ENGLISH
LANGUAGE SKILLS TO QUALIFY THEM TO 'READ, WRITE AND SPEAK
WORDS IN ORDINARY USAGE IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE.'" LY
A.  SINCE A VAST MAJORITY OF THE ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS UNDER
TITLE VIT ARE NATIVE-BORN, WHY DO YOU EXCLUDE THEM IN
YOUR DESCRIPTION OF THE GOALS OF BILINGUAL EDUCAT ION?
Inswer: Let me first address your inptial statement. In
quoting the phrase "read, write and speak words in ordinary
usage in the English language', I was discussing the need
for immigrants to learn English in order to satisfy"the
requirements for naturalizatign. In this context, the vast
majority of naturalized citizens were immigrants and their
children who became citizens at the same time. I did not
exclude native-born non- or limited-English-speaking people
E)
from the goals of bilingual education but was merely
focusing on the major group that neceds to satisfy the
requirement of English language proficiency in order to

’

become a citizen of the United States.

B. WHY TO YOU IGNORE OTHER IMPORTANT BENEFITS OF BILINGUAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS (FOR EXAMPLE, LOWER DROPOUT RATES;
OVERALL A\CADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT; INCREASED TEACHER CONTACT
WITH "LIMITFD ENGLISH PROFICIENT" PARENTS)?, -

Answer® 1 did not i1gnore the benefits of bilingual educatron

programs. Mv legislation does not prohibit the usc of these

programs hut merely allows flexibility so the school districts

N




1B Answer (cont.)

+
can apply those teaching methods that are hos@ suited to the

students 1n their program. Therefore [ was not «commenting
sn the pros or cons of the Title VII program ag such, but
. .

on specific methods of instruction being u#ﬁd to implement 1t.

. * -

2. YOU IXDICATED IN YOUR STATEMENT THAT BILINGUALISM COULD
IVENTUALLY LFAD TO A'SEPARATIST MOVEMENT IN OUR COUNTRY.
\RL THERE MANY ( TRCUMSTANCES WHERF THE FEDERAL CGOVERNMENT
WOULD BE JUSTIFIID IN PROMOTING BILINGUALISM?

\nswer, Bilingualism can play an wmportant role in nationatl
wecurity aftairs, foreign business interests, and the hovoldb»
* ment of our countrv's relationships with nations abroads - to
name a few. However these are i1n no wav connected with the
awms of Title VII and mv legislation. The discussion here s

on the best wav to teach Fnglish te non- and limited English

“,Speghine people.

.

3. 1N YOUR TESTIMOANY, YOU SIATE THAT BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
TUNDED UNDER TITLF VII INVOLVE "THF MAINTENANCE OF A SYCOND
CULTURE ASND AN FMPHASIS ON FTHNIC HLRITAGF.™ HOWLVER, TITLL -~
VI SIMPLY RLQUIRES AN INSTRUCTTONAL APPROACH EMPLOYING INGLISH
AND THE STUDENT'S NATIVE LANGUAGE AND INCLUDING AN APPRLCTATION *
, FOR THE STUDENT'S CULTURAL HERITAGE.

\.  KWHAT THEN IS THE SOURCEL POR YOUR CONCLUSION WITH REGARD
10 THILE VEI PROGRAMS?

Answer.  Indecd wour statement of the requirements of Iitle Vi
ts true. But th;ough interpretation of the 1itle, the method

of instruction beung most widely used overemphasizes the use

ol the native lancuage. [his impedes the person's integration
into the Ametican sovtetv,  Lvidence of thas préhlem cdn be seen

by looking at the programs of various school districts. .
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3." B. IS IT YOUR tONIENTION [HAT AN API’RH IATION OF THE STUDENT'S
CULTURAL HERITAGF SHOULD NOT BF INCLUDFD IN THT INSTRUCTIONS?

"Answer Nof My J1pnncsy heritage 1s very important to me and {
would not wanr to dony that knowledge and.experience to anyone.
But the mafor rv<pon=‘)|lliy of the Titde VIT program, as I've
stated hefore, 1s tg teach Lnglish. An appreciation of the
student' s glhturné gcr:tdge 1s 1mportant but should not play
a mavor‘ﬁglc 1in the progrnm.. ) .

' 5

YOU STATE ,THAT THi CONGRLSSIONAL INTENT UNDLRLYING THE 1968
BIUINGUAL 1DULATIO\ ACT WAS TO TLACH IMMEGRANTS ENGLISH. WHAT
IS YOUR SOURCF FOR THAT CONCLUSION?

Answer. I believe 1t 1s 1mportan{ to quote my statement,
"Congress recognized the importance of tcaching English to
immigrants in 1968 when 4t passed Title VII of the Elémentary
and Secondary lducatlon Agt." As"you are well aware, Congress
1n d(luked cach session'with proposed legislation and 1t 1s
1mpo<<iblp for cach to be considered. Therefore, those of a
more urgent and nationally fhportant nature are emphasized
during the course of committed mectings, flooy action, etc.
The fact that Congress undertook and completed the task of
tnvestigating and passing this lgglﬂlatlon shows its recognt-

tion of the need for the Title VI progranm.
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YOU ALSO STATED IN YOUR TEI-STIMONY THAT LOCAL SCHOOLS WOUl:D TAKE
tHE OPPORTUNITY UNDER YOUR AMLNDMENTS TO EMPHASIZE LNGLISH
INSTRUCTION AT THF EXPENSE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION.

3 : N .
A, GIVEN THAT MANY BILTNGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS HAVE PROVEN TO ,
BL EFFECTIVF, WHAT IS THF JUSTITICATION FOR THIS?

Answer: Bilingual education programs that focus on the use of

the native language with English treated as a scparate subject
Y

have not proven particularly successful when compared with an ¢

fnglisk=Based approach. The success of the immersion teaching
method can‘he readily scen in a variety of cducational programs
teaching English to non-English-speaking students and a

Rhsugn Yanguage to Lnglish speahing students.,

N
-

B.  WHY SHOULD THF FFDERAL GOVI'RNMENT ENCOURAGL LOCAL SCHOOL
DISTRICTS FO I\KE ACTIONS IN CONTRAVENTION OF STATE -
BILINGUAL EDUCATION LAWS”

Answer My legislation does not engourage such actions. Tt

aliows flexability in the methods emp loved by school districts

and wonld work 1n coniunction with anv existing state b1 lingual
’ » A S
cducation laws.

’
<

YOU STATED THAT GREATER ACADEMIC TRATNING IN THE IMMIGRANT'S
NATIVE LANGUAGE TENDED TOYINTIRFFRE WITH HIS OR HFR LEARNING
oF FNCLISH.

A, DOES THIS OBSFRVATION HOLD TRUF FaR NATIVE-BORN "LIMITED
FNGL ESH 'PROFICIPNT” STUDENTS”

B. HAVFE \NY OTHER STUDITS COMF TO STMLLAR CONCLUSTONS®
L3

Y ) ’
\nswer: In resporse to both questions A and B, I can only

relterate mv comments to question SA. When the native

lancudge 15 used to teach non- or imited-tnglish speaking v
-

N

students, 1t bhecomes the language relied npon. When 1t s

. ) «
used for clarification purposes, English 1s emphasized

s

and more readily learned.
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Senator Starrorp Thank you very much, Senator Hayakawa.
Your testimony is especially helpful to this subcommittee and t®
our full committee because of your long and distinguished career in®
education yourself.

I have no questions but I am happy now to welcome my col-
league. Senator Pell. And Senator, if you have a statement or ques-
tions, this would be a good time.

Senator PeLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I haye no
questions except to say I think we are all very fortunate to’have
the Senator from California here because I do not think anybody
knows niore about the science of the study of language. It is lin-
guistics or semantics?

Senator Havakawa. Both.

Senator PeLL. What is the difference? ) . i

Senator Havyakawa. Well, semantics is one branch of linguistics.
I mean, linguistics can be divided {nto many areas, into lexicogra-
phy, into phonetics, into comparative linguistics, comparative
. grammar, comparative syntax, et cetera, et cetera. Semantics deals

more specifically with the study of meaning as such. . :

Senator PrL. We are very fortunate. I think you, more than any
other member of the Senate, ever in the Senate, understands the
complexity of linguistics.

One questionm a little off the subject, but when I was younger, I
used to hear a great deal about Esperanto which was going to be
made into a lingua franca for the world. That has been dropped by
the wayside and English is becoming something of a lingua franca
with aviation and navigation and in a variety of ways.

What is your own view? Do you think that Esperanto or some .

common language will ever be developed or will English become
the lingua franca? -

Senator Havakawa. The very distinguished linguists scholar—he
taught in Denmark—Otto Jesperson, used to say that if the Eng-
lish speaking people would make rational their spelling system, he
would root for making English the universal second language.

Well, we still, have not made' our spelling rational. You will
recall the Chicagh Tribunes attempt to spell freight rate, f-r-a-t-e-
rat e It makes perfectly goud sense. They wanted to spell tariff and
sheriff with one “r” and one “f” apiece which also makes perfectly
£ood sense. .

But Colonel McCormick who was the publisher of the Chicago
Tribune at that*time was simply laughed at for his efforts.

President Theodore Roosevelt was a gréat exponent of reformed
spelling When he was finally defeated there was a cruel cartoon of
him walking into the sunset and above him was great letters
saying “T-h-r-u.” {Laughter.]

So there is every kind of logical reason for improving English
spelling, and if English spelling were made more rationale than it
is, I am sure that the difficulties—that the world would welcome it,
and it would become an international second language with very,
very much less difficulty than it is experiencing now.

But even with the difficulties that our_crazy spelling system
offers to the world, it is becoming a universal second language.

' N—
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When I was last in Japan, I was interested in the automobile and
its parts, and I asked them, “Well, whatdo you call this part of an
automobile?”’ And they said, “Fender.”

I said, ‘“What do you call this?” “Wiper.” “And what do you call
this?” “Window.” And I said, “Well, you have,a Japanese word for
‘window’.”” Well, on a car, it is window, but anywhere elseYa
window is a “mato”, and so on. >

And along with technology and along with games and along with
rock music and along with other cultural phenomenon, the vocabu-
lary follows the cultural phenomenon and the technology, and be-
cause of the rapid spread of American technology in all parts of the
world, even in Japanese cars, it comes along with an American vo-
cabuféry.

So I think that the future holds more and more promise of Eng-
lish becoming a universal second language.

Senator PELL. Well, one thought there or comment is now in
France with the new government of Mitterand, I understand he is
seeking to reverse things so that instead of saying hamburger, they
will have squashed horsemeat in French, whatevér the words
»Fw‘ould be, but taking out the English words that have crept into

rench.

And I am wondering if this is not creeping around the world, too,
because after the war we had this direction *toward English, yet
today you find some countries are going in the reverse. For exam-
ple, India which had English as its common language is now going
back, I think, to either Hindi or Erdu. In Ireland, they are trying
to make Gaelic the language where is the common language In the
Philippines where English and Spanish were the common lan-
guages, they.are trying to make Tagalog the language. In Africa,
there are various revisions going on. -

[s there any way of discouraging this in order to move in the di-
rection both you and I believe should be done to more of a common
language? R , .

Senator Havakawa. The problem is, and it is a problem, is that
the rise of national self-consciousness in any cultural group, let us
say, for example of the Welch, is usually accompanied by the reviv-
al of the ancient Welch language and the attempt to talk in a, well,
obsolete dialect, and this happens all over the world at one time or
other .' :

But unce they begin to join a universal communications system,
if you had, let us say, a more powerful Wales with an international
airline, they are not going o &pproach the airport in New York or .
Tokyo or Berlin speaking only Welch. They have got to join the
network of the infernational languages that are accepted for inter-
national air travel.

And that imperative of technology and world ‘trade and world -
travel hits us all, and therefore, Welch and Gaelic and many other
languages belonging to smaller groups like American Indian tribes
and so on, however beautiful they may be to those who speak it,
they have a limited usefulness.
. And there may be some wise old people among them who will

recall the poetry in those languages, but for purposes of interna-
tional commerce or even for ordinary citizenship in a large nation,
it is going to disappear.

4,
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Senator PeLlL. And even we are pretty backward in this regard
because you mentioned commerce as well. I am thinking of. the
¥metric system which is a means of communication and whi¢h the
whole world except the United States and three small countries in
the Caribbean and Africa are on it. We are now going in reverse,
moving away from the metric system.

We have had a Metric Board that was moving us toward the
metric system, but now, under the present administration, the
- board is being dissolved, and we are moving backward. I do not
know if anything can be done in that regard. Do you have any
thoughts there? .

Senator Havakawa, In every great struggle, there are retreats
as well as advances. I do not know why it happens to be that liquor
comes in the metric system more and more often than anything
else that I come across. [Laughter.]

Byt butter does not and milk does not yet. So perhaps the metric
system lends itself to booze more than it does milk. *

Senator+ PELL. Let us all familiarize ourselves with the metric
system then. [Laughter.]

Thank you. I have a statement, Mr. Chairman. ’

Senator Starrorp. Thank y much, Senator Hayakawa.

Senator Havakawa. ThapK you, Mr. Chairman. .

Senator StagrorD. Thig’whole discussion reminds me that, since
[ live in a State that border# with the Province of Quebec, French
is the second language in the northern part of my state. It is prob-
ably French that would not he fully recognized in France because it
has been over here 200 years, just like our English.

And about 5 miles north of the Vermont border into Quebec on
one of the main arterial highways, there is a sign which sayd,
“English spoken, American understood.” [Laughter.]

We thank you very much, sir, for your help. .

Senator PeLL Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment you on_hold-
ing these hearings which come at a particularly difficulf and sensi-*
tive time We are being asked to undertake a calm anddeliberative
examination of the Bilingual Education Act at the vgry time the
pres;nt administration seeks to reduce’the funding by about a
third. . .

“We are being asked to open the program to permit a wider vari-
ety of instructional methods at the same time that under the ad-
ministration’s proposal 125,000 students could be dropped from bi-
lingual education services and 200 school districts eould lose Feder-
_al bilingual education support.

We are seeking to build a better education program when sup-
port for the bilingual teacher training could be cut by 20 percent
and Federal funds for bilingual instructional materials might be
cut in half. B

I believe we must take a careful look at the provisions of the
present Bilingual Education Act I am concerned that students may
not be learning English as quickly as Congress had intended.

Also, there might be methods n addition to bilingual instruction
that suit the educational needs of the child of limited English profi-
ciency These are complicated questions and can only be answered
by the course of hearings that you are now conducting.

deg - .
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I also recognize that asking these questions and debating them at
the same time that funding for the program is in such jeopardy
could proyide ammunition for,those who simply wish to cut off all
Federal funding and gut the program. ¢ .

I would hope you could proeeed with extreme care, regognizing
that the present law should be improved but not by throwing the
baby out with the bath water. We want to insure that English does
become the common language, but that children who come of a for-
eign language background have ample opportunity to learn Eng-
lish.

1 feel particularly strongly on this subject because in my State of
. Rhode Island we have the highest percentage of foreign-born citi-
zens of any State in the union, ahd we have a good bilingual pro*
gram there, and we want to make sure that our youngsters do get
into the mainstream as soon as they can. !

I would very much agree, incidentally, with what Senator Haya-
kawa said about learning languages at a young age. I used to live
in a city called Bratislava which was called Pojon in Hungarian
and Presberg in German, angd the children there were trilingual
with no great problem at all, and the people were. trilingual. They
knew all three languages, and it did not phase them. And this idea
that the children are going to have a nervous breakdown if they
have to learn more than one language or think in more than one
language is simply, I think, not correct.

I also wanted to recognize’ from my own State of Rhode Island
Maria Lindia, Director of Bilingual Education in Bristol with
whom I have worked for many years, and gffe will be a witness on
Monday morning when, alas, I will not be’here in Washington and
be able to be with you. ‘

Also, Mr. Chairman, T would like to submit some questions to
Secretary Bell and to the other witnesses. - -

Senator StarrorD. Certainly, without objection it will be so or-
dered.

And your statement will appear without objection in the record
together with my own before the witnesses testified.

Senatar PeLL. Thank you., ’

Senator Starrorp. Before closing the meeting, I noted you re-
ferred to squashed horse meat. w

Senator PEry.. It should have been chopped.

Senator StarrorD. Chopped. It reminded me, however, that one
time I was enjoying steak diablo in a foreign country until I discov-
ered it was actually imported American horsemeat that 1 was
eating. [Laughter.], . '

Since then [ have stuck to hamburger. -

At this point the meeting is adjourned. . -

[Whereupon, at 10.50 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon-
vene Monday, April 26, 1982.].
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MONDAY, APRIL 26, 1982 d

. U.S. SENATE,
.~ - Commirree oN LaBor AND HUuMAN RESOURCES,
SuscoMMITTEE ON EpucaTtion, Arts aNp HUMANITIES,
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room
4232, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Robert T. Stafford
{chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. .
Present: Senator Stafford. | v
Also present: Senator Huddleston. -

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR STAFFORD

Senator STaFForDp. The meeting of the Education, Arts and Hu-
manities Subcommittee, in connection with S, 2002, bilingual eduy:;
cation amendments, and other amendment§ to the bilingual educa-
tion program, will come to order. - L

Today, the Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities

_conducts its second day of hearings on proposals to amend the Bi-
lingual Act. . ;

0 At the outset of these hearings, this Senator emphasized that
equal educational opportunity is the ultimate and inviolable goal of
Federal aid to education. -

On Friday, the subcommittee heard testimony from Secretary
Terrel Bell, and from my eminent colleague ‘from California, Sena-
tor Hayzkawa, that supported broadening the scope of the Bilin-
gual Education Act in order to support a variety of instructional
approaches to assisting language minority students. ,

Today, we will hear from other witnesses who will discuss wheth-
er or not the present emphasis in title VII best serves the educa-
tional needs of limited English-proficiént children. -

1 am pleased that our first witness this morning is my most dis-
tinguished colleague, Walter Huddleston, the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky. Senator Huddleston, on his own initiative, has
become a serious student of title VII and bilingual education. He
holds informed and sincere views on how to effectively structure
title VII, and he has incorporated his recommendations in S 2002,
which has been referred to this subcommittee for consideration.

Also, we will hear what may be a spirited discussion of this topic
from a group of™kccomplished professionals—practitioners, educa-
tors and researchers in the field of language minority education I
look forward to their recommendations on how best to proceed to
setve our children.
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[ am now particularly happy to welcome my long:time friend and
- colleague, Senator Walter D. Huddleston, to this hearing. We
would be very happy to hear your statement, Senator.

S’I‘ATEMENT OF HON. WALTER D. HUDDLESTON, A U.S. SENATOR
P . FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY ’

Senator HuppLEsTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I ap-
preciate the opportunity to appear before the subcommittee today
on legislation I have introduced to amend the Bilingual Education
Act T commend the subcommittee for holding hearings on this bill
and for recognizing the need to reexamine the direction the title
VII program is taking. ,

Before I begin my sthtement on S. 2002, I want to assure the
members of the subeommittee, as well as those who are attending
these hearings, of my concern for edudation. For as long as I have
been in public service, from my time in the Kentucky State Legis-
lature tgdmy present term in the U.S. Senate, I have been a strong
suppori@ of education programs. Education has been and contin.
ues to'B€"an important priority for me, and I think for our country.

The Federal Government has a proud record of promoting educa-
tional opportunities for all segments of our society. From programs

" which provide handicapped children with an appropriate education
to those which permit adults the chance to,get a high school diplo-
ma, we have taken great strides in making an education available
to all who want it. .

Our successes, however, have been threatened by recent reduc-
tions in funding We have been forced to closely ‘examine every pro-
gram to guarantee that it is achieving the results Congress intend-
ed This process has been helpful, for it forces us to improve the
deficiencies which we have in our programs and makes us. work
toward our ultimate goal of excellence in education. _ .

Perhaps with no other program 'was a reexaminatfon more
needed than the bilingual education program. While most other
education programs funded by the Federal Government have im-

pressive records of success, the same cannot be said for bilingual,

education. Since its inception in 1968, the title VII Bx‘h’qgual educa-
tion program has remained controversial. While thefe are studies
which show that bilingual education has been successful, there are
an equal number which question the validity of this method of in-
struction and question the results produced by title VII. In few
other edycation programs_funded by.the Federal Government’ is
there sudh controversy and mixed results. y

The legislation I have introduced ha$ generated a great deal of
controversy. Some criticisms have” been leveled against the ap-
preach 1 have suggested for revising our bilingual education pro-
gram. However, along with the criticisms, there have been a
number of favorable comments, and I am pleased that we have at
least taken a step forward by having hearings on this matter.

Because of my work in the Senate with issues which affect immi-
gration, I have chosen to look into the area of bilingual education.

There are those who have violently reacted by saying that bilin-

gual education has nothin}; to.do with immigration. However, [ be-

~ -
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hieve there is a connection when you consider the children who are
receiving, services under the title VII program. . '

In 1978, the children’s English andservices study showed that 25
percent of the students who were of limited-English proficigncy,
aged > to 14—and thus eligible for title VII services—were foréign
born. More recent figures seem to be-unavailable. However, in in-
formal discussions my staff has had with various title VII project
dirdctors. across the country, it has been suggested that this
number 1s-much higher—perhaps even as high as 50 percent in
some programs. ) . -

With approximately 430,000 students participating i title VII
programs for the 1980-81 school year, se figures point to the
fact that a substantial number of title VA students are immigrants
who may or may not presently be American citizens. Thus, we
have a Federal education program which has close connections to
our immigration policies by the very number of students who are
not native-born. )

New census data which has just been released shows that with
an increase in immigration, we can expect an increase in the
number of people who do not speak English. The census figures
show that the percentage of those who are foreign-born increased
from 4.7 percent in 1970 to 6.2 percent in 1980. At the same time,
the Census Bureau found that in 1980, 1 of every 10 said he spoke
a Janguage other than English. -

Because this connection exists, it does not mean that these stu-
dents deserve less of an education than native-born Americans
However, a program whith closely affects these children needs to
be examined to see if we are indeed helping non-native-born stu-
dents achieve proficiency in our common language and are helping
to rapidly assimilate them into our society. . .

Additionally,-we need to see if we are helping, through our pres-
ent programs, to assimilate native-born Americans whoare limited
in their ability to speak English. If these gpal$ are not being met,
then it is time to change our course so that we can provide all lim-
ited-English speaking students with an education which promotes
English proficiency. -

Much of the controversy surrounding bilingual .education_re-
volves around studies which havé been completed on the effective-
ness of titte VII programs. Questions have been raised becauge of
the negative results which many reports have produced and be-
cause of the vested interest which various language groups across
the country have in bilingual education. Just because these reports
are controversial, though, should not permit us to ignore them.
While these studies may not have universal acceptance, they do
have valuable information which can be used to improve the pro-
gram's effectiveness. .

Sinee these hearings are focusing on the Federal Title VII pro-
gram, I will comment on the few national studies which have been
completed. A national evaluation that was completed in 1977 by
the American Institutes for Research, or AlR, found that students
in bilingual education programs were doing no better at learning
English or any other subject than non-English speaking students
who had been placed in regular classes. Perhaps most startling,
was the admission by 86 percent of the project directors that even

.
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dfter a student was able to function in English, he or she remained
in a bilingual project Many of the directors reported attempting to
use a maintenance approach to bilingual education. This clearly
was not the intent of Congress when the bilingual program was ap-
proved.:

The validity of the AIR.results were seriously questioned in a
reexamination of the report by the National Institute of Education
in 1979. A recommendation included in this reexamination stated
that the intent of the authdrizing legislation should be clarified.
This intent has never been clarified, and the 1978 amendments ex-
panded the definition of a limited-English proficient child. Accord-
ing to the new definition, approximately two-thirds of the students
‘in title VII programs were.limited-English proficient rather than
less than one-third, as suggested by the AIR study.

The Department of Education itself issued a response to the reex-
amination conducted by NIE and refused most of what it claimed
by upholding the validity of a good portion of the AIR study.

The argument over the success of bilingual education continued
into 191 when the so-called DeKanter/Baker Report was circulat-
ed While this study was completed by an office at the Department

. "of Educatiyn, it has never been released as an official Department

report In uny event, it deserves attention as it represents the most

com prehensive review of bilingual education to date.

In this report, the authors concluded that the case for the effec-
tiveness of transitional bilingual education is so weak that exclu-
sive reliance on this tnstruction mgthod is clearly not justified. Too
little 15 known about the problems of educating language minority
students for the Federal Government to prescribe a specific remedy
for helping them. -

The report also found that there is no justification for- assuming
that it is necessdry to teach nonlanguage subjects in the child's
native tongue for’ the student to make satisfactory progress in
school It pointed out that immersion programs, which involve
structured curriculums in English for both language and nonlan-
guage_subject areas, thow promising results and should be given
more attention in progkan development.

As expected this repukt has also been roundly criticized. | believe
these criticisms are comipg because of a differing view on exactly
what the purpose of the title VII program is.

Congress explicitly approved a transitional program only. Yet
manj. involved with title VI programs have read their own intent
into the program This is best illustrated by a letter [ received from
Mr Joaguin C Armendariz ofsthe University of Arizona’s Mexican
American Studies and Research, Center. Mr. Armendariz said.

L s unfurtunate that you stall bo_lwu‘-ﬁ.‘th.nt so-talled transitwnal bilingual educa-
ton i~ the best approach for mecting thé needs of the language minonity children
The reason that the nanonty commuintifs and concerned educators accepted the
transitivnal model of bilingual education fas one of compromise —it was that or
nothing  and_not what rescarch or commotigense would indicate Just because the

ogingal ttle VH law went against the ovldé,pu' from rescarch and commonsense
does"not mean that wé should abide by 1t Y *
¢

g . L., * . . .
[f-any thing points to the need to cladify congressional intent with
the bilingual education program, it i this quotation. In all my
years in the Senate, | ‘was unaware thd’i we were passing laws so
' L
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that citizens and school officials could do, with tﬁ%m as they pleased
regardless of the intent of Congress. )

The 1981 Annual Evaluation of Department of Education pro-
grams also gave bilingual education failing marks. It is obvious
that the Department sees the need for change as evidenced by the
proposals which the administration has presented. I agree that
these changes, together with my legislation, will help provide some
direction to the bilingual program which is more in line with the
original intent of Congress. .

It is important to note that there are people who are intimately
connected with the children being taught—parents, teachers, and
administrators—who agree that the'title VII program is misdirect-
ed. While these people’s comments are not all grounded in educa-
tional theories or studies, they are important because they provide
us with a broad picture of.what is happening with bilingual educa-
tion.

An associate superintendent for instruction in Michigan wrote to
me that, "I have seen no evidence supporting the educational merit
of bilingual education. Indeed, I have seen this whole approach as a
regressive, divisive, confusing, unsound policy against the national
interests of our country.” Anether letter from a public school
teacher in Boston stated that many of the students sperid their
entire elementary education in bilingual programs and continue in
the same into middle and high school as well. .

Additionally, an article from the Sacramento Union which my
colleague, Senator Hayakawa, has inserted into the record last
year refers to a parents’ group which sued a Long Island school
system because it would not even test bilingual students to see if
they were ready to be mainstreamed. The same article tells about a
Los Angeles Times report from the previous year in which several
thousand Hispanic parents asked to have their children removed
from federally endorsed bilingual programs because they thought it
had become an obstacle to learning English.

These are just a few of the examples that show dissatisfaction
with the bilingual education program as it now exists We would be
doing the public a great disservice if we did not carefully consider
their views and make changes where they are needed.

The legislation 1 have introduced would go a long way toward
meeting some of the criticisms of the program and making the pro-
gram more effective while reiterating the intent of Congress for a
transitional program only. The bill would accomplish this by re-
turning the definition of a limited-English proficient child to that
which existed before the 1978 amendments. 1 believe this change is
necessary because groups which are involved with title VII pro-
grams have used the present definition to maintain the child in the
program for as long as they wish. If we continue to require that
each child be proficient in reading, writing, speaking, and under-
standinyg Ehglish, we are not promoting a fransitional program and
we are insuring that limited-English speaking children will never
be educated together with other American students. Indeed, there
are children who know only English who have difficulty reading
and writing English. If we continue to use the present definition,
we will guarantee that some children will be eligible for title VII

v
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bilingual services through their whole elementary and secondary
education. .

S 2002 would help place some accountability on those responsi-
ble for title VII programs by limiting the time in which children
can participate to 1 year. This time limit could be extended for up
to an additional 2 years, but only after an individual evaluation
has been completed on each child to establish the need for contin-
ued services However under no circurgstances would a child be
permitted to partitipate in a title VII program beyond 3 years.

This time limit has been criticized by some because it would
guarantee a termination of title VII services beyond a certain time.
Yet. in view of the efforts of some to make title VII a maintenance
program beyond the intent of Congress, I believe this time limit is
Jjustified. .

A member of the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Educa-

. tion brought to my attention a 1979 study conducted in three
school districts in the San Francisco Bay area whith showed that
Hispanic studénts remained in bilingual programs an average of
19 years and Chinese students remained an average of 2.3 years.
Additionally, my staff has spoken with a number of directors of bi-
lingual programs who substantiate these findings by saying that
children remain in bilingual programs an average of 1 to 3 years.
Based on this evidence, I fail to understand the objections fo the
time limit Some have said that this time limit is not based on
sound educational theory. However, the evidence on what is pres-
ently being done in bilingual programs tends to refute this argu-
ment

No one can deny that there are a large number of limited-Eng-
lish speaking, children who are not receiving services because Fed-
eral funding is limited By placing a time limit on participation, we
would be insuring that those children who have learned English
will be mainstreamed. This will make a number of additional
places available for children who are not now being served. Even if .
only 10 children out of a class of 50 are mainstreamed in 1 year, we
would be opening up 10 additional spaces for children who need to
learn English, .

If a child has been in the program for 3 years and still lacks the
ability to speak and understand English, it is obvious that the serv-
ices provided by title VII programs may not be sufficient to ever
teach him English. If services are needed beyond this point, the re-
sponsibility lies more appropriately with the State and local school
systems than with the Federal Government. This is especially true
since a large part of our bilingual population is concentrated in
three States:. Texas, New York, and California. ) .

The requirement of an individual evaluatiop at the end of 1 year
would guarantee that we mainstream any. child who has progressed
sufficiently to be placed in the regular classroom. Most, if not all,
school districts awith bilingual programs conduct yearly evaluations
of a child to determine the child's progress. Some districts have
more frequent evaluations This requirement would not increase
the paperwork burden that already exists for schools, and there
would be no additional burden on the Federal level since the evalu-
ations would be kept at the local school districts. .

Q A
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These evaluations would have to be kept on file as a condition
for getting any further grants under the Bilingual Education Act
Any grantee who does not have this information available for
review by the Department of Education will be unable to get fur-
ther grants or could have present payments withheld until there is
compliance with these provisions. ‘

All of these provisions would help insure that the title VII bilin-
gual program will be only a transitional program according to the
original intent of Congress. They will also insure that we are pro-
viding services to the greatest number of individuals with the limit-
ed Federal funds which are available. , ;

In closing, I believe we should also examine some of the implica-
tions for maintaining the bilingual education program we now
have. Since my bill was introduced last December, I have heard nu-
merous criticisms of its various provisions. All of these criticisms
have come from Hispanic groups and representatives of Hispanic
interests. This fact is interesting in that the title VII program pro-
vides services to students of over 70 language groups across the
country. [ respectfully suggest that the subcommittee consider ex-
amining the attitudes and concerns of representatives from  many
of the other language groups served to see if they share the same
views of the bilingual program that Hispanics do.

[ do not believe that interest in promoting foreign languages can
be used to justify having the title VII program become a cultural
mYintenance program. This program was passed to promote Eng-
lish proficiency —not to promote children leafning languages other
than English. If Congress should determine there is a need for in-
creased foreign language training of our elemgntary and secondary
education students, this should be a matter for separate legislation
apart from the title VII bilingual program.

[ also fear we may be promoting a poor system of education in
our country if we allow a language maintenandg program to devel-
op for limited-English speaking children. In 1954, the Supreme
Court tn Brown v. The Board of Education of Topeka declared that
separate school systems are not permitted in this country. Yet, [
fear if we permit the bilingual education program to continue on
its present course, we will once again be returning to two separate
systems of education—one for English-speaking children and one
for children whose main language is something other than English.
We cannot deny language-minority students an education. Howev-
er, at the same time, we cannot encourage policies which promote
a separate system of education. This idea;gcompletely contrary: to

the principles for which this country stands, and one need only
look to our neighbor to the North, Candda, to see the problems
which one country is experiencing coping with a dual laaguage $0-
ciety. ’

Mr. Chairman, [ would like to enter into the record at this point
a statement submitted by Ms. Rosalie Porter, of the Newton Public
Schools, in Newtonville, Mass., relating to this subject.

Senator Starrorp. Without objection, it will be entered.

[Thle prepared statement of Mr. Porter, with attachments, fol-
lows:

UU )




Statement submitted by

Rosalie Pedalino Porter

when the original bilingual education legislation was enacted in 1968,
it was a compassiondte response to the severe problems of li‘mlted or non-
English speaking children for whom equal access to education was not a reality.
There was serious cause for concern for the civil rights violation inherent
in such a situation. Title VII and the subsequent enactment of state bilingual
education lz;ws have done a great deal to increase educational opportumties
for these chiidren.

It is now time to review the results obtained through this new educational
in1tiative and to consider what improvements may be necessary 1n light of these
15 currently before your committee. -

My involvement with bilingual education spans a period of ten years from
hilingual teaching, to graduate studies, to the directorship of a Bilingual
and Inglish as a Second Language pr‘ogram 1n the Newton, Massachusetts, Public
Schools.. There are approximately 400 limxted-Eng}xsh proficient students

’

participating 1n this program, out of a total school population of 12,000

w

children city-wide. There 1s a wide range of economic, social and ethnic

backgrounds represented 1n this school 'system which calls its bilingual program
"a source of pride.” . ' .
Since the Commonwealth of Massachusetts was first to pass a Transitional
Bilingual Education Act (P.L. 71) mandating native language instruction for
minority language children; we have had the longest experience with this
educational model. Some timely changes in the legislation are nceded to provide

better services to lmmited-English proficient children.
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A serious weakness tn Transitional Bilingual Fducation prbgrams has been

the lach of avstrong, well-defined English language teaching component, Because
of the disproportionate reliance on the home language as the Mnstructional
mediam, the effective acquisition of English has been delayed. As a consequence,

-

classroom instructign through the use of English in all the school subjects has

k]

been held back also, creating linguistic segregation. S. 2002 a'pp.cnrs to offer
a4 worrective measure by 1nsisting that an intensive course of English language
study be part of any program for limited or non-English speaking children.
Another important change should be 1n the Bilingual Kducation Act due to
the recognition that the ''vernacular advantage theory' has not pcen proven,
t.e., the notion that children can best be taught only ir their native langua.gc,
Most recent research shows that the optinx'gl condition for ac@uring effective
sewond language skills 1s the early, intensive classroom mstruction in that
language, delivered by well-trained professional staff providing the richest
possible language environment.
There must be oppbrtunities for each local, education agency to plan its .
own‘program to serve the needs of its particular speech commumities. No |
particular metlhodology should be prescribed b;'_lnw, but it must be clearly
understood that a special program of instruction must be provided. This would
more closely follow the spirtt and the letter of the Supreme Court's Lau decision.
With 79 mother tongue programs currently operating in the United States, there
.must be some f‘lClelllt)’ 1n program options, allowing c9nmmitics to choose
Between the transitional bilingual education, an ESL model, some form of

\mmers 100 program, or some combination of these, 1 am mailing to the subcommittee,

under separate cover, an outline of one alternative moxdel whach was the focus
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' A |
rently bewng mmplemented in | |

in age from 6 to 22, gquiring English language skills,

participating 1n regular (lassr tivities and becoming integrated with |
their peers, Generally, studentgare able to function unassisted in a A |
m11n§t;cam c¢lassroom after 1ly/to 2\years in :::is program,
Senate bill 2002 als mq)bscs\ he obligation of testing student achievement

and the Jefijition of measurable goals. These are

reasonahle provis

s that should be Rart of any instructional program, The

one yedar limi

Tlon may not be rcai)'st ¢ and it should be clarified in the
law th:}p <tudents requiring mgrc than one year of services would not be
removed from the program too soon.

It 1s urgent that the Department of Kducation provide funding for the
evaluation of alternative programs that shdw suceessful outcomes. This
information should be made available, togetAer with tcchn;cal assi'stancc,

" .
tu local education agencies that request 1t,\ There should also be some effort
made by the Department to survey language use\and language attitudes in
different speech commmities 1n order to help detemmine language cdu&at 10n
policy for a local school system or for a state\or federal 'agency. This kind

of research 15 sorely lacking,

ERIC : e
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THE NEWTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
~ 100 WALNUT STREET
NEWTONVILLE., MASSACHUSETTS 02160

OIVIBION OF PROGRAN

-

.

May 13, 1982

-

Senator Robert T. Stafford
Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Stafford: .

_ Inmy statement to the Subcommittee on Education during the hearings
on the Bilingual Education Act, which Senator Huddleston read to Your
committee on Apr}l 26, 1982, I offered to submit further material for
the record.

»
Enclosed is a chapter from my doctoral dissertation entitled,
"A Structured Immersiorn Bilingual Program for Teathing English as a
Second Language.”" Based on the latest research ind applied linguistics
and second language teaching, it offers an alternative plan which is
currently working well in our city.

Should vou or your committee require further information or advice,
1 will be happy to be of assistance. .

RP/ da 4 . Sincérg¢ly yours,
o O Hady bt
, | y AL,

Rosalie P. Porter

Coordinator of Bilingual

and English as a Second
« Language Programs

’
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CHAPTER I11
A STRUCTURED IMMERSION BILINGUAL PROGRAM

~

FOR TEACHING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE

. Introduction
s

The program modél I present is designed to facilitate the
acfuisition of ;pgliqb language skills for minority language chilé-
rerentering an American bublic school system. The primary goal of .
this program is thg integration of these students‘into the mainstream

! ;fassroom for instruction with their native English speaking peers.
. The home language will be used as a secondary but not as the initial .
ﬁsj(um-of instruction. It will be employed for supportive purposes
irf the early months of the child's entry into the program; for coun-
selling; for conferences with parents, school principals and other
classroom teachets; for language and culture enrichm;nt classes,
which will be available on a‘selectivp basis.
Fﬁndamentally, if the 1nt;nt of bilingual education laws is
tthe learnipg of English skills for access to a full educational pro-
gram, ggi the research in applied llnguistics indicates very strongly
ghat the best wd} to achieve :his is to have as much exposure to the
second language as possible--with a planned, structured, language

environment--then 1t must follow that the best design for language

+ learning is some form of immersion plan. It simply makes sense that

O . 5. *, ’ |

] |
, . . . |
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schools concentrate immedfately on the business of teaching the
. 4

second language immediately, systematically and with all the re-
sources of staff.and materials to make successful outcomes possible
for the greatest numbler of students. The best elements of all the .
models described in Ehe‘last chapter can be combined to‘;;oduce 2

>

systen that accomodates children of various languages, different
socioeconomic backgrounds, abilities and educat;onal potential.

With the entyy of so many new groups from the Caribbean, South-
east Asia, Central Europe and the Middle East, very few school sys-
tems still have bilingual programs catering to only one or two lan-
guage groups. Rather than struggling to impﬂ%ﬁent full bilingual
programs fqr every langqage group, it is possible to conduct an o

effective second language program with the flex%bility of selective
A -

mother tongue instruction predicated on local conditions and indi-

vidual community aspirationms.

.

Another fundamental concern that ‘underlies program planning is

the multicultural aépect of the }opulatign. Addressing the needs of

. .

such a variety of ethnic backgrounds can be skillfully ha;dled to *
coordinate with the multicultural backgrounds of Fhe native Amgrican
students. There is the occasa?n, in multicultural éducation, for
creating a bond between the linguistically diffoﬁent student learn-
ing about the c}emgnts gf the majority culture, a;d the English lan-
guage dominant student whose own ethnicity can be studied and compared

Ad
with others to make him moré sensitive to cultural similarities and

differences. The second language can be the positive force for
. .

'
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integration and accessibility, while the various cultural and
:

ethnic differences treated intelligently in the‘classrébm will
foster greater self-respecf‘and positive motivation. Th% cul tural

component is a feature of the program that is to be addressed by
S

dif ferent strategies suitable to the different age and grade levels.
Because the existing research on bilingual education results

avadlable on programs in the United States has so far not demon-

strated any- clear advantages for the "vernacular advantage" premise,

. this program model is worthy of consideration. When I assumed the

directorship of an existing bilingual education program, I found the

opportunity té\effect changes in program design. A supportive admin-
y .

, istration and school board gave me thg necessary'approva} to develop

and install an innovative plan.
The population for which I developed this plan is not unique or
'exoiic. except in some minor ways. In a stydent population of
12,000 city wide, there "are approximately 400 minority languaée
students fron 22 language backgrounds, with the major language grouﬁé
.

being Italian, Mandarin Chinese, Spanish, Vietnamese and Hebrew.

-They are almost equi%%? divided among three socioeconomic groupings:
. *

.

refugee children from low income or publicly assisted families, many

with gaps of several yeats in their schooling; first and second

generation children of low income immigrant families who retain

Ny

their mother tongue {n their‘hoﬁes; children of visiting professoré‘

and businessmen of middle and upper incomes. A program that pro-

vides successfGlly for such a disparate group of children should Nave

*
v

K . -
3 «
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some generalizability to other communities, »
>

The elements of the different approaches to bilixjgu'al educa-
~

tion which I incorporated ‘into this model 'ar_g:: *

1. Mult{-cultural fecognition and some mother tbngue n;ainv
tenance from-the TBE model, v
1}

2. Second iangpage as first wedium of mgcructioh from the .
Canadian immersion models,
3, Strong staff training in applied and socio-linguistics

, from the ESL model. 0

-
~

But none of these models appeared to meet all the needs X per-

ceived because: . ,

1. The TBE model does not provide sufficient opportunities
for effective second language acquisic:ion. lacking the

professional ESL staff and focdded disproportionately on

al}

. l.1 instruction.

2. The Canadian immersion model prowotes full bilingualism,
which is ideal and workable in a bilingual country but
. .

~

not suitable in a linguiéﬁicalzly heterogeneous country
-~ - “m
such as ours. .
3. The ESL model E:omes near to meeting all the conditions but
g_o\es nothing for the home language, theréby wvasting a

valuable resource.

The mairr‘dcsign features of my program which will be described

\

in detail are: P .
te

O
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1. Central screening procedures for dentification, assessment,
b3

Ed




and placement of students--elementary and secondary

2. Bilingugl/ESL centers—elenentary and secondary

3. Grouping for imstruction by age, language proficiency and

ability levels—-elementary and secondary

Y

. s 4, Classréon management--the ESL Resource Room .
5. Cur;i;ulum objectives—elementary and secondary
6. Professional staff qualifications '
7. Auxiliary staff--teacher aides, counsellgrs, psychologists,

volunteers

-

. «
+ Special programs for pre-school,.summer school, vocational

3

education and adult education

9. Program pvaluat}oq—-accouncaﬁiliiy .

~ oL _ . )
Central Screening Procedures

| :

The very Yirst step in the registration of new students of .
1 e

limited or non-English speaking proficiency is_co,be conducted in

.

one central office and not delegated to the office staff in each

emphasized too strongly. Without procedural guidelines that are

, accepted and followed by all school bersonnel. a chaotic situation
\
develops between the time a new student arrives and the time, days
EaY

school building: This first step is so important that it “cannot be
or weeks Jlater, when that student is identified, tested and placed }

in the suitable educational situation tha} responds.to his particu-
- L]

.

N lar background and ability level in all regpects.

O L
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .



. The following series of steps constitutes a procedure that i%
. v ~ o .

in place and working véry well. )
» " ' .

1. Entry procedures for s;uéepts whose f;fst language is ndt.

. Enélish—*elgmentary schools:

,8 d . . .

. a) Identification: Registration at the Attendance Office"
. . N

and Bilingual Eepartmént 0ffice.

N

(1) Documents examined °

~

(i) Parents interviewed--language dominance of stu-

<., ’
. dents 1is established - .
s . (3) Bilingual program.described to parents
— (4) School placement cleared with principals of

4

appropgiate schools-
”

(5) Grade and school placement .determined

. (6) Biqgfraphical data sheet prepired,.opé.copy kept
in Bilingual Office; oﬁe copy sent to receiving

. school
’

b) Assessment: Stwdent enters appropriate school and is: "~
-

. (1) » Assigned to a homeroom

. ’ (2) Observed by his teacher for language yse )
(3) Tested by a bilingual teacher for language
N . N
REAN dominance and English proficiency within three
P days of arrival d

- .
(4) Scheduled for instruction, planning being done
.
* by the bilingual teacher and classroom teacher

N v

. together

ERIC .
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c) Placement and record keeping:

.(1) Lette; sent to paremts by principal advising
of placement 1n,Bilingual Program, with parent
. approval in writiﬁ% requested l .

(2) Record card is started by bilingual teacher showf’
- . v . . " i
ing date of entry into TB;kprogram; criteria on

which bilingual education iss recommended. Card

B

is kept in student’'s cumulative folder and
‘ .

entries are recorded, at the end ;f each year,
' b ’ " of test data and reading texts used
(3) Informasion on student progress is,reported to
parents, on regular progress report form,~£n

4 .
the home language, when necessary -

-~

A biographical data sheet covtaining the following information

* is prepared and sent to the receiying school ..




5’7/

- \ Student Registration and Referfal Data

»
“

' Biagragphical Data
-

'

Student Namg

#

Date of Birth

Address %

=

Telephone Number

Parent /Guardian/Sponsor Name

Address

Telephone Number

Type of Document

[/

Ho. Day Year

Length of Time in U.S.

Previous School

Attended from

to

Grade

Number

Visa, Passport, etc.

Expiration Date

Medical® Data

- Medical forms examined by _

P}

Approved

Document Examined by

Date

—_—

School Nurse

*Not Approved

'

To cpdblete student gegistf;cion, the folloying is necessary:

.
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Language Data

-

Primary Language oOther Languages' Spoken

Tested by ESL Teacher Date .
Test Used Score Level
English Language Proficiency: None - Beginner

Limited - Interpediate

Not Limited - Advanced

Recommendations of ESL Teacher

Placement in periods of ESL daily

Placement in the following courses:

An. academic record card is started for each new student on
N L
which information is maintained for the permanent folder. It is

updated periodically. .

I

'\‘\ N ° ()‘\j ) )
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.

Bilingual Student Record :
L}
3

Name Birthdate

b
Place of Birth Home Language

School Grade Date Entered [ [/

}

', Identification:

{
Interviewed by

Tests:
Language Dominance Date Score/Level
English Proficiency Date Score/Level
Placement in TBE Program: Date

Cognitive Assessment — Yearly Evdluation:

Tests: Date ] Score/Level
Date Score/Level
' ( Date Score/Level
- " Exit from ?BE‘Progrdm:" ’ .
Récomm;nded by — 6ate ‘
Date
Criteria —qLanguagc Test Date

Score/Level )
L]

Other

WAH 0 82 5 . .
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Unless there is.a central place and a consistent plan for
finding and evaluating students for placement, the opportunities
for error are many. This makes a new student’'s school adjustment
more difficult that it needs to be. In the past I have witnessed
the placement of studenés in a bilingual program because their
last name was Hispanic; arbitrary decisions to include or exclude
students, made by school personnel without sufficient understand?ng
of minority language students’ needs; placement according to parent
evaluation of their children's language proficiency, etc. 1In all
cases where uninformed judgments prevail, thege will have to be ‘N\
much more effort invested in correcting unsuitable placements, once
the student’s problems begin .to emerge. !t may take some time and
public relatfons efforts to earn the acceptance and cooperation of
school personnel in following these procedures but it is important

‘

to achieve this as quickly as possible. ~
Bilin§ua1 education is a volunta;y program, subject to parent

approval. Children may not be enrolled in this program without
parental consent, and may also be removed from it zg.written demand .
Sometimes new families will ask that their children be placed in
a regular classroom and‘noc be given any speci?I help, because they
will easily "make it." Hﬂ;n the bilingual program is expla;ned to

* them fully, most parents choogg to accept it. In my first year as
program director, before a centrad Fegistragjoh process had been
implemented, Lﬁere were a number of messagés from school principals

who registered limited English speaking students, stating that the

children's parents felt that no special help was needed. But within -

Q , ) L.
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I
a few weeks, they were calling me to say that severe problems had °

developed as the students'uere not le;rning English quickly enough

to have any idey of the classroom 1n§t:;ciion in that lang(age. This
past fall, September 1981, I personally }ntervieu?d every family and
registered 115 new students. Every parent understood the character-—
istics og the bilingual prpgram and alk but two families’ agreed to
this placement.

After interviewing the child and f;mily and aecerminihg lan-
guage dominance, elther chigugh thg interview or by means of a lah-
guage dominance test, the evaluation of English proficiency must bé
done. C;rtain categories are easily established, for instance, the
langyage dominance of a child who has mo English language skills at
all does not require testing but will be evident from the initial
interwiew. Nor will that child ne;d an English proficiency test to
prove that no English skills are present. That ‘student is labelled
as a beginner and %s placed accordingly.

When the family brings documents from the previous school of
whatever country, these are valuable in determining the stuhenc's
‘achievement level in his own language. In the case of refugee child-
ren who arrive without documents and who may have missed several
years of schooling, it is mecessary to establish what Fhe chilé's
mihlmum competenties are in readdng and wrlcing‘in'his own language
and the level of mathematical skills. Thgﬁ is especially diffigulc

when tests are not available in some of the low-incidence languages

such as Farsi (Iran), Pushtu (Afghanistan) etc.

-




>

Students are placed in regular classrooms with ot :; children

i
of the same age, within a one to two year span. Every|effort is

L d
made to place students ian school and classroom situafion éhat is

best suited to the individual's educational and social

needs. Wheth-
er this will be a neighborhood school or an out-of-diftrict placgi
ment, depends on the size of the city and the size offthe minorit&

language population.

Interpretors are necessary for helping the intfrviewer and for
helping administer tests of-math and reading skillg, and translators
are needed for .on-going communication between schéol and families.

[ 4
A master 1ist of qualified interpretors and tranklators should be

maintained for this purpose. It is not sufficlent to rely on a
b '

fam{ly friend or neighbor to fulfill th delfcate role. When

there are many languages to contend with, thl naintenance of an

active list requires a considerable effortf The search should en-

.

compass all school personnel, community yolunteers, parents of

bilingual stadents, older students alr dy exited from the bilin-

gual program, and foreign students enfolled in local Eolleges or

universities.

.

At the secondary level, the fegistration procedures sre basic-

ally the same but with the diffbrence that course scheduling must

¥
be dune with the assistance

|

the gschool guidance department.
§ 8 p

.
The entry procedureg for spudents whose first language is not




1.

O
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Entry procedures for students whose first language is not
English--secondary schools:
a) Identffication: Registration at the Attendance Office
and Bilingual Office )
(1) Documents examined
(2) Parents 1nterv;ewed—-1anguage dominance of stu-
dent is established ¢ )
(3) Bilingual program is described
(4) Grade and school placement determined
(5) Biographical data sheet prepare&t one copy kept
in Bilingual Office, one copy sent to rt;ceiving
school ) ) N
b) Assessment: Student enters district school and {is:
(1), Interviewed by a guidance counsellor
(2) Tested by_a bilingual teacher for language domin-
ance and English proficiency within one week of
arrival .
(3) Séhed&led for appropriate courses
¢) Placement and record keeping:
(1) Letter sent to parents advising of placement in
Bilingual Program, with parent approval {in
writing requested .
(2) Record card is started by bilingual teacher

shouing date of entry ifto TBE program; criteria

on which bilingual education is recommended.




. [}

- . Card 15 kept in student's cumulative folder atd -

-entries are recorded at, the 'end of each year of o
. ' test data and reading texts ‘used b
* ’ (3) Information on studen.t progress is rep‘orted to
‘parents in the home language, when necegsary, on
¢ \ N regular progress report form .
¢ *The' above sl;eps are followed Qwhen n;w students arrive during
) the course of the schooi yea‘t- An enrollment process has been de-
signed for junior and senior hig.h' s_chool students who arrive at the’
beginning of the school year and it.is .as follows: .
1. A registration dz:xy for each seco-nda'ty school is designated,
: one week before ‘schools ope; " . -
2‘.* All new students for those pattiéulz;t s.chools are scheduled
< for a half hour app'ointment on that_day X
. \ 3. School Guidance Counsellors, Bilingual Co&tdinatét. Attend-
ance 'Office;:, and int'etptetots'seti up 2 tegisttétion center -
4, 8tudents have their dotumencs. examined, are interviewed ’<
fottlanguage dominance and English proficiency and are T
* counselle;l og c.he most suitable schedule of courses -
’ '\ 5. .'Stuaents are invited Lo a‘day of‘new student otienta‘tion '\
) activiéies, before schools open. The bilirigual or ESL .
teashet located in that school ;:111 guide the qrientation
By using\-chis gtgceldute, new students are very well served ‘as far .
as completing t,l';e necessary paperwork and they are also s.‘ligh\cly ‘
acquainted with thedr new school and some gi.the‘ staff before enter-
. ., .
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ing the somewhat daunting American high school~scene.

Bilingual/ESL Centers

-

In cities with large concentrations of minoricy language students,
«
each elementary school may be organized for bilingual instruction.
In places where these students are scattered, a few in gach school

district, it is necessary to designate certain ;schools that are

o r

strategically located, as bilingual center schools and provide trans-

portation for the students for the one or two years required for

second language competency to be achieved. Later the students will

R

attend thei neighborhood sthools. This holds :ruo\?or~secondary asg

_well as elementary schools. Enough students should be gathered for

instruction so as to avoid the was:efpl practice of sending iciner— D
i -~

ant teachers to give short tutorlng sessions. For children, second

language learning is best done iq'group lessons where as tuch peer

\

/ .
interaction as possible is provided. L, Y
If there is a magnet program in the city, 1: would be a worth-

,while plan to locate the bilingual centers in the magnet schoole. 1
L .

Whenever there is an occasion to idenmtify the bilingual program as

enrichment and not as a remedidl or compensatory program, the op-

Y

portunity should be seized. . # //
Atcording to the mix of languages and the number of speakers

of thos:)lﬂnguages in each particular city, the ceater schools at.

the olomencary level may be of two types. One type may house one

)
language group, with a bilingual teacher to provide orientation fn

y = " ’ .
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A,
the mother tongue and ESL instruction. Another type would be a

purely ESL center, {f there are many low incidence languages re-~
presented, with an ESL teacher and some teacher aideg who are na-

tive spcakéré.
When I designate a person as a bilingual teacher I mean it in

the true sense of the word, that is, a qualified, certiffed teacher
N .

*who 1s capable of giving instruction in English and one other lan-

guage. In this program model a1l bilfngual teachers are also
trained in ESL theory and methodology, in addition to the afore-

’
mentioned qualifications. This 1s described more fully in the appro-
s
pridte section.

One bilingual teacher or one ESL teacher, w;ch aides to a§sist.
. 1s responsitle for providing' fnstruction in all language skills for
up to 25 students in an elementary school. Classroom management
will be explained in a later section. The organfzation of the
billngual_inscruccion is along the lines of a resotirce center., Ac-
cording to English langusge skills, students are classified beginners,

intermediate ér advanced. Grouping for 4instruction follows that

- - 4
_ classification and the student's age. ?

’ Two types of center schoo{ programs are suggeSted according to
~ LI ~
the linguistic distribution in the area, a bilingual support model
» .

or an Eﬁh"pdol. In schools or citics‘whch‘chrc are large enough

. groups of children from the same language backgréund, the profess fon-

.

al.staff g1l be certiffed in the native language as well as having

ESL training. Students recelve orlentation in their home language

T
vt v ’. : . ’
» » - R . . * .
v - ~ —_—
. ¢ ’
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. . -~
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and minimal support in content areas. SeconQ.language instruetion

4s the major focus from the beginning, but just enough native lan~
guage will be used in the first few months to facilitate the learn-

ing of concepts. This is especially useful for the upper elemen f?—‘—y
/
students and secondary students who are expected to cover much m

academic content and are in greater danger of falling behind. his

.

transitional support alléws for continuity in the student's atademic
L)

progress. It bullds on the factual knowledge already acquired in Ll.
using L1 as the medium of instruction selectively and with decreasing

. frequency.

Flements of the student's culture are included in the planning

of all lessons and a continuing effort is made to coordinate this
A

with classroomteachers by providing them informatjon regularly. As

important as it is fer new students to gain a balanced understanding
<
of the dominant culture through their school experiences, it is just

as important that students¢of the dominant culture be taught about

-,

the different cultural backgrounds of their classmates. The daily )

. i
contact in regular classrooms is important as are the planned acti-
vities of bilingual and classroom teachers tO promote cross-cultural
. LI
understanding. v .

..
Where a large number of students from the same language back-

ground exists, there is the potential for L1 maintenance. The plan

for this activity. follows these stages:

1. Use of g in orientation, extensively during the first
few days’
R . ;
. ’
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v

2. Use of Ll for content teaching, as long as necessary, but
generally not exceedir‘rg 6 months

% 3. Use of L1 for language mainienance, 1-3 periods per week,
’ 4 X
throu?hout elementary school years
¢

This is a valuable characteristic of the structured immersior;
model that is not generally included in immersion programs. It is

a Feature that may be difficult to promote in times of vexy tight

.

budgets, but is well worth fighting for. To neglect the home lan-

guage skills which students already possess is to waste a pot‘éntial
. \ . '
resource. But, automatically assuming that every minority language

student must become fully bilingual and achieve biliteracy is un-
realistic. I believe-the model I an describing is flexible in this

respect, providing first for ,the second language learning that will ¢

nake the students bilingual (f?)r they a]ready are monolingual speak-
' M
ers of one language when they dme to school) and secondly allowing

»

for the development of literacy in the L, for those Students who
*

1
have the #ptitude and motivation to do %0.
We are providing enrichment c?asses in the major languages

\:,. of I;ia;lian._'Spagish and Mandarin Chinese, and inclusion in these
.classes }g\ d:cidedf by agr:ement between the parents, bilingual teach-
e:'i' and classf‘oon\'teﬁcher. Bil‘.lngual parents have made a strong

. cogmitment to \h\is arrangement'{& they have stated that they wish

toy,eee the, home language malntained until the junior high school

years, when the students can then elect to continue language study
'
¢



AN

through regular foreign language classes.

Where the minority language students represent several low-

incidence languages, the use of 1.1 is not a reasonable optio;\'. In
that case, an ESL only model can be fmplemented. Swdentls, again“l
are placed in regular classrooms by i;ge and are scheduled for 1-3

. / . ,
hours daily in the ESL resourée tlassroom. On arriving in the new

schogl, the student may spend most of the first few-days in the ESE

résource room for orientation. This is an impdrtant function of the

minority language program that should not be left to the regular

.

classroom teacher.'_’rh‘e ESL teacher provides the new Student with

.

survival vocabulary and communication skills in the LZ; helps hin
become acquainted with other minority language ;:uden:s in the group
who are s‘haring his experience; acquaints the student with classroom

procedures; takes the student on an exploratory tour of the school,

x* i

taking sufficient tim‘e/{o promote as much comprehen‘sion "as possible

of the different areas, and their labels, i.e., bathrooms, library,

gya, office, etc. Such a simple expedient as hgvfﬁg small, ¢dlor-

>

ful placards on the different parts-of the“schoo&,f labelling the

areas in all the languages of the students serves tvo purposes: basic

v

{nformation for non-English Proficient children, and bromlft\ing‘ .
? “

avareness among all students of the multicultural nature of the
. 3

. .

school population. \ P ,
Instruction in™ESL will be provided 1-3%s hours dafly, dependirs

on age and proficiency levels. A recommended schedule of the hours.,

to be alloted to each group is as follows: N
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Grade Beginners Intermediate ) Advanced

K 25 minutes daily 25 minutes 3 times a week

1 1% hour daily 1% hour daily o 1 hour daily
a 2 3/4 hours daily 2 3/4 hours daily 1 hour daily
3 2 3/4 hours daily 2 3/4 hours daily \ 1 hour daily
4 3% hours daily 3% hours daily 1 hour daily
5 3% hours daily 3% hours daily # 1 hour daik
6 3% hours daily 3% hours daily 1 hodr daily

Students in ché l?wer grades will be exposed to some language
arts activities in their regular classrooms, in addition to art,
music, physical education, recreation and meal times. In the upper
gr;des where subject matter instruction i{s more accelerated, students
spend more time in the ESL resource roon where sclence, mathematics
amd social studfes units %ill be.part of the ESL curriculum. They
will have the integrative experiences in their regular classro;ms
of taking part in art, music, phycical edugation and sharing meal-
times. Each stuhent's capacity to handle grade level instruction
in each subject.will derermine when that student's schedule is to
be ;mﬁd to allow hi{n to wo}k in @ mainstream classroom group.

When students are judged capable of performing classroom work
without gpecial‘sup;ort at thelir grade level, then they no longer
need tﬂo services of this ESL program. Varioﬁs indicators are

referred to in making this judéoment:
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1. Test data - reading ;nd language skills
2. Academic performance
3. ESL teacher recommendation
+4, Classroon teacher recommendation
The bottom line should be that any stuflent exit the program
{f he has developed the LZ ski}ls sufficiently so that he can b;
included in a pre-existing reading group in the mainstream class-
room. Student progress should be monitored for the following year
so that ESIL support could be reinstated i{f necessary.
On the secondary level the basic schedule recommended for

limited English proficient students, with additions to allow for

\\ {individual circumstances, is as follows: ' j
NEP (Non-English Proficient) . | ;//
1. 2 or 3 Blocks of English as a Second Language ./’V//
2. 1 Basic Math (a native language tutor will help in 'f,/’f
math class, s;‘studcnts should be grouped in ?29/6i;;s
in the fall semester) ////f

3. 1 Physical Education (No waiver of phy5ical education

.. should be given except for physigdl reasons. This is .

an excellent oppd¥tunity for Aocial integration and

language development in ag,informn] setting)

;
4. 1 Period in an art, craft, or music class
*

.

LEP (Lfniced English Prof iciedt)

1. 2 Blocks of Englisﬂ,as a Second Language (to be reduced

.

to 1 in the secgéd semester)

/

/
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2. 1 Math (according to skill of student)
3. 1 Physical Education
4. 1 Social Studies Tutorial (small group instruction in
American History, possibly with the help of a native >
language tutor
These are very tentative models. The variables that we must con—~
sider are Lhe educational background of each student in his native
land and the years lost by refugee students, in addition to the
different learning styles and abilities, and problems of adjustument.
. In the past, one of the major problems for high school students
of lLwmited Engiish was that frequently they were scheduled for in-
appropriate courses by uninformed guidance counsellors. Students
with no Fnglish language skills were placed in advanced science or
math courses or remedial English classes for the emotionally dis- -
, turbed, and other such gross misplacements. Having coordinated the
efforts so that language data is obtained before course selection
is done makes for a more effective process--~to the students' benefit.
One bilingual or ESI. teacper can deliver English language in-
structfon in all four skill areas--1listening, speaking, reading and
writing--for up to 25 studcnts( Native language aides are esséntia]
for consistency {n academic learning during the transitional period
and also for doinﬁ remedial work in basic mathematics, science and
social studies for non-literate students and for refugee students
who have mis«ed some ;ears of schooling. ‘

|
|
!
Ll maintenance is promoted by cooperation with the foreign lan- I

< .

R
~J
-~
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. » \
guage department. Whenever possible, studen}s are encouraged to
rqgister for an advanced level literature course in their L1 (1if
the language is taught in the particular high school}. Another
possibility is that the bilingual department offer an advanced ,

course in the language and literature, when there are sufficient

numbers of sEudents to warrant it.
During the first year of this transitional program some L1
support is helpful and the recommended way to provide it is for
native speaking teacher aides, qork&ng undex, the direction of the
classroom teachers and the ESL teacher, to }einforpe the’ content
teaching. However, a successful secondary school program can be
carried out without.it. It can be.done with a good ESL teacher

using suitable methods and materials and a schedule that allows a
>

heavy concentration on second language instruction. The content of
the ESL classes will be drawn from the high gchool curriculum and

not be only grammar-based.
. .

Flexible instru®tion time is essential. A full time ESL
czacher will have at least one block set aside for individual
tutoring of intermediate or advanced Students.. This is where the
structured immersion program Becomes personalized to adapt to each
student’s needs. As each student develops sufficient language

skills to particippte in a class in science or history, or an

elective course, the ESL teacher is a resource for helping him

achieve mastery of the content by simplifying.the written discourse
fn that discipline. This technique is the basis for the current
O

o 10
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vogue called ESP or EST (English for Special Purposes; English for
Science and Technology). Rather than translatin; all‘high school
curriculum into the students’ home languages, this approach is not
only feasible but ultimately of more practical valhc. For, after
all, to deliver biology o; chenistry instruction in Vietnamese or
Spanish might have short term benefits, but there would still have
to be a further ability developed to demonstrate kqowlcdge of science
in English at a later time, in pursuing further course work or hikh—
er education, or a job. Therefore, it is more efficient to concen-
trate on the second language learning even at the cost of delaying
some content work for one semester.

Cultural selements will bé included in the planning of the second~ i
ary curriculum and special programs of extra curricular activities
Ytll be ;mplomuntcd to help integrate the students into.the life qf N
the school anq to make native speakers aware of these students in '

some very pusitive ways. These programs will be described in a la—

ter section. ‘

95923125 for Instruction

R
All new students are classified in three categories of English

profi¢isncy, based on data collected in the interview, documents,

. -

and ,language test. A fairly gnod instrument for testing listening,
speaking. teading and writing skills in English for Kindergarten
through twelfth grade levels {s the Language Assessment Battery,

publishe:t by the Houghton-Mifflin Company. This instrument was

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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developed for, and notmed on, minority language students in urban
public school settings. It is a good, rough indicator of English

language shills, but a diagnostic instrument. There are many other
PN .
English proficlency tests on the market, but I cannot recommend any

others as being syperior.
A ]

At the secondary level the Diagnostic Test for Students of Eng-
l1ish as a Second Language, written by A. L. Davis and published by
McGraw-Hill, 1is useful for studeats' reading and writing skills in

English to determine entry level competenciés. The three basic
. h)

categories are beginner, intermediate and advanced, 3nd they cor-
N o

respond to the following characteristics: ‘.

1. Beginner: The student has little or no English_pro?iciency.
) - »
Intepsive FSL in all four areas is recommended.

Internediate: ?he student has some proficiency in under-
standiég and speaking English, but little or no reading or
writing ;kills. Intensive ESL in all four areas is recom-—
mended. -

Advanced: The.student is fairly proficient 1n undct;tanding

e
and speaking English, but is still limited In reading and

writing skills. Some\students may arrive with good reading

and d}iting skills, but very little proficiency in Spoken

English. In either case, some ESL instruction {s recommend-
ed for improving necessary sKills.
e <
The recomme uded instruction for elementar. schoul studeats should

’ .
Jadhpre to the followiry pattern:

.

Q mea 0 Rz 8T
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1. Kindergarten: Since the regular kindergarten program is

S
‘\ devoted in large part to language arts, a daily ESL lesson

“of 25 minutes of small group 1nstruccio; will suffice. 1In
the first few weeks of school, the Ll may be used to facili-
tate school adjustment and to help teach basic concepts,
such as colors, shapes, numbers, etc.

2. Grade 1: All ESL students are given a 135 block of ESL which
includes oral language development, reading, aod writing.
Where bilingual/ESL teachers are present, a further 45 ﬁ}n—
ute pcriod of instruction nay be offered in the Ll to sup-
port content arca teaching.

Crades 2-3: P

a) Beglnner and intermediate ESL students receive two hours
of launguage arts, reading, writing, spelling, and hand-
writing daily. An addxtignal 45 minute period for each
grade is provided to support content area classes.. Where
bilingual staff is employed, this instruction may be
conducted In the Ll of the studeats; on a éradun%ly de~
creasing basis. ’ )
Advanced studcntsi One hour of small group, individual-
ized instruction daily, concentrating on reading and
writing skills and supporting content area.

'Q. Crades 4-6:

a) Beglinner and intermediste ESL students: Two and a half

hours daily of language arts, reading, composition,

©

ERI
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-~

spelling, and handwritinél An additional hour of L
- instruction for support;ng‘gontcnc area classes is

provided for each grade level. 'Wpcrc bilihgual staff

is employed, this instruction may be conducted in the

L1 of the students, on a gradually decreasing basis.

b) Advanced students: On; hour of small group, individual-
ized instruction daily, concentrating on reading and
writing skills and supporting content area.

The ESL teachers will form instructional groups across grade
levels, gathering beginners together froz two or three grades for
all the language teaching arecas. Then s:udents will be givc; the
additional time fof addressing the conten: areas particular-to their
grade so that they are follo&ing their owm school curriculum as

.

closely as possible. As they develop the skill* to successfully

participate in the content area lessons, they are mfinstreamed for

~—

that subject. It is important to have this kind of flexfbi{ity

3

because language skills develop at dif€srznt’rates in different

: children and there are also periods of rapid progress andmﬁlatcnus

within the, same child. .So it is best to Preserve the individualized

.

aspect of the program by not having se£ times fOr mainstreaming

students "in each subject, but by keying the move to the readiness

of each student, at appropriate timbs ducing the school year. It
could be effected at the sbegianing of a new report ‘period, for
B p .

. .
instance, or when a new unit of study 1% bzginning.

4

A

. . h
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A% the scco‘ﬁdary_. level, students classifiéd as beginnexrw will
‘be scheduled for' three periods of ESL daily,#hich will provide an

accelerated course in all fpur language skills. Intermediate level

\
students will be in two ESL periods daily for the same program of

v .
instruction. Advanced level students will take one period of ESL

daily and the 'tonce‘nErag‘.ion will be ¢n writing style and critical

approaches to literature. Grouping for instruction will be entire—
. A

1y relgted to profl‘ciency”lévels"z'x'ﬁd not to grade -level or age.

Classroom Management: The ESL Resourée Room

. . v . /

- A classroom capable of accomodating an average of twenty stu-
4 : ¢
‘. dents worklng in up to four small groups should be established as

. .

the iocus for ESL instrurtion. The classroom is organized into

learning areas and instruction will taKe place concurrenti: € ..
\ [
. R .,
diff\erent ability levels. A grear_ deal of planning is, needed to
- . . 3 » 1
make nll thc actlvxties proceéd <noo~hly with a minimum oT wasted

effort. Be;ause 1 ha\e org'm].zed and delivered instructiow in such

a mannér mysclf, and 1 have ‘visited simiIar classrboms in othl‘:r .
l .
location», I can coﬂfldcntly propose this system to my colleagues.

v In order to provide the best physxcal set up, all the equipnent
* - - .. . N
found in A tegular classroom sh'ould be ava’hablo. ’With as, many as -. “. ':/
. A . - ' .- .
‘v P(»' z!sh of the “follawing addinona] item,._x : Cof f . M

f -
s . . o ¢. . R oo r

i 1. Room dlvz,dem iff the ,Iormrof doublc chalkboards or .bulletin . ..
. . : ) ‘ - "f’ ' ) * - N
P Y boards™ : S ] .
Y o - - . 0 L . L -
T .. -4 Wl -
. 2. Listenipy statlas Gith -three carrels’ for {anguage lab -use
. " .

ek
)
.
‘s
.
.
. [
;
. ] -
Qd
..
- *
”
.
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3. ‘Chart stands - ¥. C . Ve
. ? * / '

4. Sink agg stove; if'possible 7 - . I
v . . . oL . . E

%5. Audio-visdal e€quipment such as tape retordets, phonograph,

i .
.
\ R o

\ individual film strip. projectors, movie projector, over- .

. head projector .. . . .

- -~ ~
6. Learning machines such as Lan.guage ‘Mdster, Systenms 80 Pro-

grammed Learing Machines, Audio-Vox computer termihz‘x}s
- ' °

7. Movable chairs,, desks, or tables for regroyping . . :

A «

' There aust be enougﬁ space for several small groups to have .
indivldual 1es..ons. Four et_o fxve foot tall dividers that are edther -
N g

* '\Bhalk boards or bulletin boards serve to separate learnmg areas’ and

11
as the focus®for visual materials on display. Movqble ’furnituxe "

is needed so that occasional re-grouping g£an take place for snall .

e «

group lessuns or whole group activities such as fihn v‘tewing or smg—
> fng Emd dancing. Sctclrﬁ up’ this kmd -of classrbon requxreq abova

L) ’ .

average organizational skdlls and the capacity for teaching several

. ’ M s
", abdlaty revels at thc same time with confidence, and con:g.bl One ’- -
- '~ -b

ma\_her can, within the 1 2% hour FSD block gwe le'ssons ineoral .

-'\. . I3

language to ona group and the;\ assign then independenc activxties . .

in art,” writing or linguage l’ab. moye on to 4 secory group and then .

.
-

f" .
a thlnl fol}(?wlng the ,,same pattern There must be prepared mate~ © -

. - . L

-r\dlf- v h.md for Jeach acﬂvlty——ar; qupp}.ics. wotk sheets, tapes, C LY

~
- e .

'g"ian?u..w,o gdﬁes, s‘bpplé-mentary rca_,ders_. erc. And these materials
“~ . .

N muqr o au ury,fuured 2hat they are acu-:&,;blc to students and kept -~
Ve e
¢ .. e . . . ‘ot v
¥
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In the first weak of school, in addition to helping students

.

become oriented to their new school and teachking them survival
English skills, a concerted effort must be made to train them in

. L . )
classroom procedures. In due course, they are also instructed in

the use of the variolis mechanical learning aids in the classroon.

-

The time spent in these preliminary activities is not wasted as it
lays the grounawork for the diversified learning possibilities in
an orderly and creative envigﬁﬁ;ent. This kind of system also

teaches self-reliance and allows studehts to take responsibility

for their own achievenent. : o
.

* Pacing js important in this type of.teaching routine. Activ-

ities must’ be structured so that oral lessons alternat§ with quiet
reading or compos{tion. so that physical aci{&i;ies such as dancingjv'
dramat izing situations, s&ng}ng. etc. alternate with language lab .
or film viewing, so xhat‘whole group activities alternate with
small group lessons pr'!ndependen; work. »

Even though students from two or three grade levels may be

¢lustered tégether as beginners, they will soon'develop a sense of

camaraderie as they work together and begin to experience guccess in

communicating with each other and with other peers and adplts. When
new students arrive during the school yeax, as they iney t5ble d;.
they will find an established ambience o~ academic andfsocial fun:

. - .

tions. They will not only be welcomed by the ESL teather, bug they
will be assisted by the ESL students who,wilf deriv pe;sonal pride
from this belping role.

. . o
L3
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The classroom wmust be filled with visull materials, from
bulletin board displays to mobiles, charts, wall hangings, etc.
As ouch as po%sible, labels should be attached to classroom equip~
ment_and other items in the room. ,Student work should be displayed
constantly and all displays should be ghanged frequently. Everything /
‘1n the‘léarning environment carpf be an occasion for motivating lan~
guage learning and the richer the envif;nment, the better.
If there is a sink and stove in the classroom, then the teach-
er 1s fortunate indeed for among the most successful ESL lessons are
those involvingrcooking, flowers and®vegetable growing, papler maché
making, and® science experiments. Otherwise, it ;::p;ssible to use ,
a hot plate or small electric oven and thé children's lavatory for
wash up. Cooking lessons have been some” of the most popular units
in my ESL class. With good planning, they can develop not only read-
- ing, writing and verbal langugge skills; but teach‘sequential pgﬁterns
nutrition, cultural traits, table manners, and safety in the home. .
The only r;strictions on what can be aécomglishcd in 2 mult-
level ESE cla;sroom are the ingenuity of theateacher.and the physical

limitations of space or resources.

. \
Curriculum Objectives--Elementary and Secondary

. o -

. . * .
A sequential, structured ordering of'language skills to be
- 'Y * . -
mastered at each of the three levels identified in the®last section
provides the master plan for ESL instruction. Without a guide of this

sort, which should be developed and agreed upon by the teaching staff,
»

[y » N
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there will be very unvven results--sometimes excellent, sometimes |
pediocre.

Bearing in mind that the ultipate goal is to teach coﬁmunica-

.
.

tion and not Jupt t?e memorizing of verb conjugations or a list of D
vocabulary words, I bAVF formulated a hierarchy of objectives for
beginner, intermediate and advanced leveYs. This is certainly not

a totally original concept or defiyition of goals for, in my years
of teachlnyg ;kd research, I have examined the ESL curricula of many
school systems in this country and in Europe. 1 believe it can

be useful as the basic teaching plan, the point of departure, beyond
which mauy Rore leurning experiences will ;; provided. The curricu~
lum nodel for all ESL insEruction can be adapted to elementaryq:r
secvndary level students. Older students will be given expanded op-
portunities to practice each unit with more complex grammatical
pattérns and with texts and materials suitable to their age and
acadenic level. Youngef students will work on the same objectives
with siqpler grammér and appropriate materials. Beginners shoula be
able to master adequately the following'objectives. %here is no
optimal tlée for the acquisition of the skills described. Depend-
ing on the age and prior expertience of ecach student, it may take a

few weeks, a few months, or longer.

1. Beglinner Objectives:

" -

a) Ability to understand and respond to greetinss and

informat fon questions; acquire basic survival vocabulary

ic 54 | ;
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tb) Use words to identify objects and altdons demonstrated

IS S ~
.

by the teacher -

N

¢) Follow simple one- 3r two-step oral directicns
b= . :
d) Respond to oral questions: ) ! * \{

1) use a yqf/no answer

2) VUse a one-word answer

3) Use a short, sizple ang :

e) Ask questions orally to/ga T .
- .

f) Interpret and use vario

1) Ordinal number

2) Morning, afternoon, evening, day, night

3) Calendar, including day of week. date, wonth and

year N 4

4) Hours and half hours on the clock

5) Weather >

’
~

g). Classify objects and pictures by one or more of the
Ll ’
following attributes: - \
- »

1) color, number. shape, size, and function

h) Use the mechanics of writtem English:

1) Toﬁ-to-bottém, left-to-right orientation
) .

2) Letters, words and sentences

i) Tldeatify, name and write upper and lower case letters;
1

1dentify and name numerals (0-1Q0) presented in random

order, and higher numbers for older students

‘/ ~ 4

[
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m)

n)

o)

-

Intermediate Objectivss:'

a)

b)

\84 .
Use the proper headings on assigned papers, 1n§iuding
name,'monch. day, year, and S;bject

Identify :riccen words already known in oral lénguage.
using context, fnitfal sounds, and word structure
(especially pluraf endings and tense markers)
Prodyce sentences orally and in'wricing‘follouing

the baggc Eentence patterns: .

1) N+ V

2) PN+ V+ N N+V+N

3) N+ Vbe + Adj; P + Vbe + Adj.

4) P/N+N;I+N/Adj. \ '
5) N+ V + Adj.
6) Question forms
7) Negative forms .
Use capitalization and punctuation appropriate to grade
‘level -
Follow simple written difecfions

Alpgabetizé. to the first- and second-letter, words
abpropriate to student’s instructfonal readdng level

-

Use synonyms, antonyms, and homonyms {(homophones) orally

and in written form

' . "
Answer questions orally and/or in writing with specific
information from a selectidn read by Rhe students’ or

the teacher,or presented in other media

< LA
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¢) Use telephone book and telephone for personal and/or
emergency use, such as:
1) calling fire department
2) calling police
3) calling doctor
d) Continue to improve in conversation and composition:
1) Vary and refine word structure
2) Demonstrate appropriate intonation and stress
3) Modify sentence structure ) .
e¢) Give simple one- or two- step directions, orally and in
written form ) -
f) Divide familiar words into syllables using 4n accepted
P method
g) Write a personal letter, an invitation, a thank you note,
a sympathy n;te, using a commonly accepted style. Ad-

* o«
dress an envelope to go with each

h) Recall sequence of events from stories heard or from

. N personal experiences .
* 1) Sequence given sen'tences chronologically or conceptually »
as appropriate \ .
. 33 Explain what happened in the beginning, middle and

end of the story.
1) Explain complete subject and predicate

2) gsneral format of a paper: {introduction, body,

conclusion .

'ERIC
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k} Ideatify the main idea in verbal or written discourse

.

1) Predict the outcomes of stories heard or presented
in different pedia
n) Change direct speech to indirect speech and do the
- Teverae ’
n) Write a story that tells who, what, when, where, why .
and how, using logical organization
'
0) Determine the me(;1ing of unfamiliar written words
using syatactic clues, such as letFer sounds and
‘word structures (roots, affixes, and inflectigns)
and gvnurdﬁ context, Begin to recognize all parts of
spevch
p) UWrite a business letter: ’
1) Include appropriate heading/greeting
2) Compose 4 two-or three sentence body explaining -
'uho, what, when and where
3) Write a complimentary closing
q) Use title page, table of*%ontents. chapter headings,
*and glo.sary to find information
3. Advasced Objectives: |
a) Reoeive and give verbal messages
4 b) toliow multi-step written aud oral diredt ions
c) Give multi-step ori? and ;ritten directions

d) [deart1ry and dist inguish between main 1deas and

detarls e material read

fRIC i '
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e)

£)

g)

h)

k)

D

@)

)
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Write directions using chronological order
Write a paragraph:

1) 4¥se a tépic sentence

2) Include supporting details

31 Mave an appropriate concluding statement

Dif ferentiate, between fact aud opinions, and between

[ 4
fantasy and reality in written or verbal discourSe

Out line and write a short report to prove a statement,

support an idea/theme, or draw a conclusion

. - ’
Summarize familiar material presented orally and/or in

writing ’ .

.

Draw conclusions from material presented orally and/or
in writing

Paraphrase specific information orally and/or in writing

Identify types of literature: drama, novel, poetry,

fiction, biography, story, essay

Understand and identify bas{c literary terms,such as
s ,

setting, character, plot, protagonist, antagonist, first

person, third person, etc. / ’ .

/
Reorganize the foilowing organizational patterns iy

’

familiar material: y/
.
’
1) cause apd effect /
. /
2) chronological urdsf
1) comparison and contrast i

1

%) mductive or déduct fve
5) definition, and enumeration

» ,

-
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Interprét figurative language encountered in reading
material and/or literature presented orally
Cive-a speech: ‘A-
1) Choose a topfic
2) Outline main idea and supporting details
3) Plan an appropriate ending
Learn to proof read; self-correct written discourﬁe;

learn elements of style

r)e Become familiar with the format of standardized tests

A summer 1982 work project for my professional staff will be

the writing of materials, coordinating grammatical pattern’, teach—

« "ing materialg and strategies with the objectives for each level.

Proféssional Staff Qualifications

At the present time there is no certification requirement for
teachers of Englisﬁ as a Second Language in the’Commonwealth of Massa-,
chusettts, but guidelines are being developed for 1982 orllater.

After reviewing the certification requirements in other states, it

is evident that certain qualificatfions are common to most. I pro~

pose the following criteria a; the essential entry level skills for
.

ESL teacWing. For staff already involved in ESL teaching, but lack-

ing the traini&g. a period of three years should be allowed for

the completion of these requirements.

l. Elementary Teacher Certification at the appropriate level—

) ®

s .



early chi&dhpod. middle grades, et<c.

2. Secondary Teacher Certification in English language arts or
reading '

3. Teachers of all levels should haJe:

a) Nine credits in linguistics, including phonetics and
L)

s , any qso of the following: applied 1inguistiEET\socin:__,m_‘

linguistics, psycholinguistics, history of the English

’
language

b) Six credits in theory and methods of teaching reading:

. !
+developmental, diagnostic, or reading in the content
- \
areas

¢) Three,credits in methods of teaching ESL

a' d) Bilingual competency is very desirable, but dot

essential. Study of another language and its scfucture

is recommended. -
.

4. ESL Teachers who are non-native speakers of English should

have:
¢« a) Fluent comdand of English to near-native proficiency
and at least fifteen creéits in the English languag;

and literature

A
No other single component of an instructional program is as

crucfal to its success as the qua}icy of the professional staff. )
If every other element were well-planned--program, classroom set-

up, textbooks, audio-visual materials, etc.--and there were not a

combctentlteacher to execute the plans by delivering effective
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. -
{nsttuction, the ,tupras «ould wot succeed. Teachers need to be not
19

only professionally trained tu re ognize and deal with linguistre and

' cultural differences, but must have a cpmbination of sensitivity
-
“a
and todgh-mrudedacss to provide tue very best learning esperience
,

for minority langudge chlldren. Theue children are not brain-damaged

or basically incumpetent because they have a language other than
fnglish,” and tre teacher’s attitude cannot be, one of proziding only

a safe, comfuortavle haven. Besides knowing one's job and being

B

-t actively concetned for each child's school adjustment, an ESL teachet

»

L4
. .+must be strun,ly task-oriented and be committed to the .goal of get-
e . .

ting eart stuwdent to functivn successfully as quickly as possible in

the world .utside the ESL classroom.

Havi. 11 thi,, it nmay seem contradictory to also stress the
N . '-‘ '
role of the tol feactez as oo fal worker and general factotum” hut
\ > -

that, toc, mu.t be uadeiptood.  Any professional who expects to
[

instruct a niddle class group of (hildren, all at ¥ht same Ability

\ . *
level, all meatly dressed, well-fed, scribbed and healthy and well-

cared tur, shulild lovk elsewhere. Part of every teacher's duties
’ Y

. » n
o will certainly be ts deil with many extraordinary estra-curricular

v

problems. In thg ptucess, Euqmunication between howme and school is

more essentful than is senerally the case. This will require a great-—
»

-~ .
.
>

. .
v
er expendituce ot time and energy pnithe teacher’s part. .

. Thesthl tew ber will need to develop a close working relation-
. B

>

ship with other stuff.members and with administrators., Keeping'in

-
~

clove touch @ith the whoul curriculunm be ing used 1n differdut grades
’ e ..
. " . ‘

£
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and with the pertormance of d[norily lauguage students {n their

mainstream classrovas requires constaut communications with school

persounel. -Being a public relatious resource for the bilingual

progran is another role the teacher plays as there are alway$.,
educators who do not "understand” what is, or should be, honq
for our studgnts. . - .
In-service training of bilingual/ESL teachers should be
conduéfed bi-rmouthly throughout the schocl year.\- Presentations
of nvw materials and texts, demonstrations of teaching methods

and information on develupments in the fleld motivate and invig-

s .
ordate the teaching staff. At least one meeting should be held in
-

each bilingual/ESL classroum so that each teacher may deménstrate
visual atds or techniques developed locally. Specialists, book
publishggs, etc. may be luvited tu coud—ct sowe of the workshops.

Summer workshops fn curriculum and materials development are

¢sseptial for a lively, self-renewing program.
.
In this professfon the responsibilities are great; the

qualiflications are high; the financial rewards axe ceitainly not
o .

sufficient; but the personal satisfactions in the job itself aie

A o
outstanding. .

\ S R
&MU’MYﬂm’%wwﬂ!§S“( '
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\ Teacher Aules age a valuable resource in the ES classroon,
. » .
whi b can be a trawming ground for community parents. Whenever
3

. possible, te v hing assistiats should be bilingual in any of the

Peans O K2 T - i




community %languages,and Eﬁhlish. English language proficiency

. need not be deQeloped to a high degree but should be sufficient
s

for communicative purposes. Aides can serve instructional functions,

A

»
under the supervision of Bilingual/ESL teachers who must carefully
plan their activities. They are also a resource in conmunicating
vith parents and serving as interpretors in intexrviewing and screen-

»

ing new students. N
Aldes may be employed for their qgtive language skills alone,
or for their ability to tutor in English. In the latter case their
English skills in speech, reading and writing should be developed
sufficiently so that they can be good models for the students. Train-
ing aides to do small group lessons or individual tutoring, to use
audio-visual equipment, to conduct word games, e:é. is the respon-
sibility of the Bilingual/ESL teacher. Som; craiqing of aides and
volunteers should Pc a regular part of the Bilingual Department's
in-service program. '
In times of poor job opportunities for teachers, many profes-

sionally qualified people are taking jobs as teacher aides. This

give;,che Bilingual Pr?gram a richer pool of resources in its *

;uxiliary staff and gives the seacher_aidcs an opportunity to demon=-

straee tﬂéir coﬁpetencc when teaching jobs become available. It

fs certainly not an equitable situation but it is a present rcali:y.
Every community has or should develop a school volunteers'

organization to supplement the regular staff. A group may be

organized using the parents in the bilingual community as well as
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anywhere else. An excellent source of volunteers are the elder
menbers of a community who have retired from various jobs but
still want to be activein some worthwhile activity.

During the sixties and ,early seventies a number of social

-

changes and the ready funding of social programs converged to 'make

.

volunteer work seem demeaning and unacceptable. Lately, budget
cuts for educalion ang 2 waning ecoéomy have restored the appeal
of volunteer workers and they are once more being sought out.

» Two good rules to observe in initiating a volunteer program
for minority language students:. -

1. In-service traini?g sQPula be provided to volynceers--at
least two o:jlnree se;sions per year--to give them some
understandfng of the children they will be serving and
the rationale of the instructional program, and to review

.

their experiences and recommendations at the end of the

§
year. v .

2. Bilingual/ESL teachers should assume the responsibili}y of
plapning what the volunteers will do and monitoring their N
performance. Very little will be accomplished by a volun-
teer whose time is nof put to good use and 3 valuable

7 >
v -
: resource will be lost.
!
\
\ Special Programs
A multi-cultural pre-school has been operating for the past
few years and has achieved such good results that it will continue ’///
O

e



to be funded fn this school systen, even though It is not a state

nandated prozrawm.

. y R
The New York Tices Winter Survey of Education of January 10,

19827 states that " . . . schools’ interest in children from the,
ages of four through eight has grown as fiydingﬁ have mounted to
indicate that educational experiences durshg those,years provide
not only the foundation for but also the attitudes toward Yater
Jearning nl Uhrgr in the arcigle the 1mpor}ance of early learning
experiences is attested to by a George Washington University study
based on more than fifty evaluation projeets which show "

’
. s o ~
praved readfng ckills, wore mgture behavior, and lower absenteefsm

; . : 2
for former participants in s a program."

The pre schunl progr‘nv!ﬂ;open to a little broader popu]atxon
X l’

_than just minority langua"e slndonte. These are the guidelines

ERIC

Ao providea by enic

for applicants:

1. The MulticulturalfiPreschool Program {s designed for children

whnse first lang

expuriences in fde area of socializatjon and languige de-

velopment. Sp

utl
who foll into q e or wore of these categories:

. |

a) Have a devé opmental deficiency
b)  Have llnltéi contact with chxldroﬁ?of thaeir owa age
¢} Hnove a Qpei al family situation

-

, A 1
d) Hive been teferred to us by school personnel or by

a sacaal dgoncy

by

SR

. . ime-

#¢ 1s one other than English and who need

idal consideration will be given to cpildren



(One Bilingual/ksl. teacher and one or two bilingual aides can

provide a program for twenty childrea in each of two sessiuns, morn-

ing and afternoon. .

A process should be in place for cooperative efforts in the

ident 1fication and assessment of biliflgual students with special

needs. The“procedures which 1 recommend for this joint effort by

the two departments feature:

4 .
1. In-service training of special education staff, learning

disabilities teachers, resource roon teacﬁers, school
—~ N . ’

posychologhsts, and social workers, in non-discriminatory

assessanut
2. In-service training of bilingual and special education

staff 1n procedurad steps for referral of bilingual

—
students with wpecial needs
.
3.. Designating a bilingual staff person to monitor stwdent
[}
*
assessment and delivery of services -

4. In large ehough programs, support staff with competenc &Nin A
4 .
the major community languages should be employed *
5. A list of interpretors, translators, and professioundals
+ (social workers, psychologists, etc.) in the @area be

.
. maintained so they can be employed on a aase buasis

’ An example of the type of referral procedure developed jpintly

. b the Bilingual and Special kducation Departmeuts 25 the following: 4
- "
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B )

1 ) »
The process for the bilingual ch&ld-pho is to be evaluated and

who may need special education services ig basically the same as that
’ f
for any other child but foy two differences:

.

. .
1. A language dominance assgssment must be made before the
’

referral, and

A .

N

2. All documents and other communicagions must be ir; the
languager of the home, and incerp}etors, if needed, gust

be at Team meetings

y Before a Chapter 766 referral takes place it is essential that

a thourough assessment be made to determine that the child's aiffi-

culties are not merely the problems of second language acquisition.
It is ejually important that pafents participate in TEAM meetings
and have information provided to them in their own language. The

process for ensuring that these things are done will be aided Qy the

appointment of a bilingual staff member who is certified in both ™

bilingual and special educatijon, and will work half-time in each of

1
those departments. . .

1. Students of bilingual background are not to be referred

.

for TEAM evaluation ugtil language dopinance and/or pro-

ficiency testing has been done in English and the home

ldnguage , . . .

2. Language dominance and proficiency testing will be done

by, or arranged for by, the Bilingual/Specin Education

appointee

ERIC .

. )
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3, When appropriate, the appointee will participate dn TEAM

.

meetings for bilingual special needs students., The appoinéee
will periodically monitor vhe implementing of the Individual-

~ {zed Educational Plan -~

. 4. By arrangement ﬁich the Bilingual Office, interpretors will
. »
be provided for TEAM meetings and translations will be made

for limited-English sbeaking pa?ents
S. Services are provided by certified spec}al educators such
as learning disability teachers, speech therapists, resource
room teachers and learning center teachers. When services -
are provided by an aide, the taSks must be cléarly defined
in the IEP anq the aide tust be jointly superviged b; the
appropriate special educator iw the building and the general
- ) educacion.ce;cher (includiﬁg the bilingual teacher) who
. best know the child, his needs and hﬁs potential
In addition, the a;gointee will assist in obtaining bilingual
psychologists, social workers, and oiper staff, review IEP's twice

& yearly, and be available for consultation about any issues and pro-

a
. ’

P blems in the bilingual-special education area.
A basic component of the regular vocational program for minority
!

language students is the availability of ESL lessons for one or two
v

. periods dafly. .Native speakers of; other languages may be provided

as teacher aldes in vocational training areas wherg they support the

content teaching.

ERIC - I
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An innuvitave program we ate tryrag for the first time this year
v

. is an evploratory, after-school program for any minerity language
high school studeats. .Through a federfil grant for adult ¢ducation,

L4
thic program wis developed o provide foreign students fram under
B

' »
develope 1 conntries with an intxodur(izr to various career possibi-

Hrres. 1The claca meets tiulce weekly for a lecture/demonstration

{n one of several areas, for example, auto body, printing, electronic
.

assembly, computers, food services, etc. A Bilinéunl/ESL teacher
gives Foplich language instruction related to the content and a

.
teacher aide ox inferpretor assists in explaining concepts whenever
por<ihle At Teast one visit is made during the year to each of the .

local intu~tries for which the training 1s offered. This gives
.

studarts ap wnderstanding of the wide range of choices available in

< .
vocatfon 1l edication. It also provides students and prospect ive

. »
enplover . u opportunity to meet informally. Job applicatjon and

r
Job 1aterview procedures are an important part of the curriculum

Tu this programn.

Adult education. The Bilingual department has an vbligation”

te offer «lisses {n Fnglish as a Second Language to community resi-

dents anit should aot leave this to other agencies which may not

’ .
have persounel with the experlise to do the job well. How exten-
¢

stye an vlalt program can be implemented will vary from community

to oty 1f resources permit, it would be helpful to offer s
- l‘ ~
- Conr e dnorer b and writing an the mother tongue for the minority

Yoo ovse st o, ! teaching the history and literature of their

> . 4

——— ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

countries.

%

o . LD
prugras from administratiou and record-heeping to teachiip
. A .
and census-taking is tu be exanined and evaluated for its
to the stipulations of the Transitional Bilingual Educatiq A
I

i

i )
cong

vk

Any Bilingual progidam worthy of the mame should wel

o4
i

b et
RA
ng?ﬁm\&«
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25 31

assessment of its varying degrees of success in providing al

. B

tion for minority language (hildren. Accountability is not

o

s

v

B

word unless dirty deeds are done in its name. There is alway“‘

¥
) 8

R
ol
e
(2]
-

to be learned from an evaluation of any operation when it is ;i;{'f.
. s
constructively motivated exercise. Wy

o

An in-house evaluation could be done by a team of 3-5 pm’la“:

[R]

i3
. EY
with children 1n the bilingual program, together with an assurt"v""\
¥

ment of educators from other programs, possibly including an .

»

e

-

elementary teacher, a high schoul teacher, a social worker, and

S
e

o
e

Py

school principal.

.g -~
!

PR

Such « teamwould be small enough to work eff

tively.

The team should develup theirr criteria for program cvaluatioh‘

r

and should observe and comacul un 4t least the fOUUwing‘Categorie,S'-'

T ke

B

1. Studeat achicvvement LR
1y
2. Physical facilitics in the schools \
' rd



3. Staff competency

4. Materials and textbooks

.

5. Administrative leadership and éffectiveness

of all the‘elements to be ?bserved, the outcome that has great-
est signifficance is student achievement. Tﬁis is the bottom line,
.the raison d'etre of the whgle program. If progress js not odcuring

R then the program is not working. Attention must be phid either to
improving the performance of staff, or developing different metho- ’
dologies, or acquiring new materials, or using different diagnostic
and assessment instruments, or some combination of several :of these
componeﬁt;. An on-going, formative evaluation will help ensure a
systematic appraisal and re-appraisal process.

A program of achievement‘testing at thg’end of every school yea{
will provide teachers and parents with an accurate assessment of how
much progress has been made in second language acquisition. Some

. . .

professional judgment must be exercised in selecting the most appro-

priate instruments to use for this purpose. Since basic skills

may, when they are deemed ready by the staff, be allowed to parti-
cipate in that testing to detexmine their performance in compa(ison

with their classmates. Ducking the issue ¢f achievement testing is

do do a disservice to minority langugage children. If results do
not match expectations, then new strategies must be devisted for

impro;lng the possibilities for learning.

.

Developing the ground rules for a formative evaluation of the

.

testing is now required in many states, minority language students ’

ERIC | |

M >
i




~

‘

I

. . T 101

bilingual program makes sense for sevéral reasons. It keeps the

initiative for program eyaluation in the hands of people most di-
rectly concerned with the program--the patgn{s. Adding profession-
al educators within the school system, but not involved*in the pro-

gram, provides a necessary balance between famniliarity and objective-
fty. A regularly scheduled evaluation, perhaps every other year,

allows enough time for problem areas to be improved and reconsidered.
Make up of the evaluation team would change, of necessity, provid-

ing fresh view points. A summary of previous evaluations should be

)

studied, preliminary to starting a new process, to assure continuity

éqd avoid repetitious efforts. s
An evaluation process might ensure that documentation on

minurlty language students be maintained in a wmore systematic manner
than has Been the case so far in the ten years of Transitional Bi-
.

linguaf'Education in Massachusetts.

Conclusion

> . ~
Y . )

The program model ¥escribed here is an accurate reflection of a
living, exlsting program in operation at this time in one city in
Massachusetts. Like any living organism, it will not remain in this .

exact form for very long. 1t fs not a static, totally unique plan

-

[E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ; -

for saving the academic lives of non-English speakers. 1t is not

~

-necessatily to be swallowed whole, without pre-consideration. hug it

{s a workable, systematic model. I believe that some or all of its

- .

feertures can be ok ipmediate or of future use to other commun%;ies.
-’

~ A
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Setiator Siaviokb Por the subcommittee T thank the Senator for
A4 very able staterent oo asswre vou that Senator Pedl would be
here were 4t not tor o dongstanding presious conunitinent on his

, part asway trom Washington -

Ido have two o three questiong, swhich tor the subcommittee |
would Bike to ash cond T osvould <oy, Senator, that™ vou prefer to
answer them o writing it would be agtecable to the Chan, which

' ever svay you wish

Sen ot Henbreston Whatever siits the Charman.

Senator Statrorb The fust question i~ tlus Among other things.
Congtess [iml.usd_m_du_a_\x\ln&, Bilingual BEducdtion Aot that the
policy ot the United States 15 'to démoustate TeMETNVe Wavs of pro-
yudihe tor chaldeen of himtéd Enghish proficiencs inkoruction: de-
sirteds W enable them, while using thenr nagive Nngunge, o
achieve voagetence in the Boglish language ™ In S
the word~,  while using thenr native language’”™ from that state-
pent ot policy  This Fads me to condbude that vour bidl s sdent on
whether or not natige language <hould be used Theretoie. do you
helieve that saly one tupe ol progiam should be tunded under tatle
Vo should ather educational strategies be used as well”

Senator Heppresion We provide, of course. for the use of stu-
dents nane Languaee We pat the restioction on it of the | svean
perid of tune except, that that can be increased to 3 vears it an
evaliation deternunes that the student does not progress sufficient-
IV o hos oo reasonable expectation of gaiming praoficiency by stayving
tor another gperod o fime What Tam weyving to do s avoud the var-

+ Ctually automatic pernission for o \lmh-nl to remaun in a ilingual

s

pm rai so that he s only dotting mstruction e his native ban-

a6 for several veans) i some cases, ot through bis elementary
expetence
Senador Siaitornd Thank voirs .

In vour Wl you require that there be van imtensive cowse of

~tuds o Foghol "ancall pragraags o be funded under title VIE Do
vou helieve that the Federal Government should mandate what
lyeal school distriets should do under, the ac? .

Sewtor Heoptesion Welll that is alwayvs o ddhealt question
that we woapple with up here whietn we are dispegsimyg Federal
tunds o~ to the extent to which the Government ought to at the
one e meet anandate or at least establish substantial guide-
oes Plhis s the one area where Tthink we ought ta be fan I8 striet

Moo tegquiremenits howe are gomg to develop a program that es-’

~entudly ot deast<the intent of Congress Wwas at the beginning-
o~ o student to progt gss o {earing other subjects at the same
stine hie s Tearming to speak Enghish é? seems to me that to keep
“that kued of program withue the proper bounds, there ought tobe
councident with it an intensive hn;,lg\h program \s a matter of
Pt v own gudement s and Senator Hayahawa agrees wath
this and neeeroas peaple T havet thtked to who Rave come to this
country laom lorern countnies agree ttat the intensive Engliph
poti Ui~ probably the most suportant part ol out bulingual eftorts It
sould ~olve a Lot of problems f they e ned Enghish very quicklds
CSenator Starrop Blow do you tespond o statements that yout
bill ~ tune limntation onanstriction: fads te recognize that vary ing

ERIC - . Iy, L. .
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amounts ot tine are needed tor students 1o successfully muake a
transition to Enghsh’ .
Senator Hubpreston Welllave give the 3 vear maximu, it it re-
quires that long Some, of course, can be assimulated withmn I vear
And I would just ate the average of what is happenmg’now One to
3 vears 1s what we hear from around the country’ .
Senator STAreokD Senator, tor the committec, T wmit 1 express
our appreciation to you for vour personal imvolvenent i this -
portant question We appreciate vour help to the subtommittee
looking at this important ssue .
Thank vou very much, Senator
_senator Hubpreston Thank vou, Mr Charnaan N
I The tisponsc= ot Sepsitor Huddleston to qm-\fun{\ a~ked by Sen

ator kerneds follow

.

’
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WALTER D HUDDLISTON OBt barTTIRG
WENTWEK Y ASRICALTURE MUTRITION,
CATRY

» . AND FOR

.q‘ *> " M‘N
Alnited Diafes Denate i A-vierli i
WASHINGTON. D C 29310 SEALCT COMMITTEE ON

June 21, 1982

The Honorable Robert T. Stafford :

Ve Charmag -
Subgmttee on Education, Arts and fkmanitzes .
Dirksen Senate Office Burlding .

Washington, D.C. 20510
N Dear Bob: . -
Enclosed are the answers to questions submitted by Senator Kennedy
regarding the hearings on S. 2002 which were held by the Subcommittee .
on Education, Arts and ikmanities in late April. I have also forwarded
a copy of the answers to Ted for his information.

1f 1 can be of further assistance in this matter, please let me know.

[\ Smcﬁcrcl)i. ’

2 .
ol ‘Walter D. thuddleston he .

Enclosures Lo

¢
¢¢ Senator Fdward M. Kennedy 4

ERIC . -

.




. 105

Answers to questions submitted to Senator Huddleston by Senator Kemnedy on S. 2002
June 21, 1982

-
Q. Your bill adds 2 new defining characteristic for bilingual education:

"An mtensive course of study i English.'| Whv do you believe that the current
effort in this area is insufficient?

- L}
A.  The current emphasis in,the bilingual program‘geems not to be to teach
children English but to make sure that the home language remains strong. . This
was not the intent of the bilingual education program when it was first passed
by Congress. I believe that putting a specific provision in the bill which
defines the purpose of bilingual education will -assure that the program teaches
English and does not place 2 disproportionate share of the tume on maintaining
the child's home language.
L]

S R .

- -—“-‘—’-’ sy - . -
Q.  what does this characteristic requiré. more time studying English or a
different instructional approach? ' ~

A.  The requirement for an intensive course of English would promote more
effort 1n having a child learn English. It would not mandate only ESL pro-
grams as some have feared. - :

-
.

Q. Studies have indicated that reading and writing skills are important in
student acquistion of language literacy skills. Given$heir wmportance, why
do you delete these two skills from the defiufition of ""limited English pro-
ficient?

A.  The definition of a lumited English proficient child has been changed
to exclude reading and writing -because the present definition has only
legitimized keeping children in a bilingual program indefinitely. The idea
of thes program was that 1t would be transitional only. However, by requiring
proficiency In speaking, .nderstanding, reading and writing skills before

a child can be move on, we are guaranteeing that these children may never-be
placed 1n the regular classroom. Everyone is aware that many children who
know only English have trouble realing and writing English. Yet we do not
segregate these children from others in the classroom and there is no reason
why bilingual thilldren who speak and understand English should be segregated
only because they have problems reading and writing the languagee

Q. Should bilingual education programs not emphasize the acquisition of
these two skills?

A. Bilingual education should emphasize the development of all skills,
however, the primary responsibility is that the child leamn English as

- rapidly as possible so he can be placed 1n a classroom with other English
speakingfstudents, In the regular classroom the child's skills can be
developed further along with other students.

Q. Why should students be tested annually rather .than every two years?

A. The problem with the present bilingual program is that there is no
requirement that the children be tested at all. The language of the Bilingual
Education Act does not require an evaluation as the basis for continued
participation. The ldnguage is only advisory and there are no sanctions if an
evaluation is not canpleted.

Students 1n classrooms all across the country are tested each year to
see what skills they have acquired during the year and to see how they have
progressed. There 1s no reason why bilingual education students should not
be subject to the same evaluation process. In fact, is is more imperative
that these students be cvaluated as .often as possible so that students who
have acquired sufficient English skills can be mainstreamed. Having an
evaluation any less frequently than once a year only helps to perpetuate
a bilingual education progam where the students will remain indefinitely,

ERIC | . Liy
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o fpoen wnat Pasis o oe g ume that o siemiticant number of 1P students ’
deroady e Re maanstye el i ter one vedr, of l\xlm‘;ml educaton” .

A cde ot vgre that g samifs wt nunber of 1EP students will be ready

oore o eed ey ometyoar, M wenld ondy o require that students
W ot e ! oadtar e ot wiilobe, The present Rilingual

W a*100 fCr e et wcray rb g antee,

+
L]
S on gt haay o crethateall THE student< are readv to he
et STy atter trreg oy srhinglial education”
.
. . et SN toar " P students will be ready to be mainstreamed
Vter o rer eovears . onv students will have acqunred Pnglish Shitls

whao swi o perae the b manstreamed where these shills caft be further

avioped  bor o nadent o who have not acgared sufficient shills, then |
Telieve that ot s wre appropriite tor the states to tund their continued

Glacatrn e brTiened Jducoitson program, espectally <ance almost 50%
Coorhipe ol stwdents (o from onhy three states  (aliformia, \ew York and
P A
* »
R . tere that it owoo i ld has been an the program for three vears qnd
ol et tre abaars to speak and understand English, 1t 1S obvious that .
T A proveded By batle VIT programs may not be sufficient to ever
poed B ol b Haen s hat doovou base this conglusion?

Vo0t as selh hnown that children can learn a second language much better

Te—- cthen ndult o Tt oapter three vears of being taught Inglish a child still does
rot il d Imghisl wd Stult s no ability te speak Inglish, somethang
coakrtorent wath the teachie anstraction or tne ¢hall hias some severe
learming pocblon faoth rvpe of ~rruations, remedial anstruction s
mcodhiat o caiiad tor md D osei e thet s i ttu tien 1 rore appre
srinely prevnbd o ov ghe stares because of the Jisproportiorate location
ot cndent v cue country,

b

4

YooY sTite movra testmony that ac o 1978 gbout TS5 of the sligadie |
D ~tpdent s 1o the tuaad Statos sere natawve-bori. There 15%fo indicat son |
thot th s it er s chvwe s radical s o the last throe veirs,  hhv then ‘
doven place suc® vrerphars on the participat on of mmgrant s i the |
Prourams when the va € marordte of elunible program part icapants appedar to be |
nitue born® |

\. be S tigute to which vou refer comes from the (haldien's inghish and ' |
bervie  Ctady o TOR0 o further studies by the federal government are
av alihles Howover i mtornal di wassions which my <taff has had with a
mber ot rligual provect directors across the country, including discussions
with the hilimnual ditectars i the sepator's home state of Massachusetts and
hhares towte of Boston, it has oo suggested that aimmgrant particaipation is
mach higher an i bigtal eaucitoon programs - perhaps even as high as 505 an
some programs there also topo way to tell how manv of those participating
who o Bepnative bem had pusnt sho were ummigrants, R
Whitipalby, enss data telensed this yvear shows that with an tncrease
HUOMMENTAt I On, We o expedt anincrease 1 the number of people who don't
Speab Inglishe O imerdnt population increased from 1.7% an 1970 to 6. 2%
2 i PiReC che tensits Bureau tourd that an 1980, one of cvery ten said he or
he o poke  danauge other than bngly he o fhus, o good portion of the students
shog e prosently imvolved gy the bilingual education program (and perhaps an
Ceen s reater percentage an the tutuee) are mamgrants, Their participgtion
has pvers darect andluedce on the provran and on ot desite to seegt they f
are aomtbated a rpadly as possible, .

-

ERIC 11

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




> 107

Senator Starrorp. The balance of the morning will be devoted to
two panels. The Chair would ask the first panel to come forward It
consists of Mr. Arnoldo S. Torres, executive director, League of
United Latin American Citizens in Washington; Dr Robeérto Cruz,
president-elect. National Association “of Bilingual Education, here
in Washington, Dr. G Richard Tucker, director, Center for Applied

Linguistics, Washington; and Mr. Ronald P. Andrade, executive di-

rector. National Congress of American Indians. .

In view of time constraints, the Chair is going te have to ask wit-
nesses—and 1 believe you have been so warned—to limit your
statements to 5 minutes. If you have a longer, printed statement,
we will be glad to have it placed in the record in full. But we are
goufg to use Claiborne Pell's designed “stop-go-caution” lighting
system. In my committee. I am more inclined to use an hourglass.
which is a little bit flexible. ' )

So, gentlemen, when the gréﬁn goes on, you are starting; when

the yellow goes on, you have 1 minute in which to conclugde your
remarks.
_ The Chawreally would leave it to you as to who goes first, al-
though [ would suggest maybe you go in the order in which I called
your names. 1f that is agreeable. So that would mean Mr. Arnoldo
Torres, you are at bat. -

STATEMENT OF ARNOLDO 8. TORRES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
LEAGUE OF UNITED ‘LATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS. ACCOYRA-
MED BY DR JOSE LLANES: DR. ROBERT CRUZ, PRESHIENT-
ELECT. LEAGUE OF UNITED LATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS, AC-
COMPAMED BY DR, JAMES CUMMINS: DR, G. RICIIARD TUCKER,
DIRECTOR. CENTER FOR APPLIED LINGUISTICS; AND RONALD
P. ANDRADE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR. NATIONAL CONGRESS OI'
AMERICAN INDIANS, ACCOMPANIED BY. DR, WILLIAM LEAP, A
PANEL .
Mr. Torkes. Mr. Chairman, before the green goes on, [ would just

hke to provide you with just a brief starement about the struvture

Many of us here have brought with"us Witnesses who will be, pro-

viding expert testitmony—— - .
Senator Starrorp. That is agreeable to the Chair, but it will still
have to be within the 5 minutes. ~ '

Mr. Torres. Yes. within the 5 minutes. I just wanted to let vou
know why we have so many people up here.

Senator Srarrorn. All right. C o

Mr Torres. | appreciate the opportunity to come before you
today as the executive director of the League of Unjted Latin
American Citizens., this country’s oldest and largest Hispanic orga’
nization. .

I commend you and Senator Huddleston for wanting to discuss
this 1ssite which, as he has indicated, is extremely important to our
community On behalf of LULAC, we have always considered bilin-
gual- education an extremely high' priority, and we demonstrated
that concern in the 1930's. when we formed the “Little School of
1007 which was aimed at teaching Hispanic children 100 basic
Fnglish words in order to ease their ‘transition—and- we note,

M OhEA O -8~ %
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“transition” —into a monolingual English classroom. This program
formed the basis for the Federal Head Start program of the 1960's.
I would simply like to respond somewhat to Senator Huddleston's
comments earlier. He mentioned the AIR study. We want to indi-
cate for the record that that study began in 1974, was terminated
in 1977, and was released in 1978 because of methodological prob-
lems Incidentally, every scholar primarily has indicated that its
findings are incorrect and have rejected the study. R

The other point, as he indicated, is that in Los Angeles parents
withdrew their children from school, ‘arfd I primarily want to indi-
cate for the record that these children were segregated in order to
instruct them in their native language, and this is why the parents
withdrew them. It was primarily a design problem, as opposed to
Jjust an opposition to bilingual education. .

I would like at this time to introduce Dr. Jose Llanes, who has
done a study-of the DeKanter/Baker study and a couple of other
“issues that we would like to have raised.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Torres follows:] .



PresSENTED By

ArnoLDo S. TORRES
NaT1onAL ExecuTive DIRECTOR
* . ApriL 26, 1982

Goop MorninG, MEMBERS oF U.S. SuscommiTTEE ON EDUCATION,
ARTs AND HuMAnITIES. [ AM ArnoLDO TORRES, MATIONAL EXEcuTIVE
DIRECTOR OF THE LEAGUE oF UNITED LaTIN American CiTizens (LULAO),
THIS COUNTRY'S OLDEST AND LARGEST HISPANIC ORGANIZATION WITH
over 100,000 MEMBERS IN U5 STATES.

Pt

WE APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO COME BEFORE,YOU AND
PRESENT TESTIMONY ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION, AN ISSUE WHICH IS
OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE TO HE HISPANICSCOMMUNITY AND ONE WHICH °
HAS BEEN GIVEN HIGH PRIORITY BY LULAC SINCE ITS INCEPTION .
In THE 1950°s, LULAC ForMeDp THE "LITTLE ScuooL qF 400" wHicH
WAS AIMED AT TEACHING HISPANIC CHILDREN 400 BASsic ENGLISH
WORDS [N ORDER TO EASE THEIR TRANSITION INTO A MONOLINGUAL
ENGLISH CLASSROOM, THIS PROGRAM FORMED THE BASIS FOR THE

*  repERAL HEAD START PROGRAM OF THE 1960°'s:

- -
M <

RY

v

HISTORICALLY, CHILDREN OF MINORITY LANGUAGE BACKGROUNDS
HAVE SUFFERED ABUSE AND NEGLECT DUE TO THEIR SO-CALLED .
"LANGUAGE HANDICAP.” ACCORDING T0O THE 1979 ANNUAL REPORT
of THE CARNEGIE CorporaTION oF NEw YORK, "CONSIDERED BY
/ .
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1-JL AUTHORITIES 10 BE CHILDREN OF AN FNFERIOR RACE, (MexIcan-

AtRICAN CHILDREN IN TEXAS AFTER THE CIviL WAR) WERE OFTEN
roNISh L OFOP SPEAKING SPANISH, HEARD THE IR NAMES ANGLICT ZED,
" SAN THEIR CULJTURAL BACKGROUND SYSTEMATICALLY IGNORED

»

IN TEXTBCOKS,”

In A 1970 AkTICLE IN CENTER MAGAZINE ENTITLED, "MONTEZUMA'S

Tuioowon,” Puinie D, OrteGO OBSERVED:

In PRACTICE, MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN ARE

FREQUENTLY RELFGATED TO CLASSES FOR THE {DUCABLE

MENTALLY RETARDED SIMPLY BECAUSE MANY TEACHERS

CoUATE LINGUISTIC ABILITY WITH INTELLECTUAL

ABIUITY. IN CALIFORNIA, MEXICAN-AMERICANS ACCOUNT

FOR MORE THAN HOT OF THE SO-CALIED MLNTALLY

RETARDED,

MANY OF THE ATTACKS ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION TODAY, AND TH
AITLTUDES AND MISUNDERSTANDINGS UPON WHICH MANY OF THESE ATTACKS
Akt BASFD, REVEAL THAT THE ONGOING CONTROVERSY REFLECTS A DEEPLR
?GNFLIC];THAH SIMFLY A SIRUGGLE TO FIND THE BEST METHODOLOGY
"FOR FDUCATING MINORITY-LANGUAGE CHIL.DREN., BILINGUAL EDUCATION '

i IS BUT ONE OF A SERIES OF APFROACHES TO MEZTING THE NEEDS OF .
MINORITY 'ANGUAGE STUDFNTS, AND 1T OCCHPIES OMLY % OF 1% oF .

STHE TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS, YET 11 HAS RECEIVED AN INORDINATE

TAMOUNT OF ATTLNTION, IN PART BY THOSE WHO VIEW TEACHING IN

A FOREIGN LANGUAGE AS "UN-AMERICAN,” OR “DAMAGING TO OTHER
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£ DUCAT IONAL PROGRAMS,” CONIRARY TO PUBLIC PERCEPTION, AND TO
THE MANNER WHICH THE MEDIA HAS CHARACTERIZED BILINGUAL EDUCATION,
IT 1S NOT AN ATTEMPT BY THE SPANISH-SPEAKING COMMUNITY, NOR
ANY OTHER NON-DNGLISH DOMINANT GROUP, TO CRFAIE ITS OWh
COUNTRY W1THIN THE UNTTD SiATES. THERE ARE NUMEROUS STUDIES
TO SHOW THAT STULLNTS TAUGHT IN THEIR NATIVE LANGUAGE UNTIL
ABLE TO SUCCESD IN MONOLINGUAL FNGLISH CLASSROOMS PERFORM
BETILR THAN THOSE WHO ARE FORCED 1§M[DIA1£LY INTO AN ALL-

. ENGLISH ENVIRONMENT, SO OUR PURPOSL IN SUPPORTING THE SE
PROGRAMS 1S PRECISELY THAT OFS HLLPING STUDENTS BE BETTER
CUNTRIBUTORS 10 MAINSTREAM AMERICAN SOCIETY. - THOSE WHO

. INSIST ON RtLEGATING MINORITY-LANGUAGE STUDENTS TO AN
INFERIGR STAT IS BY PLACING THEM IN SITUATIONS WHERE THEY
ARt DOOMED 10 [AG BEHIND OR FALL ARE THOSE WHO ARL ACTUALLY
SROMOTING A CONTINUED SLPARATION DUE TO LACK OF COMMUNICATION

ANL ACHLEVEPENT,

I THE LAST 10 YEARS WE HAVE SEEN A SIGNIf ICANT RISE IN
ANTI-IMMIGRANT SENIIMENT SWEEP THIS COUNTRY. THIS BENTAUITY
HAS EXT(MDID INTO THE CULTURAL TRAITS OF THE NLW IMMIGRANTS
WHICH MANY viEWw As Bting PRIMARILY Hiseanic, SPANISH -SPFAKING.
TN VIEW OF THIS COUNTRY'S CONSTANT ECONOMIC DIFFICULFILS OVER
e LAsT 10 YEARS, 1T 1S NOT SURPRISING TO FIND VHAT AS A
CONSEAUrNCE, THE NEW IMMIGRANTS HAVE BEEN MADE THE SCAPEGOATS
FOR SUCH PRUBLEMS, THIS HAS HISTORICALLY BYEN THE MANNE R

' i vniicH U.S. SOCI&TY HAS RESPONDED TO NEW IMMIGRANTS IN

O
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TIMES OF ECONOMIC DOWN SWINGS, HOWEVER, WE FIND THAT THE
NEGATIVISM TOWARDS NEN-ARRIVALS I$ DEEPER AND ATTACKS
CULTURAL CHARACTERISTICS, THE LANGUAGE OF THE NEW [MMIGRANTS
IS ALSO THE LANGUAGE OF MANY RESIDING IN THIS COUNTRY.
CONSEQUENTLY, BILINGUAL EDUCATION ALSO BECOMES A FOCAL

POINT FOR VENTING FRUSTRATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH ECONOMIC

1

TROUBLES.

THE TENDENCY TO LINK ;HE BILINGUAL EDUCATION ISSUE i
WITH THE IMMIGRATION ISSUE REVEALS POLITICAL MOTIVES BEHIND
MANY ARGUMENTS WHICH THREATEN THE YOUNG LIFE OF AN EFFECTIVE
INSTRUCTIONAL TOOL. THIS TENDENCY ALSO PLACES SPECIAL DEMANDS
ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS TO PROVE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS.
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES ARE BEING PROPOSED BEFORE THE PROGRAM
HAS HAD THE CHANCE TO PROVE ITSELF, AND MANY OF THESE CHANGES
ARE BASED ON A FEW AND FKULTY NEGATIVE REPORTS.

x
s

'
WE WOULD NOW LIKE TO ADDRESS OUR REASONS FOR OPPOSING

THE TWO BILLS UNDER CONSIDERATION TODAY BECAUSE WE FLEL THAT
THEY TAKE BACKWARD STEPS IN ALLEVIANING THE PROBLEM OF
MAINSTREAMING MINORITY LANGUAGE”CHILDREN INTO AMERICAN SOCIETY.

We oppose SEnATOR WALTER ‘HuDDLESTON'S BILL, §.2002

FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS!: ) L
1) THE PROPOSAL TO LIMIT PARTICIPATION IR A TITLE VII
PROGRAM TO ONE YEAR IS BASED ON THE IDEA THAT THE

TIME LIMIT WILL PERSUADE TEACHERS AND STUDENTS T0

Q N
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v
REACH GOALS FOR LEARNING ENGLISH IN THE SHORTEST

TIME POSSIBLE., RESEARCH EVIDENCE REVEALS THAT

BEST RESULTS ARE OBTAINED AFTER FOUR OR FIVE YEARS

OF SIMULTANEOUS INSTRUCTION IN THE NATIVE LANGUAGE

AND EnGLISH, ALTHOUGH MANY STUDENTS PROGRESS RAPIDLY
AND ARE ABLE TO ADVANCE TO A MONOLINGUAL CLASSROOM

IN LESS THAN TWO OR THREE YEARS, ONE YEAR IS ENTIRELY
TOO RESTRICTIVE AND WILL RESULT IN A BURDENSOME ANNUAL
EVALUATION PROCESS AND MONOLINGUAL CLASSES FULL OF
STUDENTS WHO TRULY ARE NOT PREPARED TO SUCCEED IN
THAT ENVIRONMENT, .

PERHAPS THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THE ONE YEAR LIMIT IS
SenaTOR HUDDLESTON'S PROPOSAL TO RE-DEFINE THE
POPULATION OF STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION
7O CONSIST ONLY OF THOSE WHO DO NOT SPEAK OR .
UNDERSTAND ENGLISH. THIS PROVISION DOES NOT TAKE

INTO ACCOUNT A CHILD'S ABILITY TO READ AND WRITE
ENGLISH, WHICH IS AN ESSENTIAL CRITERIA TO SUCCESS IN
THE CLASSROOM. .
THE 'PROVISION WHICH WOULD MANDATE AN INTENSIVE £NGLISH
COURSE WOULD DEMAND EXTRA TIME IN THE STUDY OF ENGLISH
AND EVEN LESS TIME [N THE NATIVE LANGUAGE. ACCORDING
70 THE DEPARTMENT OF Epucation’s 1978 CHILDREN'S
EnGLISH AND_SERVICES Stupy, 85% OF STUDENTS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAMS RECEIVE FIVE HOURS OR MORE OF STRUCTURED
ENGLISH INSTRUCTION AS COMPARED TO ONLY 78% OF CHILDREN
IN AN ALL-ENGLISH PROGRAM. THIS OVERZEALOUS APPROACH




&~

COULD RESULT IN A NEGLELT OF THL INSTRUCTION IN
THE NATIVE LANGUAGE WHICH IS NtCESSARY FOR fHE
COGNITIVE PROGRESS OF THL SIUDENTS,

e oppOSE THE ADMINISIRATION'S PROPOSALS FOR THE FOLLOWING

THE PROPOSAL TO FUND NON-BILINGUAL [DUCATION PROGRAMS
WITH Trree VIT MONTES WOULD PLACE ADDED DEMANDS ON
THE LIMITED RESOURCES AND WOULD BE DhTRlMFN;AL 0 .
RUSEARCH AND REF INEMENT OF BIl INGUAL PROGRAMS WHICH
INCORPORAYE THE USE OF THL NATIVE UANGUAGE.

THE PROVISION TO PRIORITIZE FUNDING FOR THOSE STUDENTS
WHO ARE LIMITED IN [NGLISH AND wHO AMSO HAVE A "USUAL”
LANGUAGE WHICH IS OTHER THAN [NGLISH 1S PEDAGOGICALLY
"HSOUND DUE TO THE FACT .THAT A CHILD COULD BE PROFICILNT
{N ENGLISH, BUT PREFER TO SPLAK ANOTHER UANGUAGE MOST

OF THE TIME, THIS PROVISION WOULD DtPRIVE MANY STUDENTS
OF SERVICES WHO SPEAK SOME ENGLISH, BUT WHO STILL '
HAVE NOT PROGRESSED IN THEIR CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE OF

THE LANGUAGE TO THE EXTENT NECESSARY TO SUCCEED IN A
RLGULAR [NGLISH-LANGUAGE CIASSROOM. ACCORDING 10 NLpFART-
MENT OFFICIALS, THIS COULD REDUCE THE NUMBER OF FLIGIBLE
CHILDREN FRroM 3.6 miLLIioN TO 700,000.

The PRngSION To PLACE BivincuaL VocatronaL TRAINING

PROGRAMS UNDER THE BUDGET AUTHORITY of TrrLe VI] wouLD

« BL DUTRIMENTAL TO BOTH PROGRAMS BECAUSE OF THE INCREASED

. DEMAND ON FUNDS, .

* rd
REASONS:
D
2)
N
.
’
e
0 ':'.
>3
. .7:
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A uRINe 10 1980 ToruL pata, owy S37 or Hpoeanies
A
\
JoY Ay OF ASY OR OLLER ARE L b SOHCOE WF ABBATES AS CONBARED
LAY

Jo T RAcks AL 29T METYES,  SOANTISH IS THE FOURTH TOST

R lﬁ'l.U»":c’d I8 e WGREL, a1 Untren STATES 1S Now

o
P

CANTUH SR A TNG coniey [N TRE WORLE D,

MTEIEIE S C I I I A
T oviow of odt ALY viAT THE 03N 0 v Y HAS A EDIAN

A e 7V As o D Wt 29,5 1 oR won-HIESPANICS, AN P

: VI PRCTUA™ L R EDUCATING THIS FLPUPATION S HAS

ST Y ATTuN 1S IN THE NATIONAL INTERLUST,

1 v

,
WOATANAIN Y Lot LS PORTS TO REUNT A YOUNG Heon,DAM

wT M Ar R LY PEE D ALLORED G0 FROVE DTS P ETFCLIVINESS

GIET . o FORU DM AND UNDER ENFORCEMENT, Ty 14 UAY
SOCATT S Tt s MDA R IAY T NES OF SNeR T Ty R
. )
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Dr Leanks Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman This testimo-,
ny s i two parts, The first part deals with the diaft final report of
DeKanter and Baker, the second part offers some recomanendations
on how the act may be amended. .

First. we would hke to state that we agree with the general as
sessinent contatmed e the memo from the Chief of the Depattment®
of Education’s Legal Standards and Policy Branch In this memo,
they puint out that “the DeKanter, Baker report is invahd and of
httle relevance to Federal policy or tou local educators who are con

: cerned with providing eyual educational oppottunities to kinguage
minority students,” and the memo goes on to identify why )

At the present time, the data, analysts, and synthesis of research
i U3, ilingual education remarns largely undone There is con-
stderable datie from Mexico. Peru, Sweden, Canada, and the Philip
piiies, all agreeing with our carrent policy direction. The minimum
level of effectiveness of this treatment varies according to study
imethod, foren natienal community characteristics, and the vhjec
tives of the bilingual education program under study, but there is
wide agrecnuent that transference to the all Enghish curricudum
should not™ take pldte before the child has developed what psycho
lingwist, James Camnuns, has called CALP, or cognitive academic
inguwistic proficiendy, a language rich enough to handle conceptual
academic inforfiation There is, however, no body of similir data
on UUS programs at this tme. To do a summary of all that is
known about U'S hilingual education at this time, which is what
DeKanter Baher presume to du, would be like sending a vase to the
. Jury befure one side has had a chance to present its evidence.

.
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The case for lmmerblon in the report is made on the basis of
three studies. Only ‘one’of them fits the criteria that DeKanter/
Baker has alreadv outlined for inclusion in the weport. This is the
Canadian St. Lambert experiment. The purpose of this experiment,
sir, is to add a language—French—to English-speaking Canadian
children without expecting that they lose their English skill at all.
The US. case is totally different. The Bilingual Act seeks to sub-
tract the language, leaving in its place a second language. The com-

* parison is therefore invalid.

In order to substantiate this, I called Dr. Lambert, who is the
principal investigator of the above study. He said: -~ . !

It 1 tomlly wrong to use aur study of immersion in Montreal to justify a similar
appruach with non English-speaking students in the US. The only pussible parallel
15 with native English-speaking students in the US being introduced to Spanish or
Purtuguese To fail tu do that 1s tv put them at a tremendous disadvantage, intellec
tually. attitudinally, and socially, and to keep them there fur the rest of their Lives
The popular Canadian and American myth whych points at sumeone's grandfather

who came from Poland ur Italy, learned English, und made a millivn dollars without
the help of bilingual edudation. is a story which 1s statistically invalid.

In the second part of this testimony, I would like to outline for_
the subcommittee the policy directions we see emerging from re-
search on bilingualism and bilingual egucatlon at this time.

We have observed that bilingual education is a very lécal and
Lommumty interactive phenomenon, which has to be designed and
evaluated in the lmgulstlc and social context where the school is
situated This argument is supported by over 10 studies, reviewed,
and analyzed in an article already glven to staff.

In order to prescribe a certain mix of languages, the pdlicymaker
«  must know certain linguistic and social characteristics of the envi-

ronments which, according to research evidence, provide functivnal
power to thefschool’s program.

Senator STAFFORD. | hate to be hard-hearted about this, but it 1s
the only way we can get the job done &hd hear as many people as
possible. So we will place the balance of your statement in the
record.

Dr. Lr.anes. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Llanes follows:]

- - he ’

A
-

i

(A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




117

PREPARED hv
Dr. Jose Lranes -

ApriL 26, 1982

On behalf of LULAC, my colleagues at Cal-State and myself I want to

thank the Conmittee for this opportunity to offer testimony. Mr. Chairman

this testimony is in two parts. The first part deals with the Draft Final

Report of Adrianna de Kanter and Keith Baker on the "Effectivensss of

Bilingual Education.” The second part offers some recommendations on how

‘ the Act may be amended to coincide with current theoretical and practical

understandings on the education of limiied’English speaking (LEP) students

in the public schools?

First we would like to state that we agree with the general assessment

contained in the memo from the Chief of the Department of Education's Legal

)
Standards and Policy Branch. In this memorandum it is pointed out that, «

“The de Kanter/Baker report's conclusions are invalid and of little relevance

to federal policy or to local educators concerned with providing equal

' edﬁfational‘opportunities to language minority students." The memo goes on

to fdentify "four fallacies" contained !n the report, three of which accor-

, . .
ding to the memo @qunxad'involve an unwarranted simplification of complex

educational realitiesf'@unquvte+ We couldn't agree more. .

At the present time, the data, analysis and synthesis of research in gm

U.S. pilingual ‘education (éE)yema1ns largely undone. There is considerable

data from Mexico, Peru, Sweden, Canada and the Phillipiﬂ%s all agreeing with

the current policy direction, namely that limited-English speaking students

should receive a certain minimum instruction in their home language, before
)

being transferred into an all-English curriculum. The minimum varies

according to study method, foreign national community characteristics and
the objectives of the bilingual education program under study, but there

is wide agreement that transference to the all-English curriculum should

/




not Lake pldce before the chiid has developed what Psychoiinguist James

ummins has|called CALP or Cognitive Agadem1c Linguistic Profigieny, a language
rich_enough to handle conceptual academic 1aformation, There is, however,
no body of $imilar data based on U.S. programs at this time. To do « summary
of all that Qé& kmown about W.$ Elllngual‘Educatlon at this time, which s
what de Kanter/8iker presume to do, would be like sending a case to the jury .
before one side has had a Chance tu present its ev1dence: The reason is
that these data are forthcoming from 48 studies, a Tist of which has been
submitted as part of this testimony, whiCh were Heikgned and contracted by
the National [nstitute of Education and the Department Bf Education and are .
currently nearing completion. These studies: once synthesized apd published,
mdy provide >pecific guidance on which aspects of the theory of bilingual
edycation can be said to be operant in the U.S. confext. v
The ca,e for nmmersion as a treatment for LEP 15 made by de Kanter/Baker

on the basis of three studies  Only one of them fits the criteria de Kanter/

Baker outlined, a Canadian study which the authors themselves claim 1s not
N
B

relevant %o the U S. case, the St. Lambert Experimént."‘Yhe.qgrpose of the *
Canadian éxperiment 1s to add a lanquage (%renchl to Englxsh-épeakfhg -
Canadian children without expecting that they lose their English skill and . |
in fact expecting to fully maintain both languages thrnuqhobt their life  The

U.S. case i, different. The BE Act 1s subtractive, in that 1t does not seek

tu retain the mother tongue, Lut 0 subtract 1t, leaving in 1ts place the '
second language. The comparison 15 ;nvalrd and every critique tJ de Kanter/

-Baker has made this point. ln'ordor to reinforce the pblnt [ called the
principal investiqator of the Canadian StuleS; the psychologist Wallace |
Lambert, and he askéd that [ read you his redttion to the use of his st«hy ,g

to Lubstantiate the claims thad immersion programs like the Canadian experi-

ment are suitable alternatives, to 8t: |

FRIC . 125 .
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[t is totally wrong to use our study of immersion in Montreal

to justify a similar approach with non-English speaking students
™ the U.S, The only possible parallel is with native English-
speaking students in the U.S. being introduced to Spanish or
Portuguese. | .

. ~ For anyone who comes from a home language background other than
English (such as _the French-and Ukranians in Canada andwthe
Hispamic, Havajo or Vietnamese ip the U.S.) we recommend that
a prolonged period of home language instruction be given, either
before or concurrent with English language instruction. To
fail to do that is to put them at a tremendous disadvantage
intellectually, attitudinally and.socially and to keep them .
there for the rest of their lives.

The popular Canadian and American myth -.Dr. Lambert says - :
which points at someone's_grandfather who came’ from Poland or
[taly, learned English and made a million dollars, without the
help of bilingual education, is a story which s statistically \
! 1nva}id (unquote). '
{Wallace Lambert, personal comwnication, April 23, 1982)
Another point in which we differ with de Kanter/Baker has found its
way to the proposed legislation. It relates to the duration of treatment
*
for LEP studsrt, which may be judged sufficient to shop bilingual effects.
>
S. 2002 sets @ limit of one-year and de Kanter/Baker's review of programs

of Bilingual Educatroﬁ which showed poor results was largely constructed

*
>~y
"

0n one-year e€fects. We interpret the poor results as 1ndications that
the one-year turation of the ftreatrment reported 1n those studies 1s not -
long enough What de Kant%FJBaker failed to note 15 that the successful

B1lingual outcomes or affects, nq;ed in the [i1terature are most often
AN

ragistered in the ‘third year of testing, giving rise Lo the hypothesis

{currently being researched by two of the ongoing studies mentioned ‘

earlier) that successful bxﬁunqual program outcomes would begin to show

‘ durtag or after the sear of treatment. Bilinqual fducation, we believe,

15 1ike 4 Aminute aqq In order to produce a 4-minute eqg, the egy has

%o be_vorled for tne fyll four minutes, ind to break the shall open at the

N
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end of one minute to see how the egg is doing would yield the result that

the yolk is runny and the white is clear, and those are the supposedly

unsuccessful ‘results de Kanter/Baker reported.

» én conclusjon, we believe that some of the effects of Transitional

Bilingual Education reported by de Kanter/Baker are to be expected since
the minimum duration of bilingual treatment appears to be longer tha; }he ’
“end of one year”® outcomes some of the studies measured. To transfer
students to an all-English curriculum after one year as S. 2002 proposes

, 1s to compound the problem, and to ensure that only a small percentage
of Limited English speaking children succeed ;n the American public schools.

e summarize these three points as follows:

We, along with 12 other scholars in the field who have read and critiqued

the de Kinter/Baker report, believe that the Report fails to find studies

of successful bilingual education programs in the United States because

it unnecessarily excludes them

.
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II. In the second pa'rt of thi's testimo:ly we would 1ike to outline f& the
subcommittee the policydirection.we see emerging from ‘research on b;linguaHsm
and BE, and while we remain cautious until the 48 studies have been fully
analysed, we can at—this tige articulate the most power.fu1 evidence we have
encountered inm our own analysis of U.5. and foreign?data.

1. We have observed that BE is a very local and‘commur_li ty-interactive

-4

phenomena which‘pas tosbe designed and evaluated in the linguistic and
social context where the school is sfituated. '[hi.s argument‘is s/tr;:ported
by over 40 studies reviewed and analysed in an a;tjcle already given to -

' s'taff. The argument is also presented in the Office of Education's memo
alluded to earlier.

In order to prescribe a certain mix of languages and duration of a
Bilingual Education or English as a Sgcond Language or Immersion program,
the policy maker must know Certain linguistic and social characteristics
of the environments which, according to research evidence,,provide functiona}
power to the school's program. In these communities, TBE i$ more effective
than in comunities where no such functional power exists.

But the best results do r;og come from TBE at.all, but from the addisive
BE which the Canadians have studied for over 10 y.e.Srs .’

To sumarize this point, the most successful Bilingual Education we

"have found has been in locales where "functional power" exists and where

]

the\objective is to add a language, not subtract the home language. The
objective should be to develop bilinguals from a1l ethnic groups, f:or the
global and national importance of this action, bririging in the wake an
educational system that provides true equality of ‘opportunlty for LEP

students and to do spo in a fashion that pays close attention to communities’

.

linguistic and social qualities. . .
’ .~
, \
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As education philosopher Rene Dubos put it in his last article before

[ -
his death i March, "We pust think globally and must act locally.“‘

2) There has been much concern expressed over the large numbers of
native English speakers who are part of the local p;ogram of Title vII.
From an agplied scientist's perspective the presence of these large numbers
can only help to design the type of B1lingual Educatign which 1s most
helpful to all concerned. the LEP, monolingual English speakers and the
nation. We are referring to t;e type of bilingual education that is called
“two way bilingual education” where both LEP and PES (Proficient English

'speaklng) children would be expected to learn go function in a zecond
language and where the objective 1s additive and the community provides
functional ?Ower .

In these settings - such as the Coral ﬁay School and the Miam1 Gardens

School in Dade County, Florida , as well as other schools 1n New York and

.« 7/
California - achievement 1n both lg;guages has traditionally exceeded national

norms for the population. The reason 1s as basic as democracy 1tself.

Since all children participate and receive the benefit of the dual 1ang:age
sk111, and together asswme the burden of learming an additional language,

a burden which does' not retard programs in the English language, but enhances
cognitive skills such as cbgmtive flexibility and semantic richness, two-

way BE places all children on an equal footifg. We are joined 1n these
recommendations by the recent policy document of the Edward H. Hazen foundation
and the Acadeqy for Educational Development as well as by testimony

presented to Congress by those who have testified before me and 1n previous

hearings on this act going back to 1974,

7
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The opportunity to enact a more productive type of BE will be yours
. I
« when you consider S. 1817 side by side with the reauthorization plans for
Title VII.

»
3. In communities where 1ittle functional power exists for home language

.
education, and where two way'BE would not be feasible, anqther type of BE
ja recommended. This BE violates some psyscholinguistic understandings
outlined earlier since it seeké to introduce the student to English before
he/she is theoretically ready to do so. , ' M

In these communities, students' home language wolild be taught in a
developmental curriculum, and an ESL program put in place to teach the
Cognitive Academic Language to the student, to make him/her ready for the
all-English curriculum, ‘

In these communities English is to powerful and attitudes against
other languages so negative, that any attempt to teach in another l%mguagel
will be faced with a great deal of opposition socially, culturally and politi-
cally and no Hﬁguistic support would be present outside of the school.

In summary we recommend that the; amended BE Act carry with it provisions
for the approval of pr;gram applications on the'basis’ of community and school
characteristics, Tha policy should be clear and simple:

@) Where functional power exists (by virtue of the fact that a large

.percentage of the school population speaks other languages, and other language

. 'l' .
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resources exist in the community), the legistation should recommend two-way

additive BE. ,

8) Where fuactional power des not exist, a program of’home language
development and ESL should be recommended by the legislation.

These technical terms and the differences they share are not well
understood by all local schoo]s’and lefF‘to their resources local 'educatprs
may not perceive the subtle differences in approach-which may l'ead to

" . irreparable damage to LEP studants. Thus Congress must assume the responsi-
b§lity for abstracting what has .been learned from this national experiment
in TBE and prepare legislation consistent with this knowledge, aware of
Tocal community differences and the impact these‘differ/ences will have on
the success of its poifcy. .

The best time to do this would be in 1984 when Title VII 1s to be
reauthorized and when a national synthesis of research finding;_ is made
available to Congress by the Department of Education's Part C Committee and
in the meantime it should resist the swinging pendulum of popular educational

rhetoric which will bri’\-g us back to the days when only 4% of the Mexican-

. Americans finished high school, when Anfta lau sat in the San Francisco
Public Schools traumatized by the all-English curriculum which, according ~
I

to the Supreme Court ruling in the case of Lau vs. Nichols, "clearly denied
. her the opportunity to be equally educated."” We must resist the temptation
to turn back the clock and instead look ahead to the 21st century when thi;
nation will be efther suffering the consequences of having denied equa!
leducation to fully 20% of its populatjon or benefit from the outcomes of
having educated these students to become productive mdmbers of this.society.
Given all that is now known about BE we recommend that y<.)u reject bth

>

the BE amendments S. 2002 and the BE Improvement Act, S. 2412 based upon
de Kanter/Baker and set a new, better informed course, toward realizing the

- full potentfal of all Americans regardless of their home language background.
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Senator STaFrorD. The next witness will be Dr. Cruz.

Dr. Cruz. Mr. Chairman and meémbers of the committee, my
name is Robert Cruz, president-elect of the National Association for
Bilingual Education, representing 32 State affiliates with over 20
million, loyal Americans whose native language is not English. I
am also here on behalf of the National Advisory Council on Bilin-

‘gual Education, a body created by Congress in 1974 to advise Con-
gress and the Secretary of Education on the needs of language mi-
nosity children and the state of the art of bilingual education in
the United States. . .

On behalf of the National Association for Bilingual Education

and the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education, we’

strongly urge the Sendte to reject the proposed administration’s bi-
lingual education amendments of 1982 and Senate bill 2002. While
we support programs that insure that a once-limited English profi-
cient student can successfully compete in an English classroom, we
are opposed to legislation which would deny children instruction in
a language understandable to them and deny services to over 2 mil-
lion eligible children. .

Also speaking on our behalf, is internationally renowned bilin-
gual education researcher, Dr. James Cummins.

. CumMins. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STAFFORD. \300d morning. »

Dr. Cummins. My destimony this morning deals primarily with
research evidence regaxding the effectiveness of bilingual education
and the importance, from a pedagogical point of view, of including
a primary language comfonent in programs for language minority
. students. .

It is appropriate to note, Wrst, that bilingual education is not a
uniquely American phenomen®n. In fact, bilingual programs are
found in a large majority of countries in the world, either as a
means of teaching foreign language skills, or in order to provide
equality of opportunity for language minority students.

The substantial number of longitudinal evaluations of these pro-
grams are virtually all consistent in showing one thing—that con-
cepts and academic skills transfer across languages, with the re-
sults that students taught through a minority language for part of
the school day perform as well, or in many cases, better than
equivalent students taught entirely through the majority language

Thus, at an international level, the pedagogical basis of bilingual
education 1s well established and universally accepted by résearch-
ers who have worked in the field. The relevance of this in the pres-
ent context is that the common assumption that bilingual pro-
grams will impede the acquisition of English is refuted by an enor-
mous amount of research data. ‘. . .

Research evidence from the United States is entirely consistent
with the international data insofar as it shows clearly that bilin-
gual education facilitates the acquisition of English literacy skills
for language minority students. For example, statewide evaluations
*n Colorado, Michigan, New Jersey, and New York show that bilin-

rual education programs are in fact succeeding in advancing the

nghsh hteracy skills of language minority students toward nation-
al norms. In the New Jersey study, for example, it was concluded
that “New Jersey's bilingual education program effectively pro-

s
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motes development of these English skills. Added time in the pro-
gram is related to increased abilities to read, write, speak and un-
derstand English.” The fact that students who spent more time in
the bilingual program, did better in English academic skills sup-
ports the findings of many smaller studies that the effects of bilin-
gual education are cumulative. For example, in the Nestor school
program in San Diego, language minority students gained an addi-
tional 36 of a year’s growth in English reading for each consecu-
tive year they spent in the program.

Thus, the research datafrom these and many other programs
show that the effects of bilingual education are cumulative. In
other words, the more time the student spends in a bilingual pro-
gram during the elementary school years, the more likely he or she
is to approach grade norms in English academic skills.

In view of the research data regarding the cumulative positive
effects of bilingual programs, it is clearly antieducational to place
an arbitrary limit of 1 or 2 years on the time the child spends in
the bilingual program This conclusion is reinforced by the findings
of perhaps the best evaluation of a preschool Head Start program
that has ever been conducted. I am referring to a study released
just this month by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, conducted under the supervision of Dr. Steven Martinez,
who is in the audience this morning, which found that children in
Head Start bilingual/bicultural curriculum models made signifi-
cant gains over comparison groups in English-only programs, in
their ability to use, understand, and think abstractly in English.
The study also found that despite these gains, 1 vear in a bilingual
preschool curriculum was insufficient for language minority stu-
dénts to reach the level of competence in English necessary for
them to compete successfully with English-speaking students. In
this regard, the research evidence clearly shows that although
many language minority students become fluent in superficial, sur-
face level English speaking skills, it takes considerably longer for
thHe conceptual roots of English proficiency to grow sufficiently
deep to provide a basis for strong and sustained growth of English
literacy skills, for its research findings and the experience of many
teachers across the country show that students who immigrate
after several years of education in their primary language have
better educational prospects than minority students born in this
country whose primary language has never been reinforced by
their schools.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Cummins follows:]

[y
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. Tegtimony of Dr. James Curmins
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

Research evidence related to four issues is considered in this testimony:
a. the effectiveness of bilingual education; * -

b. the inadequacy of time-based exit criteria; .

c. the necessity for literacy-based exit criteris;

d. the importance of insuring that teachers can
cornunicate With those they are supposed to
teach.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION . o
The major educational question related to the effectiveness of bilingual

education 13 whether bilmgu.a.l education has eftectiveiy promoted English skills

for language minority st\;dem.s. When you only exanmine the data ﬁ:om all the

recent stgte-level evalu&tion—s of bilingual programs to answer thifc question ip

the affirmative from gositive state-wide evaluations in Colorado, M‘ichigtm, New

Jersey and New York it is clear that bilingual programs are overcoming the

4 .

inevitable initial mplemontut‘ion difficulties and pushing minori’ty students
towards acceptable levels of English academic skills.

The New Jersey study, for example, concludes that, "New Jers?y's bilingual
educational program ... effectively promotes development of theSe- English
skilis.' Added time in the program is related to increased abilities tg read,
write, speak and wnderstand English.” (1981, p. 21)

. N

The fact that students who spent more time in the bilingusl Progr:m dad
better in English academic skills supports the findings of many smaller
studwu“umt the effects of bilingual education are cumulative. «For exumple,

.
in the Nestor School Program in San Diego language minority students gained an

additional .36 of a year's grquwth in English reading for cach consiecutive year
. \4 °

they spent in thqrogran.

. .

Another indication of the effectiveness of bilingual cducation is its

success in Colorado t. promoting academic skills for both Anglo and minority

> .
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students. More thgn 90% of the 39 prograns for which daty were available

reported that limited English proficignt students showed & rate of academic
§ .

progress at leaot as good as that normally expected for all students. More

surpriszing, however, was the fact that 50% of the programs showed growth rates
1n English academic skills .f'or language minority students well beyond the nor-
mal expected growth rates for all sLudc:-m.s. These results are cs%ccia.l.;ly'\

significant in view of previous research in Colorado shoving that Hispanic stu-~

dents tended to fall progressively further behind grade nornms d'uring the elemen-~

tary school years. °

~

In summary , from rescarchers in the field the effectiveness of Jell-
implemented bilingual programs as a pedagogical tool for promoting overall

Al

a~ademie skill is beyond dispute. °

. >
. .

THE INADEQUACY OF TIME-BASED EXIT CRITERIA

e

The research data show clearly that the effects of bilingual programs
are cumulative. I other words, the more time the student spends in a bilimgudl
program during the el:-mon_t.ury school ycars the more lifoly he/she is to

approach grade norms in English academc skills. There is no educational basis

P

for plaeing an arbitrary limt of one year or two years on the time the child
spends in a bilingual program. Such a provision, in fact, is‘.'c]eurly anti-
educational in view of the data regarding the cumulative positive effeets of
mlin'gunl education. ‘
THE NECESSITY FOR LI’I'HRACY-‘BASED EXIT CRITERIA

Regearch shows clearly that many language minority student. become fluent
in surface aspects of English relatively quickly but t{\nt it takes longer for
the conceptual roots of English proficiency to grow sufficiently deep to pro-

vide a basis for strong and sustained growth of English Literacy skills. To

exit students on the basis of superficial oral English skills only is akin to
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denying that-11teraey skills have anything to do vith equality of edueatipnal
opportunities. If equality of opportunity is to mean anything, then students

must be provided with sufficient literacy skills in English_to compete on an

equal basis wi t{mnolingual students.

v

The research shows that a good basis of literaey in the primary language

provides the surest foundation for the development of English literaey.

‘.

THE IMPORTANCE OF INSURING THAT TEACHERS CAN COMMUNICATE WITH THOSE THEY
ARE SUPPOSED TO TEACH.

If teachers can not cormunicate with the limited English proficient child
then their ability to teach "the chila 15 Severely reduced. To relegate this
role to instruetional aides alone is undesirable since the aide will generally

have less pedagogical expertise than the teacher. "Thus, every effort should be

nade to provade initial instructional experienees for the ehild vhieh will
fully promote his/her, future acadenic suecess. This is difficult, if not

impossible, to do in a lnnzu\\g(' the child does not understnnd.

Senator. Starrorp. Thank you very much.

Dr. Tucker?

Dr. Tuckkr. Mr. Chairman, I am honored to appear before this
subcommittee on behalf of the Center for Applied Linguistics CAL
has for 23 years been involved in research, technical assistance,
and_ evaluation activities in diverse bilingual education programg in
the United States and abroad. I myself have been involved in the
implementation and evaluation of bilingual education programs in
Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and in North America.

It is on the basis of this accumulated knowledge and experience
that we affirm our unequivocal support for bilingual education as a
viable educational approach for language minority students While
it is our corftention that all students must develop the ability to un-
derstand, speak, read and write English so they can effectively par-
ticipate in school and in later life, we argue that it is of equal im-

_portance that these students develop the same language skills in

their native tongue. We also support the notion of bilingual educa-
tion for English mother tongue students in the United States,
which for them means developing proficiency in a second language
That is, I want my child to have an opportunity to develop profi-
ciency in another language in addition to her mother t
which 1s English. The results of careful empirical and longitudinal
research and many studies throughout the world have demonstkat-
ed that the development of bilingual skills is assotiated with gre
er cognitive development and scholastic achievement A bilingual
education program can be an effective vehicle for furthering the
development of language resources in the United States We wel-
come the opportunity to offer comments this morning.

v
I
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The changes proposed by Senator Huddleston and by Senator
Hayakawa are cause for concern for several reasons. First, let us
comment on those proposed by Senator Huddleston. We commend
him for his attempt to clarify the language of the Bilingual Educa-
.tion Act, and we are certain that the Senator and his staff are
keenly aware of the important role ‘language plays in education
and national development. We do question} however, the fact that
many of his efforts are undermined by basing his legislation on cer-
tain assumptions drawn from the Baker and DeKanter report. This
unofficial study, which has yet to be as noted seriously misrepre-
sents what is known about English language teaching and immer-
sion programs Everyone always refers to the St. Lambert Program.
I am from the St. Lambert program. Prof. Wallace Lambert and I
evaluated for 13 years the cumulative effects of the St. Lambert
program The authors claim that English immersion would be a
reasonable substitute for bilingual educatigqn programs ‘for lan-
guage minority youngsters in the United States, They base their
conclusion on the reported success of three programs: The St. Lam-
bert program, the Culver City program, and the program in McAl-
len, Tex These programs, in fact, utilized both the student’s home
language and a second language for instructional purposes. The
goal of these cited programs is to develop dual language proficiency
by using the student’s native language and a second language for
instructional purposes. . .

Wally Lambert and I have, on numerous occasions, unambig-

" uously and explicitly stated:

The claim that the results of studies of Canadian immersion programs lead to the
conclysion that minority group youngsters in the United States, Canada, or the
third world should be immersed or submerged 1n the target language is false.

And we go on to talk about this in some detail.

On the other hand, we support wholehéartedly Senator Huddles-

ton’s efforts to insure that there is an English language arts com-
ponent in all bilingual programs. We contend that a good bilingual
education program, by definition, will include an -English language
arts component for all students. We have serious question, howev- -
er, about the proposed etimination of the reference to the use of
“native language” as a means to achieve competence in English,
and we raise for consideration the fact that at one point, the draft
legislation seems to strike “native language,”” and gt another point,
it leaves it in. We think there is ambiguity there.
. We also are concerned about the definition, the proposed change
in definition of limited English proficiency to include only those
students who “have difficulty speaking and understanding.” We
think that reading and writing are crucial as well. )

In the administration’s legislation, 'we are concerned about the
restriction or the lack of attention to native language proficiency
on the part of the teacher. We believe that the teacher must be
proficient in the language of the stydent. We also support many of
the recommendations noted by Professor Cummins. )

‘As a final note, let me indicate for the record that Congress, as
you well know, has authorized and appropriated more than $6 mil-
lion for a comprehensive research and evaluation effort known as
the part C research agendi. These studies are funded and orga-

.
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nized in three general research categories. There are over 50 stud-
ies under way, many of which will provide us with the information
to judge the effectiveness of the current bilingual education effort
In addition, the Center for Applied Linguistics, on April 16, re-
ceived a grant from the HazeWFoundation, a private, philanthropic
foundation, to study the efficacy of immersion ducation as an edu-
cational alternative. ’

We urge members of this subcommittee, rathe than*making pre-
cipitous changes, which may prove to be detrim{ntal, to withhold
action until the studies have been completed.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Tucker follows:]

~ .
.
. -
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N c Testimony of G. Richard Tucker
' efore th
Subcommittee. on Education Arts, and Hunanities
. of- the

U.S. Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources
April 26, 1982

- .

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am honored to appear before the Subconittee to address the issue of
the future of federal as&istance for students of 1imited Eng'lish N
proficiency (LEP). The Center for Applied Linguistics {CAL), since fts,
founding 23 years aqo, has been concerned with the role of English and
native language instruction-for language minority students in, the United
v States. During this time, QAL has convened conferences, conducted and moni-
tored research, published reports and provided information and feedback to
'Iegislator%and policymakers at‘the._federal, state and local level; of .
government. CAL staff members haye been personally invo'ived in reSearch,; R ‘ ‘
technical assistance and evaluation.activities .in diverse bilingual edu?:‘a-

. . i
tion programs in the Unifed States and abroad. . . ’ |

.
»

. . Bt'is on the basis oi this accumulated knowledge and experience that we

affirm CAL's unequivocal support for bilingud! education as a.viable educa-

tional approéch for 'Ihangua'ge minority students. Nfiide it is our contention

rd

that all students rust devei%p the ability to understand, speak, read and
Lad . .

write English so they can effectively particinate in school and in later life,
. it is of equal importance that these students develop the same language skil'ls .

in their hative tongue. We also, support bilingual education for English
< mother-tongue students in the United States, which for them, means developing

proficiency in a second language. T ) ‘ v

ERIC |
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The results of car'efu1, empirical, and longitudinal research in many -~

settings throughout tne ivor]d ?uve demopatrated that the development of'

bningua'f skills is assotiated with greater cogn;tive deve]opmernt and scho-

lastic achieverent.l The United States continues o have the dublous -
o distinction ‘of being one of the few nigmy industrial societies which des

~
not promote the development of bilingual language skills in the schools. He

-~

continue to exper{ence the negative repercussions of odr monol ingualism in .
international trade, dip]omacy and national security matters. A b1l ingual )

N education program can\ be an effective vehicle to further the developrent of
language resources in the Un?ted States.2 A . v .

Ve we]cone the opportunity to offer comments conc’érning the proposed

'

amendrients in the Biling Education Act. The changes proposed by Senator T

ﬁudd]es_ton in Senay {11 5.2002 agd the Department of Education amendnents

v, . sponsored by Senator Haydkawa in Senate Bm S.2412 are cause for concern , .

L]
' for at least two reasons. First, certain prdvisions run contrary to
» -

’

: research findings compiled in thé United States and elsewhere; and second, ’
in many 1nstahces,.they contradict .the ‘éxperience of practjtipners--teacpers,
supervisors and adninistrators--over the ]ast*\decade.‘ In the remarks to

follow, we will first offer bri%f coments on the b{11 proposed by Senator

Huddleston; and then on Senator Haxakawa_‘s proposal. 4 ,
- “
. We commend Senator Huddleston for his attempt to’ 1ar1§' the language :
of the Bilingual Education Act and we are certain that the Semator and his

staff are-keenly aware of the inportant role of language in education and

national development. It is unfortunate that Senator Huddleston's efforts
; -
are undermined by tfle fact- that the basic'assump."tions of his legislative

anendments are drawn from the coptroversial Department of Education réport

.authored by de Kanter and Saker.3 In his Dear Colleague letter, Senator
’

. Wuddleston states,

RIC . T
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“A recent Departnent of Education report conclusively shows that

bilingual education has not been effective and notes that there is

no Justification for assuming that it is necessary to teach . :
linited Engl ish speaking students in the child's native language ]
in.order for the child to progress in school."

This is simply not true, This unofficial study, which has yet_to be signed
by Secreta;; Bell, seFious;y misrepresents what s known about English
language teaching and irmersion programs. The authors claim that English
immersionewould be a reasonable substitute for bilingual education programs
for language minority youngsters in the’United States. They base their

conclusion on the reported success of three programs which, in fact, utilize

both the students’ home language and a second language for instructional
purposes.4 The goal of these cited programs is to develop ‘dual language

_ proficiency by using the students’ native language and a second language for

1nst?uétional purposes. -
At this poibt. we would like to unambiguously and explicitly state for
the record as Hallace Lambert and Richard Tucker have noted e]sewher}e:

"The claim that the results from studies of Canadian immersion T
programs lead to théd conclusion that minority group youngsters in the
United States, Canada, or the third world should be irmersed or sub-
merged in the target language is false..:. ' v
We [Langrt and Tucker] have not previously and we will not in the *

future recormend, on the’basis of these careful, critical,- and longi-
tudinal studies, that Mexican American, Franco-American, or other
non- or 1imited English-speaking youngsters in the United States be
submerged in English medium programs. He believe that the

appropriate inference to be drawn is exdctly thesopposite.”s
(See Appendix 1), R\\~

\ .
On the other hand, we support wholeheartedly Senator Huddleston's

efforts to ensure that there is an Epglish language arts conponent in all
bilingual programs. Hecbontend that a good bilingual education program, by
defin{tion. will include an English language arts program foc-all students.

He seriously question, however, the proposeé eIHmination }n Sec. 2. Section 302

of the reference to the use of "native language" as a means to achieve

.
.

o . :
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“competence in the English languge.” This Proposed change is part:icular'ly
troublesome because it is inconsistent with Sec. 4. Section 703{a){4)(A)(i{) of
the anendnent which defines a programif bilingual education as one in which:

"...therg is instruction given in, and study' of, English and, to the
extent necessary to allow a <hild to achieve conpetence in the English
1anguage, the native language of the children of linited English
proficiency... [can be used)”. ‘

Fyrthsrmore, we have serious reservations concerning Sec. 3. Section
703(a)(1) of the anendments which would substantiaﬂy change the definitjon
of limited English proficiency to_include only those students who "have dif-
ficulty speaking and understanding instruction in the English language”.

. The deletion of reading and wri ting skills as eligibility criteria for par-
ticipation in bilingua¥ education programs conflicts directly with the *°
results of research studies and classroom experience.6 There are thousands
of students who speak—En‘gl'isb with some facilitx but are unable to 'read or
write well enough to be able ;.o *progress effectively through the‘gducational

’

system . '
R

Researchers and practitioners haxe repeated]y cautioned that we Sust
,examine an individual's ability to use-each of the language skills necessary,
to succeed. in school. Educators must be particularly concecned about the

child's ability to read and write effectively in the English language if

that chiid is to pro?it from instruction. It has been amply demonstrated

(XN

that learning to read in English is facilitated wheh the cnil.d is first
taught to read in the native tongue.’ 0

Lastly, $.2002 is miive ‘in its proposed imposi:ion of an arbitrary
one-year 1imit on participation in bilingual education programs found in
Sec. 5.(a) Section 721(b)(3)_(8). Research has consistently demonstrated
that bilingual education has positive and carulative effects on school

-
kY

. achievement, which may only manifest themselves after three or four years of

.
.

O
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English language prograi§ for limited English-spkaking children.

participation in such programs.

Research also inforns us that extended edu-

cation in the students' native language enhances and expedites acquisition

of Eng]ish language skills. Indeed, the evidence suggests that a premature

'termination of fnstruction via pative tongue my delay the cognitive and

1inguistic development of the participating children.
Let_us now focus on Senator Hayakawa's proposed legislation, Senate
Bi11 5.2412, which we feel contains three_major weaknesses.

2 Section 903(a)(4)(A),

First, in Sec.
the term 'program of bilingual education' s so
broadly'defined that it may perfiit a school district to implement any type '
of Yanguage program; fncluding a monolingual or "immersion” English class.
Bilingual, by Jefinition,'means two languages, and the interpretation in <this

bi11 is confusing, to say the ieast. . ‘

It should be noted that Title I funds are urrently used to provide

<

Given that .
this bill seeks to reach those

"underserved by pro¥rams of
education® +» and those who speak and understand Jittle or no
inappropriate to open up the program to‘other approaches which
any attempt to utiJize a langaage the student§ can understand.
A second weakness in S. 2412_concern; Sec. 3 Sectign 721(b)(3MB)(a) -
which would dininish landuage sproficiency requirements for teachers, no
longer requiripg then to understand the students' native ianguage. He ¥ .
appreciate the need for teachers :9 pe,proficient in English; however, the

most effective elementary school téachgfk also have a deponstrated ability

in the students® home language.8 . . .

-

A third shortconing of the HayakéWa Anendment relates to Sec. 4.
Section 723 (a}{1)(C) whieh seeks to establish vocational training.prograns
for 1imited English proficien%Epersons, inc]uding eut-of-school youths and
adults. [t is important to note that students in school wouTd be elfgible




for bﬂ!ngual vocational training under the Tittle Y11 basic grants\{urogrm.
Thus, the most needy group--high school dropouts--would have to compete
against those student‘s for the small amou'ni of funds available for thes'e
efforts. We recommend that the bﬂi'ngual vocatfonal set-aside be ‘reserved
only for out-of-school you_th and adults.

As a final note, we believe that the record should show that Congress
has authorized and appropriated more than six miilion dollars for a compre-
hens {ve research and_ eval‘uation effort known as the Pu‘-g [ Re‘se.p!"ch Agenda.
‘These studies are funded and organized in three genéral :‘esearch categories:
1) assessment of national needs for bilingual education; 2) improvement in
the effectiveness of Services to students; 3) improvement in Title VII
program management and operatfon. There are over 50 studies under way, many
of which will provide us with the {nformatiop to judge the effectiyeness of
the current bilingual education effort. Rather than making precipitous
changes which may prove to be detrimental to the educatfonal development of
all Anerfcan,children, we urge that the Subcommi ttee Withhold action until

the studfes you have mandated are completed.
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. ’ “Footnotes
1

The' following selected references draw upon studies which show that the

acquisition of bilingual skills is associated with greater cognitive develop-
ment and scholastic achievement:

AfoTayan, A, "Towards an Adequate Theory of Bilingual Education for
Afrfca.” 1InJ. E. Alatis {Ed.) International Dimensions of Bilingual
, Education. Washington, 0.C.: Georgetown UniversTty Round Table on
. . Languages and Linguistics, 1978.

Matis, J. E. (Ed.). "International Dimensions of: Bilingual Education."
International Dimensions of Bilingual Education. Hashington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Round Tabie on Languages and Lingu stics, 1978.
Egan, L: and R. Goldsmith. "Bilingual-Bicultural Education: The Colorado
Success Story.” NASE News, January, 1981. .
Evaluation Assocfates. "Nestor Sehool BiHnguai Education Program
Evaluation.” San Diego, California: Unpublished research report, 1978.

] ' Lanbert, H. "Cognitive and Socio-cultural Consequences of Bilingualism.”
Paper presented at-.a Multidisciplinary Conference on Bilingualism haid on

the Plattsburgh Campus of the State University of New York, March 12-13, '
. 1976. E

Lanbert, W. €, and G. R. Tucker. Bilingual Education of Children: The
St. Lambert Experiénce. Rowley, Mass.: HNewbury House, 1972.

Leyba, C. “Longitudinal Study, Title VII Bilingual Program, Santa Fe |
Public Schools, Santa Fe, New Hexico." Los Angeles, California: Natfonal
Dissemination and Assessment Cqnter, California State University, tos
Ang’ef]es, 1978.

McConnell, B. “Effectiveness of Individualized Bilingual Instruction
«for-Migrant Students.” 'ph.D. dissertation, Washington State University,
1980,

Ojerinde, A. "The Use of a Mother Tor;gue, Yoruba, as a Medium of
Instruction in Nigerian Schools.” poctoral dissertation, Cornell
University, 1978. University Microfilm No. 7902287.

Al

Rosier, P. and W. Holm. The Rock Point Experience: A Longitudinal Study
of a Navajo School Program (Saad Haaki Bee Na nitin).” Washington, D.C.:
Center for Applied Linguistics, 1980.

Sibayan, 8, P. "Bilingual Education in the Philippines: Strategy and

. Structire.® 1n J. E. Alatis (Ed.). International Oimensions of Bilingual '
Education. Washington, DX.: Georgetown Uni7ersity Round Table on
[anguages and Linguistics, ‘1978. ' .
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. The title of the report is "The Effectiveness of 84 lingual Education: A
Review of the Literature” by K. Baker and A. de Xanter. This paper was
written by staff members in the Office of Planning, Budgét and Evaluation,
September 25, 1981. Although it has not been officially sanctioned by the
Department of Education, it serves as the underpinning for the proposed
federal policy changes in bilingual education.

4
Baker and de Kanter base their conclusions about the effectiveness of the
immersion approach for language ninority children on three programs. It is

important to mote that all three of these prograns utilize two languages in,
the classroom.

*
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Skutnabb-Ksngas, 7. and P. Toukomaa. “Semilingualism and Middle Class
Bias." Working Papers on Bilingualism, 1979,'19.

Tucker, G. R. " Bilingual Education: The Linguistic Perspective." In
Bilingual Education: Cufrent Perspectives, Vol. 2/ Arlington, VA:
Centéer tor Appiied Linguistics, 19/7.

Tucker, G. R. and G. A, Cziko. "The Role of Evaluation in Bilingual
Education.” In J. E. Alatis (Ed.). International Dimensions of Bilingual
Education. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Round Table on

* Tanguages and Linguistics, 1978. :

«

The fol‘lo'wing selected references address the issue of the negative reper-
cussions of U.S. monolingualism on international trade, diplomicy and
national security matters. .

Canpbell, R. and J. Galvan. Bilingual Education, Language Inmersion, and
Home Language Maintenance, Paper presented at the early Childhood
Education Forum: A Bilingual Perspective. University of Texas, Austin,
1980. To be published in Early Childhood Education Forym: A Bilingual
Perspective, T. Escobedo (Ed.).

Dutcher, N. The Use of First and Second Languages in Primary Education:
Selected Case Studies. World Bank Statt WOTKIAG Paper KO, dU4.
Washington, D.C. January, 1982,

Inman, M. Foreign Languages, En%Hsh as a Second Language and the U.S.
Multinational Corporation. Washington, D.C.: Center for Applied h

Cinguistics, 1978. /

Sinon, P. The'Tongue-tied American. MNew ‘York: Continuum Publishing
Corporation, 1980. .

Culver City Unified School District. "E1 Marino Immersion Program'.“
- Culver City, CaHfornia. 1977, Mimeographed.

Lambert, W. E. and G. R. TucRer. Bilingual Education of Children: The St.
Lambert Experience. Rowley, Massachusetis: Wewbury House, 1972.

Smither, N. “Program Description of !cAllen, Texas, Immersion Project.”
19%1. Mimeographed.
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5.
Drs. 6. R. Tucker and ¥. E. Lanbert, the foreroSt authorities on immersion
programs, have noted on several occasions that the results from their studies
in Canada do not necessarily suggest that these programs are appropriate for
Yangbage minority youngsters in the United States. See "Implications for U.S.

Bﬂin?uﬂ Education: Evidence from Canadian Research.” FOCUS, National
Clearinghouse for 8ilingual Education, 2, february, 1980.7—

6 .
In addition to the aforementioned references, the following. are relevant to
the issue of the need for native language instruction in the classroom.

Cumins, J. "Cognitive/Academi'c Language Proficiency, Linguistic

Interdependence, the Optimal Age Question and Some Other Matters.” Horking

+ Papers on Bilingualism, Mo. 19, 1979.
23,

!

«  Cummins, J. "The Cross-Lingual Oimensions of Langquage Pro'ficiency:
Implications for Bi1ingual €ducation*ind the Optimal Age Issue." TESOL
"Quarterly, XIV, No. 2, June, 1980,

Krashen, S.  "Bilingual Education and Second Language Acquisition Theory."

In Schooling and Language Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework.
office o ingual Bicultural Education, Sacramento, california:

,Department of Education, 1981.

Terrell, T. "The Natural Approach in Bil{ingual Education.” In Schoolin
and Language Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework, Office of

- BiVTngual Bicultural Education, Sacramento, California: Departmént of
Education, 1981. .

7- .
Many resparchers have examined the question of learning to read in the native
Janguage and the transfer of this skill into English or another second
Tahgyage. Selected references include the following:

/ Cummins, J. "The Construct of Language Proficiency in Bi11ingual
Education.” 1In J. E. Alatis (Ed.). Current Issues in Bilingual Education.

13:

i

Washington, D.C.: Georgetown Unjversity Round Table -on Languages and
Linguistics, 1980.

Cummins, J. "Linguistic Interdependence and the Educational Development
of Bilingual Children.” Bilingual Education Paper Series, Yol. 3, No. 2.
Los Angeles, Californfa: MNatjonal Dissemination and Assessment (enter,
California State University,'Los Angeles, September, 1979.

»
Modiano, H. "Natiofal or llother Tongue in Beginning Reading: A
Comparative Study.” Research in the Teaching of English, 2, No. 1, 1968.

Thonis, E. "Reading Instruction for Language Minority Students”. In
School ing and Langnage Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework.
Office ot BiTingual Bicultural Education, Sacramento, California:
Department of Education, 1981.
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Kanter and Baker, can be considered effective bilingual programs:
Car.srud. K. and J. Curtis. "ESEA Title VII Bilingual Program: Final

Report." Austin, Texas: Austin Independent School District, 1979,
{#ineographed. .

1973.

ki

. Spanish Speaking Children.” TESOL Quarter}y, 1979.

“icConnell, B. "Individualized Bi'linguall Instruction. Fi‘ﬁ_al Evaluation,
1978-79 Progran.” Pullman, Washington. 1980.

0lesini, J. "The Effoct of Bilingual Instruction on the Achievment of
University, 1971.

-

8 . N
In addition to those studles previously cited, the following, according to de

Covey, D. "An Analytical Study of Secondary Freshmen Bilingual Education
and Yts Effect on Academic Achievement and Attitude of Mexican American
Students.” Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University,

, Legarreta, D. "The Effects of Program ilodels on Language Acquisition by

Elementary Pupils."” Unpublished doctoral dissertation, East Texas State

Rosfer, P. and . Holm. The Rock Point Experience: A longitudinal Study

Center for Appiied Linguistics, 1980,

o
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_/:] Presenting Thought-Provoking Papers'on Bilingual Education Number2

Implications for U.S. Bilingual Education: -
Evidence from Canadian Research

G. Richard Tucker
Center for Applied Linguistics

Tas mgper aus delrerel wt the Thod Amnad National Title Vil tained by children partipating in Enghsh instructional
Bilingndl Ediwaton Mumagomend Iusutste Nevewber 38 {979, m programs with French as-a-second-language compo:
Winhagion D C Ut tlso appowred lh Notonker 1979 1530 of the nents For the most part, the participating youngsters
NABE News . speak. as theu mother tongue, English, the language of

higher prestige and higher ascnbed gtatus Within the
Over the last 15 years Wally Lambert and | have been North American setting the target linguage French has
concetned with questions of bilingual education and the role relatively lower ascnbed social and economic status
ot language in education not only in Canada but also in many eventhough it too. 1s an important world language and
parts of the world Much of the research that has been done the individual who adds French to histher repertoie.
in plices such as Canada or other parts of the wotld does particularly 1n Canada. s hikely tobenefut

have direct reference and apphcation tothe United States
Duning the past year o 30 1t has become increanngly clear

that despite exphiait warnings 1o the conttaty many Amen-

can educators have interpreted the abundant Canadian re+

~

Participants tn the smmerston programs throughout
Canada have. for the most part come from families of
muddle to lower-middle socioeconomic backgrounds

search data summanzed by Lambent and Tuwker 1972 3 Pasticipation insuch programs has always been volun
Swain 1974 Swain 1976 Swain, 197°8) as otfering empirial taty and patents hava always had the alternative of
suppoit tor the ediate Sub n of mainst 8 of sending their children to traditional schowls in the ime
hmited or non Enghshwspeaking youngsters in monolingual ¢ neighborhoods which vffer wstruction only m
Englsh-medium classsooms  They have clamed that the English

Canadian research has demonstrated that a child—any child
Englsh Canadian Mexican Amencan ethnic Chinkse —can

-

Parents have from thevery beginning of the programs
played an extremely strong and catalyti¢ role n alt

tearn a second languag@ and content matenial simulfaneowsly +
Aithough this genetal susertion s n-all probability, coerect 1t aspects of program dengn, development, and tmple-
does not mean that the most eftective way to educate every mentation in fact 1t was parents —rather than school
child regardiess of demographic sociopolitical of other - board officuls, teacheis or university scholars —who
cumstances s by submersion 1n asecond language relentlessly pressured school board officials to devdop.

1d hike to wummanze the sahient characterstks of, the . » this innor atis e approxch to second languageteaching
Cai aJian experience and to try to Jdraw Seneralizations 5 The tazly immersion approach most typrcally imple-
regatding what we have learned Then [d like to summaruze mented involves introducing children to school 1
very briefly the salient charactenstics of United States bi- French the second langubge. from the very beginming
lingual education and see what interface there 15 if any French is used for all intial readiness activities and it s
be*sveen the two systems . the language of initial reading wstruction For the most

part the languge skills of entenng children are - *

The Canadian Experience 3 form All speak Enghish as theur mother tongue and hve

Let us conssder for a moment the uriumstances under in neighborhoods populated by English speaking play-
which the Cangdan immersion programs which Canadan mates They speak virtually no French upon entrance
¢ locatets rerer to "*‘-"“';‘““" edusaten l‘l’“’s""m wete 6 De<pré the fact that French 1 used as 2 mawt med.um
undertaken aod trom which the data werecollected of ~nmary instruction, an Englith language arts com,

+ The Frenh immension programs have been designed pe entis neverineless added . the currulum duning

0 Angiophoae younssters in res pse to sontnued ‘rave tno of grade three at the option rf the primpal
s oan ol adieatstxtion uth the 'c el of French at Th s addition sen es to mark exphatly the continuag
\
.
. \

.
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importance of atus of English as & valued Janguage
and helps to soldify formal language shills The pro
grams which are dcsm\cd md which ate encouraged
we ‘ eb and are intended
ead tow ard what Wally Lambert has called addi-
tve” bilingualism the addition of ancther language
without giving up one’s own language

The Canadian tederal government provides financial
support for innovative second linguage teaching In
“fxt i FY 1979 3t provided $170 nullion vs approu-
mately $150 milhion 1 the United States tfor a Cana.
dian population of 22 million vs a U'$ population of
- 220 million) The mmportant ddference however Les
not s0 mixch n the amount of the support but in the
way the government of Canada allocates the funds It
does 5o on a per capita basis to the provinces which
then distibute funds to the focal educational agenaes
—a forroat quite different from that followed tn the

~  United Staes

.

s These general leatures characteruze the programs which
pow exist In many communities throughout all ten Canadian
provinces It 1s not appropnate in this paper to reiterate In
deta the research results reported to dte However by way
of summary the wwnsensus uf researthers whd have worked
with luge groups of dfterent children partitipating over longs
penods of une i programs in different shools school
boards, and provirves e that, for t}q_e youngsters an inno-
vative appraach to econd language feaching in whih the
Laget language < used as the sofe or major medium of dass-
oo wommuation facilitates sevond language acquisition
without Lausing & oy detiimental effects wwhatieserto nahe
language develvpment of to geneal cogndne or soval
develeprhent In addtion the youngsters petlorm as well as
e Erslich tausht peers on athievenent festy an wontent
weas wuh s math saence orsocialatudies o Lambert and
Tucher 1972 swan 107% Cako lamberf Sidots and

Tucker 1978
.

Cancluslons fram the Canadian Expenence

On the basis  t evidente wih as thiseave have drgued
Lambert and Tucker 1972 Tucker 1977 Tucker 19°7b)
that 1 tttinas wwhere the home langlage 1s b 1y valued by
all morbers ot the community  where parents atively
o de enluutagement and support fur the augunsibion of

vy the mother torgue and where a commundy
rere npeexses harthe chldren w Hlsucceed o wauldseem
tuity 475, Tophidte to heun sshooling i the e L duage
woeate ey testrited conditons urder which we

WA ket a0 nnendabon Thee interen, s ako hind
app ¢ n the rewarch and theorzims v Shuinabb-
Koy 0 grdint Caomns 119% whe o od that
K T g e e ot o enthe

<t f G, enr m v oar
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4
Pd
. s o ]
3 m & i
Vo
- .

PAruntext provided by enic [ .

°

-

language That 13, there 15 a threshold or a mimmal level of
hngurt® competence that must be reached to avod cog-
mtive disads antage as well 35 to allow the beneficial aspects
of becoming bilingual to accrue Furthermore. the develop-
ment of second language skills 15 dependent upon the ade-
quate development of mothet tongue skills That 1s 1f mother
tongue skills are not adequitely developed the introduction
and promotion of a second language may actually impede
cognitive or hngustic growth Thiscatical language dey elop-
ment 13 something which we believe can occur at home
which we think 1t seems to do 1n Canada or obviously in
school S0 v e want to look at what 1s causing this to bappen
in a corpotal school or in a Lt
nonkchool envirorment

We have not previously and we will not in the future
tecommend on the basis of these careful, cntical, and fongy-
tudinal studies, that Mexican Amencan, Franco-Amerxan. or
other non- or hmited Enghsh speaking youngsters in the
United States be submerged 1n Englith medium programs
We believe that the appropiate inference to be drawn 15
exactly the oppoiite

The United States

Varnous facets of the contemporaty Amencan expenence
withbilingual edwation has ¢ been described, and it not the
intent of this paper to repeat those descriptions (see, for
examplé. Andersson and Boyer. 1978, Schneider, 1976,
dirotke, 1973b) It 15 celevant to note, however, that despite
mote than ten years of federal support for bilingual educa-
ton, very hittle citical empinical. pr longjtudinal research has
been cunducted One notable exception. 1s the es aluation of
the Nacajo Enghsh bulingual program at-Rock Point Commu-
mty School The interesting thing about that study is that
when you lovk cross sectionally at any grade (grade 3 4 5)
you ate net overwhelmed by what’you see of hilingual
edutation as res ealed by yeatly testing However when you
took at the cumulative 1mpact of wheil you take a retrospec-
yve look, \\Y'n(h 15 now possible kgause these youngsters
have g d trom therr ¢l whit you
see s mdeed inpressive The gains are bNK statistically si1g-
nibcant as well as ps)ghologucalzy meamingful Troike (1978)

prosides a sood summary of the scanty but relevant mmr(h
asdoes Paylston (1977)

The irtert ct this sect on 1s fot to bemoan the pduoly of
Amerisan research but ﬂlhﬂ/:) attempt to dentify some of
the hient charactercties ol/ American bilngual education
progzams -

.

1 Precent day Ametnan Title Vil or other gos ernment-
'supps tted bihnygual programs have been deugned
I a sence g8 mpensatory ot femedial progtams for
hated o non Enplish speaking yourgters who <cem
WO e ot oomoamtrwbion?in Enllish Separate

o« 0 have wevdeugned for chutdren 11 vndierse
e ae g cunds 1197 o than 30
R .
‘
.
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Tatle VI ks projects were tunded pros klg bolingoal
eduation in dezens ot larguages plus Enghsh the
larguage of higher asnbed socul status Typuatly
b not alwaye the mather tongue of the patipating
child 8 o Lamguage o kewer ascribed social or economic
statys This has not been the casen Canada

2y Many of the part opants i bilingual progams some
trom tarules 0 which the parents bave mot come
pleted the loal equivalent ot the ompulsory cycle ot
Arier van edwabion Agan this s not the case an the
Cansdran setting

v Qepte the provivon in Tale Vi leguslabon tor par-
ertal aduisery cormmittees many parents are sadly un
informed or misintormed about the purpose strusture
or ontent of bilingual educaten programs in their

wmmumties A sutvey conduted bygstaft at the,

Center for Applied Linguistis duning academic year
1978 70 revealed that many parents felt cut off from
whool happemings and that many schools made no

. atternpt whatwer er o communate with parents in

ther maother tongue  even though they might speak
a6 Erglish whateoever Tknow thats probubly not the
gereral rule but it happens and we have 1o be cogni-
rantof it

1 (leentry level 'anguage shills of participating chid.en
ate extremely heteroxeneous A Spanush Enghish class
may include tor example Sparish monolingua! chil
dren Spanah dosmmant chaldren children of question.
avle dopwrarce n ether languaze English dominant
and Englns ~ rohngual children Needless to say it
s extreme’y dHuult tor even the most talented
teatber o teim texherc to rexh suh a diverse
chientele Likewwe many of the hildren Tive in bne
wu s ally beretonereous communities They often fail
o receve encoutigement of support trom  parents
of peers 2o fursue exttacurrwcular academx interests

0 Unt ryran'y in many communthies regatine <tereo-
A=ty pes (bara terze the minority-group hld and it is
Lrown fie aseumedt that a dispre-portionately hgh
mumber will be academically unsuccesstul

Federal texs'ation exphatly encourages tranational

O
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mhagual sducation This legiclabion seems on the one
hand desgred o nurture the (uhd s mother tongue
ard o ercutage conceptudl Jevelopment i the
eromg harsuage while introducng 4 second Janguage
tos e sty serhasd tabrupthy wirhbdraws recogm

ard s Erloy forethe mother b rgie av won at
5 o d v raviae o the beldie o Blocks
trre 1 ertoraeehave e s bt ed
Tt e 0 4 vde g car v of cahers
N o poarr Wy
b N vt

than one halt of teachets texhag through a non-
Enghich language teaching ESL or doing both had
had even one blingual edudation course and only
tourteen pereert had had relevant training for teaching
non Engih language arts and content aress Likenise
the'e exits a senous reed for the continueddevelop.
ment and improvement of eunkula materals and
NG 10 rumests

At this point it 1s appropriate to reerate that the Kanty
research eviderce at'uded to earher (Rosier and Holm in
press Trmke 1973a) does suggest that chuldren will thave
when they are educated initially in ther mother tongue and
then lter bilagually in carefully, designed and well.
mplemented programs by sensitive teachers working 1n
commumhies where there exists wrdespread knowledge and
support for bihngual education.

Implcations fer U.5. Bilinguat Eduaation

The nformation summanzed above, including a descnp-
tion of some of the sal ent aAd cnitenial attnibutes of Canaduary,
selected third-world and Amencan bilngual programs, leads
to the follow ing genetal conclusion 1t would seem desirable
to introduce chidren to schooling in their home language 1n
settings sich as te varous ethnic communities inthe United
States in multilingual developing countries and in parts of
Canada where groups of non-Englshvnon-French-speaking,
residents have wongregated and whete the home language 15
one of lower asnbed s0c1a! or economic status where there
does not exist uniformly high pressure within the home and
community to encourage literacy and language maintenance
where many texchers in the educational system are unaware
or insenshive 1o the values and tradibons of the minonty-
woup pupils Thus schooling should take the form of a care-
fully deceloped language arts program integrated into a
general cur nculum in which content matenial is also taught ;n
the mother tongue The purgose 1s o sustain and to nurture
youngsters  hrgustic and cogrutive development while
teaching the second langusge ard gradually introducing
contert matenals in the second language, without abandon-
g the language aits or the content material taught in the
mother tongue This approach is consistent with the earher
wagestcns of Lambert and Tucker (1972) Cummurs (19~3)
Skutrabb-Kangas ¢197%) and Ojennde and Caiko {1978) .
Furthermore 1t <hould be added that there 1s no indication
whaterer from any research Rterature that transitional
bilingual pregrams ae pedagogically more effective than
maintenance programs

The Ja = that the results from studies of Canadian imiver
s10n preazams lead ¢ the woncluaan that minerty group
viumoters e Unced Stres Canada or the third world
skeuld be immrerced or submerged o the target language 1«
ta've These ecults do hotverer surgest thatin cerrain «ocial
wenees Jhere e b me limauage s highly hued wheve
Sgpee v v peer @ P aciady onou e trerxy o

Cr cemee g sed whee st o wavedthar oy
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xhxldxen will succeed schooling wan vappmptutely and
without detriment commence in the second language In fact
1t has been argued elsewhere that the central problem tacing
u3 15 to reach the "dominant-group”™ American ‘n an sttempt
to dnive home sensitivity to awareness of and interest in
cultural dversity 1 feel that one of the best ways of domgso
1 to encourage the develop of progr
Anglophone Amerwan youngsters '
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Senator Starrorp. Thank you very much, Dr. Tucker.

Mr. ANDRADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to come before you today. Senator
Huddleston, during his testimony, asked to hear from other con--
stituencies, so-it seems to be very good that we are here today.

My name is Ron Andrade. I am executive director of the Nation-
al Congress of American Indians. With me today is Dr. William
Leap, the education director ‘for the organization. We are here
today toispeak on behalf of the 170 Indian tribes which are mem-
bers of NCAI, and to examine the proposed title VII amendments.

- Title VII occupies a critical place in the educational services pro-
vided.to the tribes by the Federal Government. Two hundred and
six différent Indian languages are spoken by the tribes. Students
representing 56 of these language backgrounds—students enrolled
in BIA, public, tribally controlled, and contract schools—are receiv-
ing title VII services. The actual language arts instruction supplied
by these programs varies widely from site to site. There is great
“variability in the use made of ancestral language development by
these programs. Still, it is clear to tribes that Indian children have
to learn to survive in a predominantly, English-speaking world.
Hence, a stress on the development of effective English 136guage
.skills is always integral to these programs, regardless of tribal con-
text. - ’

Mr. Chairman, NCAI voices great concern over many of the
amendments under discussion before this committee today. Most, if
enacted into law, would seriously disrupt the-progress in Indian ~
education which title VII has helped bring about in recent years.
Perhaps more seriously, most would prevent-tribes not currently
served under title VII from utilizing to their fullest'advantage the
benefits which bllmgual education can bring to the Indian stu-
dent’s schooling experience.

It is propused to change section 703(a)(4) so that title VII pro-
grams would be defined solely in terms of English language acqui-
sitional goals. Such a definition excludes any reference to the criti-
cal role played by ancestral language instruction in title VII pro- .
grams. It also excludes any requirement that ancestral language
arts be included in Indian schools receiving funding under the act.

We remmd you, Mr. Chairman, this was the way Indian students
used to be educated before title VII became enacted. English was
the only language used, and the only language permitted in the
Indian classroom. The hlgh incidence of English proficiency prob-
lems among the national adult Indian poBulatlon shows that tribes :
are still suffering from the effects of those restrictions. We ask you ° |
not to impose those restrictions on the tribes once again. |

The proposal to free the school district from the use of any re-
quired instructional strategy in its title VII program strikes a seri- |
ous blow at tribal self-determination in education. We agree that |
there must be local flexibility in program design, so that the most |
appropriate remediation strategy can be supplied to Indian stu-
dents at each site. If, however, local decisions of this nature aré to
be made, they must be made with the ¢consultation and active par-
ticipation of the affected tribes. School districts cannot be given ex-
clusive responsibility for.the setting of policies in Indian education.

Under the current system. tribes are involved in every stage of the

~
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process of program design. NCAI wants to.see that involvement
strengthened, not diminished. It is proposed that teachers in title
VII programs need to be proficient only in English and that ances-
tral language proficiency not be a requirement in their job descrip-
tions. This proposal will prevent Indian title VII projects from in-
volving parents, tribal elders, or other adults from the home com-
munity -in the primary instructional tasks of these programs The
contributions these people can make to program effectiveness
" cannot be disregarded or so lightly dismissed. Their value here lies
in their knowledge of traditional culture and of the relevance of
those traditions for modern day problem solving—communication:
problems included. Such information can never be supplied by Eng-
lish dominant, non-Indian instructional personnel, regardless of
their commitment and sincerity.

The plan to treat as title VII priority only those students whose
“usual language” is other than English is not compatible with eli-
gibility extended to Indian students under section 703(aX1XC) of the
act. Just because an Indian student’s “‘usual language’ is English,
and not the language ancestral to his tribe, does not mean that the
student is.free of English language proficiency prablems.

Frequently, we find the English of Indian students will contain
pronounciation patterns and rules of sentence form which are char-
acteristic of their tribe’s Indian language. This happens even if the
students themselves are not speakers of that language and do not
use the language in daily conversation. As you see, Mr.'Chairman,
we, are concerned that many amendments proposed would seriously
endanger the Indian programg. We hawe other concerns that we
will submit for the record much more broadly, but we wanted to

* detail at least some ofgurrconcerns for the record.
We would be happy B answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.
[The following material submitted by Mr. Andrade follows:]
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Additional concerns of the National Congress of ynerican Indians regarding

proposed changes in Title VII, Bilingual' Educati:)n Act, include the following:

L.

The proposed amendments sgem to be nocivate,d by an assumption ---
that Tttle VII, as currently operated, allows projects to use only

a single language arts strategy in the remediation of L.E.P. students.
This assumption is not consistent with the facts, at least in so far
as'Indian-oriented Title VII projects are concérned.’ Transitional o

bilingual educ'ation, in Indian country, includes programs where

English language instruction is given primary weight, with native
language instruction used to reinforce English—based infomacion,

as well as projects wheTe cfassroon 1ns:ruction is carried out in

the ancestral language, with English used as a focus for ianguage .
arts de\velopmen: and nothing more; as well as projects where

native language as well 4s English language serves as the media

for instruction and the target for la;xguage arts development. You
must remember tl:ac “there are over ZOOﬁdiffcrent ang d.issilnc; Indian
languages s:ill'spoken in the United States; this means, at minimunm,
more than 20()‘ dif ferent mixtures and balances betueen Indian and
Engush language fluencies exist in "¥ndian comcry + Such conditions
inescapibly call for varieties of solutions to student language- rela:ed

*edacational needs. Title VII, as currently dcsigned, has proven itself

to be sufffciently flexible to respond to local needs in lépally
appropriate terms. NCAI wou,];d ‘hate to see this flexibil¥ty become
altered by such hmccssary' proposals as the recommended shift in
Title VII emphasis from true bilingual education to English-only
language instrdetiqn. - -

I is opposed to the propoénl to amer;d section 703 (a)(4), so that
LEA's‘wul not be required to use any particula: approach -- i.e, will
not® b}: requ!red to use a BILIM!UAL approach -- in the rcmdin:ion of
:he 1an5uage arts néeds oer.E P. students, It i3°clear that ESL
su-a:cglcs. however ' 1n§ensive, they may bc, are not s\n’ficicnt to
meet the langyage arts neceds of Indian students. As wg note earlier
in the tedtimony, Indian students hgve been subjected to inccnsi\;c ESL
for years, ‘and the Indian English problem remains with uve. NCAI’ does

not amant to see the school districts set free to reverse rcqpnt crcnds
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, does not want to see that oyersight altered. Hence NCAI does NOT ’

. NCAL sees no point in adding a one-year limitation to student partici-

. NCAI is most doncerned about the data base which has generated so many -

. the component of the AIR study which dealt directly with Indian projects;

. .

< .
and retumn to arghaic instructional strategies. NCAI does want to
see the most appropriate Iax;guase arts strategy employed in each

snuatiz'm, to guarantee that studené language needs are actually

addressed by the language arts program in the school. NCAI endor;es

the continued use of current prattign -- bzving the proposal developed -
by school district and parental authority, and requiring that the

parents sign-off on the proposal as 'a requirement for submission to N

OBEMLA.
program is critical; for Indian st;.ldcnts, this is the closest the

law gets to Tribal oversight over the Title VII program and NCAIL '

Parental involvement in the.selection of the '1an&uage arts

want to see school districts given .the authority to design programs

of bilingual instruction under their ‘own autho‘rity; and this.ls why N
NCAI opposes this so-called "flexibility' move which the Administra-
tion has endorsed,< )

pation in Title VII programs. The Act as currently izmplesented
requires the use of cn.trance and exist criterfa. And if OBEMIA
monitered projects more cardfdlly, to ensure that projects abtually
applied entrance and exit criteria to the studcr;t populations these
projects are serving, there might not be so many reported instances ..
of “fraud"” agd "abuse" of Title VII funds by school districts. Tightening
that aspect of project activity, combinaed with closer involvement of
parental and Tr;bal authorities in the whole monitering progess , will

deal Uith the issue the "one year restruction' tries to address.

of these proposed alterations in Title VII. The so-called "De°Kanter' study
wantonly ni‘gl'ected to look at the Indfan component of Title VII activity;
had the res‘earchcrs done so, they would have seen a'bund\ant ewldence

that Title VII contributes, and can continue to contribute, to the
schooling of L.E.P. students. Several witnesses cited the AIR study

and its attacks on Title VII effectiveness. NO WITNESS chose to mention

Marie Batiste and her staff prepared a report looking at non-European
languages served by Title VII. ‘They find nothing but praise for the .
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work which Title VII s doing in~the Indian, Asian.?‘h‘d‘?adfic
Island'copcexts. NCAI 1s not going to argue that there are no problems
in the implezentation of bilingual education under Title VII. But NCAI

- .
IS going to demand that, if Congress undertakes any revision of the

progran, Congress give full ac?:ention to the whole of the work being
done by the progran and not to only a sfngle part of it. NCAI fought
to obtain the right to give testimony before the Subcomuittee during
\cbe Hearings, Title VII provides educational services to Tribes. '{h?c:refore.

Tribes haye 2 right to have their concerns voiced for the record when

" changes {n services are ta bediscussed, NCAI will continue to fight to

preserve the services which Title VII is currently providing to Tribes. '

And we appreciate the opportunity extended to us by the Subcormittee

to place these concerns in the record at this cime.“
" -

R . . «

Senator Starrorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Andrade.

We do have some questions. We would again ask the people who
are questioned to be as brief as they can, consistent with an ade-
quate answer. I keep reminding rhyself what Calvin Coolidge used
to tell both the General Assembly of the Commonwealth®of Massa-
chusetts and later on, the U.S. Congress. “Be brief, above all
things, be brief.” ’ )

Mr. Torres, in Lau v. Nichols, the Supreme Court explicitly
ayoided mandating one method of satisfying a child’s educational
rights under title VII of the Civil Rights Act. My question is, why

should the Federal Government only fund one instructional ap-
proach under title VII? s .

Mr. Torres. I do not think that our organization has taken a po-
sition that it should fund only one approach. It is concerned that
there is a misconception that we are advochting a separatist move-
ment by advocating that bilingual education be prescribed to chil-
dren with limited English speaking abilities. We simply want that
to be the law, that flexibility be there to provide that, and that

' there be no attempts to try to do away with that concern.

Trying to be veéxy brief—and I appreciate that the lights are not
on_for the responges—we heard on Friday and we heard today the
concern that this is a very dangerous move to the country. Under
no_circumstances has our organization or, for that matter, I think,

any other organization at this table, ever advocated a maintenance’

program. It has always been the need to be able to prepare the
child to be fully integrated in American society, and bilingual edu-
cation is the best instructional tool proven thus far to accomplish
that aim. .

Senator StarrorD. Thank you. Let the Chair say that in any case
where you consider you have insufficient time to. present an
answer here, the Committee will be glad to have you expand the
answer in writing, if you care to do so—within, we hope, a rea-
sonable-length of time.

* The next question, Dr. Tucker, is directed to you. You have ex-
pressed unequivocal support for the bilingual education as a viable

v
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educational approachfor language minority students. Yet in your
comment on the then proposed Lau regulations, you indicated:

The Center does not, however, believe it is appropriate or useful to prescribe only
one educational option for all youngsters. .

You later stated, quoting again:

“The important point 1s,that the local school system, working together with teach-
ers and parents, who must be given an active voice in educationa) decisions, to be
able, in our view, to develop educational programs to meet the needs of a rapidly
changing student body. N

Your remarks create the impression that you are not wedded “to
only one method for educating language minorities. Is that true?

Also, would you endorse the concept of a “Language Minorities
Educational Opportunity Act,” which would fund alternative ap-
proaches to minority language student education? R

Dr. Tucker: That is a several-faceted question. Let me try and
sort out several of the approaches. The statement in this morning’s
testimony, that we do affirm unequivocal support for bilingual edu-
cation as a viable educational approach for langtiage minority
youngsters, does stand and is accurate. We, however, as noted in
the comments at the time of the proposed Lau regulations, wanted
te make sure that the implementation of educational programs or
innovational programs take into account the realities of a local
school district We were concernted, for example, that in situations
where there are extremely smrall fufbers of youngsters from di-
verse mother tongue groups in the same classroom, it may not be AN
feasible, nor practical, to implement a program for two speakers of
language X, three speakers of language Y, and one speaker of lan-
guage Z. Likewise, we were concerned about the situation of the'
immigratfon of large numbers of refugees from various parts of
‘Southeast Asia, for example, the Hmong refugees from Southeast
Asia, who come from a marginally literate; if not a preliterate soci-
ety, who are only beginning now to have available to thent a stand-
ard orthography, materials, and so on. We took ‘cognizance of a va-
riety of circumstances in=which it was simply hot possible ‘eor feasi-
ble to offer bilingual education as an alternative of choice. When
conditions permit, when there are numbers of youngsters available
who share a mother tongue, when there are materials available, we .
certainly do recommend bilingual education as an educational al-
ternative of choice. . ‘

Withsrespect to your latter question, dealing withra lapguage mi-
nority education act, I would, of course, }lave to know more about |
that, and it is certainly something which we would study very care-
fully and would be prepared to respond in writing to. ’

Senator STarrorD. Thank you, Dr. Tucker.

Dr. Llanes, you indicate that doing a summary of bilingyal edu-
cation effectivehess at this®time “wauld be like sending a case to
the jury before one side’ hag had a chance to present itsevidence.”
Therefore, don't you think that Congress, in funding only transi-
tiénal bilingudl education under title VII, was moving prematurely
and without proper evidence when the act was passed. -

Dr. LLaNES. When the act passed, there was a proyision called,
part C of the act, to fund research, and no research was funded by
Congress—until very recently. These studies take time.

.
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The investment made at this time is so large, the information
forthcoming sy great, that it would take several months after they
are published before we can have a synthesis of what is in there.

The Bilingual Education Act was experimental. You wanted to
experiment with a form of transitional bilingual education and you
wanted to evaluate its«outcome. You have experimented with a
form of transitional bilingual education, but you have not evaluat-
ed its outcome. . )

On May 24 and 25, we will hold a colloquium at Cal State Uni-
versity, and we will. takea look at about 12 of these 18 studies that
are now ready, and then we will publish a preliminary set of find-

, ings But the final findings, the ones that answer every guestion

that is_legislatively interestinﬁ, will not come until 1984. I am
sorry, but that is the way. in which we have fashioned the act, and
the bureaucracy has worked-it through.

This evidence which Dr. Tucker speaks to is very reliable, and it
does -point to the fact that bilingualism and bilingual.education,
when they go hand in hand provide enhanced cognitive skills. Yet
they are all he]d without any sort of official sanction or approval,
these works of individuals and works of* States. .

So, yes, we must wait until the money you have paid.for these
studies begins to pay off. ’

Senator Starrorn. Thank you very much, Doctor.

Let me address a question now to all of you. I would ask this.
Many of you have made the claim that certain studies of bilingual
education improperly use evaluations of programs in foreign coun-
tries. In particular, some of you have said that the Lambert study
in Montreal should not be applied to the U.S. experience. Yet at
the same time, some of you have cited other foreign studies to sup-.
port the emphasis on only bilingual education in this country.
Aren't you, I wonder, trying to have it both ways? Why should
some foreign studies apply and not others? . ) -

Dr. Lranes. If I may, the study in Canada is presented as evi-
dence of immersion, in the DeKanter,/Baker Report. Yet immersion
15 described as a system where no home language is used. And we
have just cheard from one of the principal investigators of that
study that two languages were ysed. So we object.to the classifica-
tion of the study, not to its results. * .

Senator Srarrorp. Thank you. - ’

Dr Cummins. I would like to take the opportunity to address
that question. [ do not think any of this meant to imply that the
St. Lambert study or any of the studies abroad were irrelevant to
the bilingual education data in the States. Any evaluation of a bi-
lingual program will provide information which is relevant to
other situations, But you have got to be careful about just what is
genecralized. And I think the principles underlying the success of
the St. Lambert Prugram and other bilingual programs abroad are
identical to the principles underlying the success of bilingual. pro-
grams for language minority students in Canada, insofar as pro-
grams which promote what is called an additive form of bilingual-
M, one where two languages are acquired and maintained and de-
veloped, develops high levels of academi¢ skills for both language
minority students and for majority language students. There is a
lot of evidence that this is a cognitively and academically enriching

< ‘ )
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form of bilingualism. That is one thing which I think we can gener-
alize very clearly. » . '

Another aspect of the St. Lambert program which can be gener-
alized is that the kids in Canadian or American immersion pro-
grams who come from majority language backgrounds tend to have
very high levels of academic readiness when they*go into the pro-
gram; their first language is not threatened, they have had a lot of
exposure to literacy in the home, and because they have this good
base in their first language, they are able to survive very well an
immersion experience.

In the American situation, that background very often is not
available to language minority students, and because they do not
have a good basis in their first language on entry into the program,
or they do not have a good basis in literacy-related skills on entry
to the program, they do not have the capacity to assimilate aca-
demic or literacy-related skills in English.

So I would contend that the principles underlying the success of
the St. Lambert and other programs are identical to the principles
underlying the success of programs for language minority pro-
grams in the States. . :

Dr. Tucker. I would like to note also that what does generalize
directly from the Canadian experience and in particularly from the
St. Lambert study, but also from others with which Dr. Cummins
has been associated, is the method of inquiry. The method of in-
quiry does generalize and is relevant to our questions here in the
United States, and above all else, one of the criterial attributes of
the method of inquiry was that it was longitudinal and it was criti-
cal. If one looks in the United States,.one finds evidence from the
Navajo community, as one of the communities that was alluded to
this morning, where in Rock Point, the results of a careful longitu-

2dinal and empirical evaluation demonstrate pretty convincingly for
me that, Navajo-speaking youngsters who had an opportunity to

. participate in bilingual education programs not only developed

Navajo fluency and facility and ability to read and write Navajo,
which’ was important to their parents, but in addition, as they
moved through and- completed’ their elementary schooling, they
outperformied on measures of English achievement, their Navajo
counterparts who had been immersed or submerged in English
-throughout. - . oL . . ’ °
The AIR study was mot a longifudinal evaluation of the efficacy
of bilingual education. . | T
Senator StaFrorp, Thank you, Dr."Tudker.=*" «-, .

ent. L

[ 4

Mrt. Andrade, did yolg},rwant to answer, here?"1 was about te ask -

you a question, in any
* Mr. ANDRADE. Yes,
many studies done on American Indian arts or American Indian
language. The Navajo study, the Rock Point study, is critical. I
guess we would have to point back at something called the Merti-
man stddy, done in 1928, approximately, that said that the total ef-
fects of the education system upon American Indian children are
probably the most disastrous thing in history.

I would also point, in mentioning the Navajos, just this year, the
Senate commended the Navajo speakers for beihg of tremendous
assistante during World War II for what they called the Navajo

-

L . . g
. Chairman. Udfortunately, there are not
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“code talkers.”” Yet, we turn around now, and as we mentioned in
the testimony, there is some kind of attempt to totally throw that
out. And I am not so sure, if they were good during World War II,
what happened to us ifi the last 40 years, why, that language be1ng

. protected and enhanced and continued on through language arts
instruction is wrong. The fact that they knew both English, they
could translate into Navajo, and they were proficient in both lan-
guages during the war was very critical to the war effort of the
United States.

I do not want to see us go back to war to protect language arts,
but the fact remains that there have not been sufficient studies
done on Indian language. We would like to see some more done.
We think that th€y would only show the effects as they did in
Navajo, in Rock Point.

Senator Starrorp. Thank you, sir. I am sure you are alluding in
part to the fact that Navajo was used to communicate orders over
the air on open mikes in Guadalcanal, the Solomon Islands, and
some of the other fights out in the Southwest Pacific. I would ven-
ture to say that quite a few American boys are alive today who
would not have been, had that ability not existed.

Could you, Mr. Andrade, describe a successful Indian bilingual

to do it that way?

Mr. ANDRADE? Mr. Chairman, let me ask Dr. Leap, who has been
running one, or working with one.

Dr. Lear. I think we would like to dp that for the record, Senator
Stafford. I would like to point out that sinte we are talking 57 dif-
ferent languages, it would be difficult to find one program that in
any way would be typical. I think you will find whichever program
you look at, the critical characteristic is tribal involvement, and
that would be the theme that any decription we present would un-

*derscore. :

Senator StaFrorp. Why dont you, if you would care to, provnde
us with several descriptions of various programs that have been
successful for ous record? ”

[The information referred to follows:]

-

P

education program for the record, or do it in writing, if you prefer
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Charact&ristics of a successful Indian bilingual progranm
L[]

Several recently published essays (including Dr. Leap's "jmerican Indian
Language Haintenang:e", Annual Review of Anthroygg‘gy,' vol 10,-~pp. , 1982)

have provided characterizations of Indian bilingual education .projécts. We
would refer the Subcommittee to the arguments in that essay and to the recently
released report of the National lenter for Bil#ngual Research,.American Indian
Language Education (Southwest Educational Research Laboratory, Loa Alamitos, CA)
for background commentary of this question. -

Specific characteristics of successful Indian bilingual préjt’cts would
tnclude the following: - . .

1. Tribal endorsenent and Tribal support. Indian bilingual prograns
cannot operate outside of the Tribal milieu. Often language is,;ues are sensitive
question;, treated as part of spiritual as well as cultural he}'itag‘e. Decisions
about language cannot be made unless Tribal authorities, ol.their designates,
heip direct the outcomes of the discussion. Othexwise, the school intrudes into
Tribal sovereignty. . .

2. Diversity in the language arts focus. The overall goal of all
Indian blllngunl prugrams requires the programs develop the full range of Innguage
skills whlch will be expected of Indian students in their daily' 1ives. This meand
ancestral language skills development as well as English language skills develop-
ment. Now clearly, the school does; not have sole responsibility for this effort;
language learning and language fnstruction ( informal n}\d formal) happens in the
home, the community, the neighborhood, and other Tribal contexts, as well as in
more English-oriented situations outside of the Tribal domain. Indian bilingual
programs are co-participants,, with other institutions, in the lénguage arts
education of Indian students. o
- , ~This is thd reason why different programs demonstrate different kinds
of commitments to language arts instruction. The amount of responsibility the
school pust assume, and the amount of responsibility the school is petmitted to
assune, will, vary extensively one situation to another. Some Tribes are interested
in seeing Inéiun language literacy developed, as a goel in its own right and as a
foundation for developing literacy in English. Some 'l_'ribes want to sec training
in reading and v:riting focused exclusively on English skills development, since
the absence of a traditional literary base makes it seem unlikely that a roderh

literacy base will emerge within contemporaxy Tribal culture. These are not con-
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. flicting positions, these are .:iif-fe'rent positions, each motivated by concerns,

needs, and priorlti\es specific to local, Fribal conditions. Successful Indfan
bilingual programs have to give rise to a variet} of language arts foci; no

single language arts strategy can be expected to work with equal ‘effectlvem;és -
in all Tribal domains. ' '

3. Lengthy start-up requirements. There are few effectively wrléten
gramars of Indian languages and ever-x fewer sets of materials which can be
used for oral ( or written) languagé arts 1nstruction for these languages.

Recall —- over 200 Indian languages currently are spoken in the United States.
The amount of information we DON'T have on these languages g staggering; the
resistence of federal agencies® -- NSF, NEH, NEA, NIE, and the' like, to the idea
of giving support to rngiz;n language research is part of the reason for this
situation. ‘.‘ . .
There are few certified, trained, or otherwise "professionally
qualified” teachers of Indian languages. There are qualified Qsons within
the Iribal communities, if by qualified we mean persons the Tribe would trust .
with the respensibility of I"formal language education"; but usually these
people have not have training in lesson planning, classroom management and
other of the more formal aspects of schooling processes.
Tests which measure student Indian language proflclenlcy oradiagnosis
Indian student English language r\xeeds with any level of accuracy have just
¢ begun to be developed. ‘

Evaluation models which are sensitive to the multicultural problems
faced by Indlan students fn English-oriented school setting have likewise just
begun to appear. N -

Bilingual projects are expected to have all of this in line -- |
c’urriculum. materials, staff, agsessment devices, and evaluation strategies --

- before project activities begin. ’ !

Indian bilingual projects have to spend a considerable amount of {
their time, {n the' initial montlis of their operation at least, addressing these }
issues. Providing instruction to targeted students, cannot be sacrificed during |
this period. Still, the overall impression is that in the initial phases, Indian
bilingual projects are confused, disoriented, and lacking in success. This s |
4 false {mpression. The success of an Indian bilingual project is not something

which can be measured within the early stages of project operation.

s
-
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4. Comple:; funding base. No single source provides support for
Indian student language needs e_xclusivcly. No single source is committed
by legislative manda{e or regulation to pr;vide support in this area. Tribes
ang school districts servihg Tribes are therefore forced to 'shop around’,
satching needs evidenced within the target populari:an agdinst categories
for which funding from particular sources is available. This has meant, in
- nany cases, that onc project will' be support by funds from several sources,
' _Federal, state, local, Tribal, other public and private monies may all com-
bine to support these cfforu.\ Volunteered time, labor, energy, and talent
will nlso‘ play a critical role in project 6perntions; the "hidden dollar |
- value" of those contributions adds to the complexity of the financial base
of f of which all of these projects are required to operate. ’
There are several reason why several such sources may jointly support
a single Indian bilingual ;effort. First, because the number of stu&cm:s in

an Indian school or school district may be small, funds-providcd under

per capita meana ( e.g. "Title I' funds, for example) may not generate

enough revenue to absorb much of the costs of program operation,“supplementary
funding in those instances is essentinl to project operation. Second, the
diversity of costs and expenses ( sece discussion, point 3, above) may force

s project to seck support from several sources, since restrictions on the

use of funds from one source may prevent the project from ob:uinfng full
support for its expenses from a single program. Federal restrictions preventing
"hard research" dollars from being used for "applied" purposes, or "program
support” ful:nds from being directed toward basic research needs are two exn‘mplcs
af the situation. Third, since Indian student language needs are not treated
as a high prioirty or pressing national need by any federal ngcncy'( including
BIA), Tribes often are negotiated out of a large percentage of the funds they
need for basic operating costs, requirlr;g projects to scek supplemental funding
to keep basic program operations intact.

5. Emphasis on tcnc;hcr training and staff development. The situation
detailed in point 4, In sum, means that Indian bilingual programs always operate
at the very edge of financial disaster. Special needs of these projects rombined
::igh the precnrh;usncss of thelir funding base creates a situation of extreme
dependence on external revenue., Tribes being restricted in their t‘axatfon
powers, Indlan students living In most cases on tax-free federal 'trust land',
and other fiscal prioritids in 1;:::1 school districts further restrict the

aecurity of funding base and program operation monies cach fiscal year.
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classrooms. T;}bcs and school districts simply are nor prepared, financially
.or managerially, to Assume the responsibflity for such programs once external
funding ends. ‘

This is why almost every Indian bilingual project currently fn
operation séems to place great emphasis on staff development, usually by
integrating a teacher training/ccr\tiﬂcation component into the basic
operation of the program itself. Teacher training, leading to the BA degree -
and to certification according to state standards, produces a cadre of
ind{viduals who can function as teachers of bilingual and bicultural education‘
within the regular classroon. If hired by the local s‘chool district, their N

presence in the school guarantees that a sbilingual initiative will continue,
even i{f funding for specifically bilingual teaching efforts is terninated.
A properly trained bilingual teacher can integraté bilingual instruction
) into every component of the classroom instruction and the local curriculum,
oerely by apg;lying his/her knoweldge of both language and both cultures to .
®he lesson plan development process. Termination of federal funding may
eliminate a special program, but términation of funding will not eliminate
the spakers ability to think and talk In two languages, or the trained
speaker's acquired skills in applying bilingual perspectives to all phases
of the students' education.
6. Recognized dependence on externally based technical assistance.
Few Tribes have sufficlent technical expertise within their own ranks to be
able to supply all of the skills development which an Ind{an bilingual project
(and project staff) require for effective operation. Reliance on personnel
from other sources -- universities, technical assistance and’ resource centers,
profit aqd non-profit research and development akencies, and the like =~ °
has therefore become un integral parkt of Lndian bilingual project operation.
Some Tribes are not contcr;t with this dependency and take activyscps to
. transfer knowledge from outsideato inside the Tribal domain™e-=Bon as the
staff for the purpose can be located ana trained. Other Tribes prefer to
naintain contract ties with external agencies, expecting them to supply
services when Trihal needs and priorities requite and expect them. The point

El{[lc ‘lb‘d | 0 ) . t:.,‘
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is: the complexity of tasks facing an Indian bilingual project means that
technical assistance i{ssue cannot be avoided. And unless sources for technical
assistance are available for project purposes, project success is highly unlikely
regardless of the level of commitment the Tribe or the school brings to the
endeavor. .

7. Inter-Tribal information exchange. This 18 one reason why most
Indian bilingual projects quickly develop strong ties with other bilingual pro-
grams in thelr area, especially programs operating in terms of Tribal language
needs or Tribal cultural perspectives. While a national Indian bilingual education
organization has yet to re-appear (there was one, the Native American Bilingual
Education Conference, operating from 1973 - 1477). regional and national meetings
1ike that of .the National Assoclation for Bilingual Education (NABE) as well &
the.continuing patronage of nattonal Indian orgunlzu.u.ons like NCAI, the Natipnal
Indian Education Association, and the National Advisory Council on Indian Education
(NACIE) all help provide channels through which exchange of information between
projects can be effected. Staff visits to other sites, sharing of newsletters,
exchange of curriculum materials, recommendations of effective workshop leaders
and on-site specfalists -- these are only a few of the ways Lr; which Indian
bilingual projects work Jointly with othex; projects to \ecure the st'rcngth of °

all projects, overall.

These are only a few of the characteristics of effective Indian bilingual
programs. But the comments are sufficiént to suggest several important truths
about Indian bilingual education and Title VII's involvement in Indian blulngual
weducation. Flrst, to return to a familiar theme: diversity: no px:ojccts are
the same or can be expected to be so. Each project has lts' own needs and woitks
out 1ts-own Solutiom to {ts needs. Ses.‘ond. tribal control: because the languagds

at 18sue here are Indian 1anguagcs,“;;x‘ojects cannot operate without Tribal .
fnvolvement. The ‘strougcst projects are those where Tribe and school have
developed the strongest working relationship; ‘the weaker projects show weaker
and less developed relationships, accordingly. Third, English language &13.

Obviously, Indian bilingual projects will contain an Indian language arts focus.

. But no project ever denies the importance of effective’ English fluency or the
role that the school must play in securing English fluency for Indianjstudents.
Paradoxically, then, even the most Tribal of Indian language projects always
contains a visible and vlubl:: English language arts component. To eliminate the

English component would mean that the school was totally intruding on things

Tribal communities have faintained under their own tnitiatives for years; few

Tribes appear willing to see the achool, or any external agency, take on that

much responsibility for something that {s as cssential to' the life of the

Tribe {tself.
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Senator Starrorp, One. final question, which again, I will ask

you all to respond t6 if you care to, and that is this. Title VII part .

C has initiated research in only native language. bilingual educa-
tion" What would he your Views of expanding part C to“fund re-
search into other methdds of instructing, language minority stu-
dents, such as ESL and immersion? . A
“Dr LLaNes If I may, the transitional Bilingual Education Act
wiS indeed the Subject of the study., The methods used to carry-out
instruction throughout the United States vary widely. There are
studies on first and second language.acquisition that are par
the part C agenda right. now. )
°  What there is not, is a direct comparison of program effects be-
tween a variety of methods that is longitudinal, as Dr. Tucker
points out, and is also at the”same time geographically complex,
that is, it has samples from all parts of the United States. That has
not been done. I think that would be an excellent idea. There are
rinnumerable methedological problems.
But the-most important thing is the fact that the studies that

have been reviewed in places like DeKanter/Baker look at 1-year .

effects, and as Senator Huddleston said, the average of these pro-
grams was 1 3 1t is clear that'bilingual education is like a 4-minute
egg,'Senator And if you'do .not leave the 4-minute egg for 4 min-
utes inside a_pot, and break it open at the end of the first minute,
it just does not yield the same results, o .
Seriator STAFFORD. Is theré further comment? . >
Dr Cumsins I think everybedy would have to agree with the de-
,sirability of well-controlled longitudinal studies which compare dif-
“ferent alternatives I think one of the things that most researchers
are very cognizant of at this stage is the necessity to avoid facile
definitions of programs, and that this is one of the main critiques
that hdve been made of the Baker/DeKanter report, {n that they
lump under transitional bilingual education programs which vary
enormously and the term becomes absolutely meaninglesgs. 1 think
the studies that would be funded would have to include a careful
description of what is actually happening in the classroom so*that

meaningful conclusions can.be drawn, But I*think a comparison of

* different program results for different kinds of spudents is essential
for meaningful decisions to‘be made in this area, ' .
Senator STarrokp, Dr, Tucker? \ ,
Dr Tucker We would favor the imiplementation of the broadest
pessible research agenda, but would simply urge that.no precipi-
tous>changes in legislatjon occur until the results of such research
are’known, N .. RN
Senatons STAFFORD. Any further comment? . :
Mr Tonrres Jdf I may, jast for the record,.l would just bring to

4 »

-

»

the attentipn' of the chairman that should there be any attempts in -

the budget or appropriation process tg attach any of the substan-
tive provisions of the administration's bi]l or Senator Huddleston's
bill that this subcommittee convenehearings once again to g0 over
those proposed changes, becafge it ,would be a very inappropriate
action to. be  taking” insofar' as proposing “sibstantive changes
through the budget or the dpp opridtions process. So we would
_Hope that the subcompittee wot&d"be'cognizant of those potential
efforts and convene another hearing to discuss more in depth any

-t BN -
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of the specific provisions that are being attem pted to be attached to
the budget or appropriations bill. We would appreciate that.

Senator StaFrorp. Gentlemen, we appreciate your help for the .
subcommittee. I can assure you that the other members who are
not here this morning will be studying the testimony and that they
join me in expressing gratitude {o you for helping us with this
rather thorny problem we are facing.

Thagk-you®very much. | .

_Dr. Cruz. Senator, on behalf of the National Advisory Council on
Blilingual Education, we would like to submit this for the' record,
also. . )

Senator StaFrorD. Without objection, we will make it part of the
record. .
[The inforrnation referred to followy:]
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NATIONAL ADYISORY COUNCIL ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION,

U.S. EPARTMENT OF tOUCATION
WAMINGTON, D.C. 20282

) s

Aprit 26, 1982 -

~e - N R -

NATIONAL ADVXSGRY. COUNCIL’.% BILINGUAL EDUCATION
. &
5 Testimony to be presented to The Senate Labor and Hum an Resources
© ' Subcommittee an Education, Arts, Humanities on 8flingual Education
Improvement Act
-

We the members of thé Nattonal Advisoxy Councfl on 8flingual Education, representing the
vasg Ynguistic resources and cultural diversity of the American Nation, which enrich the
greatness of our society, wre here todly to strongly oppose the proposed Bflingual
EducationImprovement Act of 1982, ° N

While the overall school-aged population in the United States #s projected to rise 16% by
year 2000, the population of language_m fnority students will rise by 40% during the same.
period. In 35 much as the otion of access and equatity remains the principal federal
responsility, ft is incompatihle that the proposed Bflingual Education Act serves to deny
educationa] access, at minfumum, td more than @ mfllion children who are presently
enrolled in our schools, 4 ’

. . qe
The anﬁual Education Act as amended in 1978 provides the flexibflity needed %o
successfully implem ent different models of biingual education instructign. The proposed
amendments intended to be more fexidle, in fact deny the basic principles of bflingual
education by permftting fastruction utflizing only English as a Second Language (ESL) and
English Tanguage tmmersion programs. It would ko further curtail the educational
services and Tower edicational standards as mandated by previous congressional action.
‘Efféctive education can only take place when teacher and child shars a coamon language.

4 .
While the above addresses the problems associated with the propossd amendments to the
extsting Title VIl of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we would welcome the
invitation of the subcom mittee to provide amendments that would indeed enhance
educational opportunity and increase flexibfitty, without dropping the native,language
requirements. -
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“ y NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION
- \ O ' U'S DEPARTMENTOF EOUCATION
. . WASHINGTOM, D.C, 20202
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. Whereas, The National Adyisory Councll on Bilingual Education (NACBE) has
reviewed the Baker/de K anter Report entitled, "Effectiveness of Bilingual Education: A

Review.of the Literature,” and

Whereas, The Nationa) Advisory Council on Bﬂinguil £ducation has also studied2he ~
respective analyses of the American Psychologica) Assdctation, the Office of Civil Rights . .
{Lega) Standards and Policy Branch), Or. Steven Arvizu et. al, Sacramento State

University, and Dr. Stan Seidner, The ¥ational College of Educat\on. and - .

- . Whereas, these independent ard objective studfes have noted that the Baker/de
K anter Report is of questionable scientific quality and thus misrepresents and/or igoores .
the documented succésses of many Bilingual Education prograas which have increased
. - the- English competency of LEP students, Therefore, - -

. Be it Resolved that the National Advisory Council én Bilingual Education: reject - ¢
most, of the conclusions of the Baker/de Kanter Report, question the advisability of using
an unofficial-draft document™ as part of the decision making process in affais concerned
with language minority education, and hershy-recom mend that this report not be used to
advise the pudlié on the effectiveness of Bilingual Education,

R Be it further resolved, that this resolution and attached documents be distributed to
me nbers of Congress and other key fornuhuxs of nations) education policy.

. Signed.

- '

bl Bts” Opiituifes
o da GonzaleZ-Quevedo, Florida  Oale /, 4

NACBRE - Crmmevson
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NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON BLINGUAL EDUCATION

LS. DEPARTIMENT OF EDUCATION
WASHNGTON, D C. 20262 N

NENBERS )
or, Arr}hilda 8. Gonzalez-Quevedo--Chairperson
Mrs. Atsuko Brewer

Dr. Russell N. Campbell
Dr. Roberto Cruz -
Kr. Jose E. Delgado, Jr.

Mrs. Nilda L. Garcia

Dr. Seyoour Lachman

Dr. David mchi’lis

Ms. Car;\en Maldonando

Ms. Lorella LeDe—e' Marshall
W. Paul Sandoval - r. ’ ¢
Frs® Waria He&in:.-s‘eidner -

or. Epagets T. Villeatn SR LI P 3
Ms.°Carolyn Hong Chan . -

. ' \ .
- Senator Starrorp. The Chair would now invite the second and

: . final panel to come to the witness table. This panel will consist of

~ Mrs. Esther Eisenhower, ESL program coordinator, Fairfax County

public schools, Fairfax, Va.; Mrs. Delia Pompa, executive director, |
bilingual education, Houston Independent School District, Houston, .
+ Tex.; Ms. Augustina Reyes, member, Houston School Board, Hous- |
ton, Tex.; Ms. Phyllis Blaunstein, executive director, National Asso- .
ciation of State Boards of Education, Washington, D.C.; and Ms.
Maria Lindia, director, bilingnal educatien, Bristol, R.I. .

_ Once-again, ladies, my apologies for asking you to stay within \
\the 5 minutes. You have heard of the “Pell grants”; we are using °
the “Pell stop-and-go system” this marning. "> /

Before we begin, ladies, I would like to note that Senator Pell is
particularly regretful that longstanding. commitments prohibit his
appearance here, and I know he would want to be here to intro-
duce Ms. Lindia, but circumstances prevented that,

I would suggest we go in the order in“4vhich you have been.Jisted

omrthe progtam, and I would ask you to terminate in_the 5 min-
utes. If you do have a longer statement, it will fully_aw

Mr. Richard A. firesczyk, Sr. [
|
|
|

record as if read. g
With that, Mrs. Eisenhower, you are at bat. %

e
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STATEMENT OF ESTHER J. EISENHOWER, ESL PROGRAM €OOR-
DINATOR, FAIRFAX COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, FAIRFAX, VA;
MRS. DELIA POMPA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BILINGUAL EDU-
CATION, HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, HOUS- -
TON, TEX; MS. AUGUSTINA REYES, MEMBER, HOUSION
SCHOOL BOARD, HOUSTON, TEX; MS. PHYLLIS BLAUNSTEIN,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE
BOARDS OF EDUCATION, WASHINGTON, D.C; AND MS. MARIA
LINDIA, DIREECTOR, BILINGUAL EDUCATION, BRISTOL, R.I,, AC-
COMPANIED BY JAMES J. LYONS, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF THE AMERICAN COALITION FOR BILINGUAL EDUCA-
TION, A PANEL - -

Mrs. EiseNHOwER. Good morning. .

In 1976, following the,Lau v. Nichols Supreme Court decision,
Fairfax County was urged by OCR to adopt the preferred educa-
tronal approach, bilingualism. Howéver, from the onset, the school
system argued that local school districts needed flexibility in decid-
ing the.,best way to meet the educational needs of the students with
limited English proficiency. . : . .

_ We did not believe it was apprdpriate to prescribe only one edu-

“cational option for all youngsters, but rather, that school systems
needed to consider carefully the linguistic cognitive, affective, and
social needs of their students before deciding which option best
meets the needs of different groups of youngsters.

As . a result of an extensive systemwide needs assessment, the
schook-6ystem developed English as a second language program. .
This program has five different models for organizing instruction
in the schools. The availability of these mode]s allows students to
davelop the ability to understand, speak, read, and write English,
without neglect of subject matter achievement.

. For 4 long years, OCR and the school system engaged in negotia-
tions concerning the contents of an appropriate instructional pro-
gram. In the fall of 1980, OCR received and analyzed program and
evaluation documents and conducted two onsite visits On the basis
of this interaction, evaluation of the current program, and the
achievement test scores of present and former students, OCR deter-
mined-that we were in compliance with title VI without having to
adopt a bilingual approach. . -

This settlement has been roundly praised by many.and vocifer-
ouslygdenounced by others.' Many of the opinions on both sides of,
the issues have been thoughtful and well reasoned. Unfortunately,
there are those who are reported usin% our case as support for a
decreased attention to the needs of the language minority students.
Others cite the Fairfax program as evidence that bilingual educa-
tion does not work or that an ESL program is better than bilingual
education. .

This is ludicrous. We spent 4 long years trying to make a point
that we did not believe that one instructional program is proper to
meet_the needs of all LEP children, especially in Fairfax County,
where 50 different languages are represented. Therefore, we should
be the last ones to say that we havé come up with a model that .
should be implemented universally. What we are trying to say is
we have seriously assessed our students’ needs; we have come up

. []
. S ~
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with an instructional model that works. Other school Systems
should be allowed to teach LEP children in the methodologies that
they deem best for their students’ particular needs.

For whatever reason, we have been deluged since the settlement
with requests from school boards and school administrators for
onsite visits, for copies of our administrative manual and for tech-
nical assistance. As a result of all this interaction, we are con-
vinced more than ever of the need for a more effective use of the
resources that Fairfax County and other school systems with suc-
cessful programs, be it bilingual education, ESL or, immersion, to
find out what the school systems have to offer to improve the in-
struction of language minority students. There is a need for hard

.evidence of the success and educational benefits of alternative
teaching models. We believe this evidence will prove that certain.

groups of LEP students benefit most from immersion in English
language classes, while others respond better to transitional pro-
grams and still others to ESL programs.

Unfortunately, there is not enough empirical ev1dence for com-

parative research today—I think you heard over and over again.

from the distinguished panel ahead of me—to try to decide this
matter objectively without the emotiopalism that has dominated
the issue up to today.

We urge the members of, this committee and Congress to

demand—not to recommend but demand—that the Department of _

Education undertake a systematic documentation of the develop-
ment, contents, und implementation of identified successful alter-
native teaching models. I was heartened to hear Professors Cum-
mins and Tucker agree with us in this area.

We would like to see the presentation of these documented mate-

rials in a usable, practical written format. I have spent months
lookmg at materials that I humbly believe the best use for is to put
them in,an incinerator and to provide heat for these hallowed
Halls It'is about time that we get something that we can use.

I recommend a longitudinal study. The specific contents of this
documentation should concentrate on five universal components.
First, the philosophical commitment. The necessary tangible com-
mitments of money, effective leadership, top-to-bottom support.

Second, a systemwide and individual needs assessment.

Third, entry ‘exit criteria progress while in program monitoring
students after they leave the program staffing, qualifications of the
staff, pupil-teacHer ratios; assignments of the staff.

Fourth, varieties of instructional programs—rational and specific
compongnts of these programs, scheduling of a teacher’s day, stu-
dent’s day and the use of systemwide supportive resources.

And; last, but not least, the relationship within the school system,
the structural and functivnal relationship between the program
and other parts of the school system. | have seen too many pro-
grams Which have become a system unto themselves. It is abouf
time we pealize that we cannot teach the children to drive on auto-
matic while the rest of the world is driving stick shift. -
Thank you. !

Senator Srarrorb. Thank you very much.
T he prepul ed statement of’ Mrs ‘Eisenhower follows:]

r—.
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Cosments delivered by
Esther J. Eisenhover \
. Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS) 1s a large suburban school

system with approximately 127,000 students. It i{s a diverse county.

Much of the county can be characterized as suburban. Part of the eastern
end has the characteriscics of an urban area: the population s econ-
omically and ethnically diverse, student enrollment is declining, and
business and industrial centers have developed. Part of tl'-le western

end has characteristics of rural and small-town America. This is-che -~
developing area, with new houses being built and student enrollment
growing. '

Since 1973, increasing numbers of language minority studeats have
enrolled in the school system. At present, approximstely 4,000 have
limited proficiency in English. Their ability to use English \:aries.

Some are almost bilingual, vhile others have little or no facility
wicth Engli.;h'. Arong these students, over fifty different first languages
are trepresented. Spanish, Vietnamese, and Korean are the most fi‘equencly d
spoan langusges. Most schools have limited concentrations of any
language group. Although a small number of students are children’ of
diplomats or professionals who are in Fairfax County I:em'pora-rily, 008t
students in the Englfsh as a second language prograpm (ESL) are children
of irmigrants¥end refugees. Tradicionally, these stidents have attended
schools in their native country and are licera}:e in their native langua'ges.
However, beginnin, in 1979, an increasing number of the students who have
enrolled have little formal schoofing and are nonliterate or Semiliterate
in thei? native langusges. t '

N In 1976, ‘following the Lau vs. Nichéls Supreme Court decision, FCPS,
was urged by the Office of CLivil Rights to adopt the preferred bilingual
education approach. However, FCPS argued that the Lau decision allowved

greater local flexibility in deciding the best way to meet the educational
.needs of students with limited English proficiency (LEP). FCPS did not
bciiave it was appropriate to prescribe only one educational 3pcion for

4 411 youngsters; but rather than local school systems needed to co;xsider
carefully the linguistic, cognitive, affective, and social needs of the
LEP population before deciding upon the op:lon/s (such,’as various types of
bilingual education, English as a second language) which best meet the

*~ needs of different groups of yoéungsters.

.
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As a result of an extensive systemwide needs assessment, F;’:PS has
developed an English as a second language program. This progran has
* five different codels for organizing instruction in the schools . The
availabilicy of ;hese models allcms students to develop the ability to
wnderstand, speak, read. and write English so they can participate actively
and effectively in the regular English instructional program. Furthérmore,
they assure a sceady and rapid acquisition of, English w.tchouc neglect T Y
of subject matter achievement.

For four years, OCR and FCPS engaged in negociaciqns concerning

the contents of an. appropriate instructional program chac weets the
requirements of Title VI, the Civil Rights Act, and the Lau:decision.

In the fall of '1980, OCR received and analyzed program and evaluation
docuzents from FCPS, and conducted two on-site visits. On the basis of
this 1ncera&t10n. e\./aluacion of the current program in FCPS, and the “
‘ 2chievement test scores of presé;'\t :'a'nd former scud'encs. OCR deternined
that FCPS was in compliance with Titleé VI without adopting a bil,ingu.a}*‘
approach. )

This secclement has been rodndly praised by many and vociferously

denouiiced by others. Many of the opinions on both sides of the issues
have been thoughtful and well-reasoned. However, theresare thos wha .
are reported using the FCPS case as support for a decrease i:‘anccencion
given to the needs of the LEP students. Others cice-che FCPS program
as evidence that bilingual education does not work or chac an ESL. program
is.better than bilingual education. '

W

For whatever reason, FCPS has been deluged\since the settlement with
requescs from school boards and school adm!,niscracors for on-sice. visics,
for dopies of its administrative nanull,.qnd available u:e/:rials. and
for technical assistance. &S a result of this extensive in;eraccion vith ar

a large number of school systems, we 'ire more than ever convinced of
. the need for a more effective use of the resources that Fairfax and

other scho‘ol systems with successfu; programs have to ‘offer to improve

Lnsc'ruccion for LEP students. There is 2 need for hard, évidence of the

success and educational benq.ftcs of alternative ceachins models. We

N

believe this evidence will prove that certain groups of Janguage-ninority
students benefit most from immersion in English.language classroons, while

-,
~
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rothers reépond better to transitional programs, and still others\lo »
continued inS:ruccion 1n bath languages. Unfortunately, there is not
enough empirical evl e from comparative research :oday to decide the
natter objectively, without the emo:io}qausm that has donina:ed the .
debate on this issue. ° S
We urge the members of this subcormmittee to recomend":hc: the
Depertment of Education undertake a systematic documentation of the
dev.elopmnt', contents, and meleun:ation'ot identified succesaful
altermative teaching models; presentation of the documented m:erials ' ~
in a useable, practical written format; and finally the provision for
B technical usmcucc (vhen requested) in adapting these experiences
’ et the individusl deeds of each local school system. 5 -,
The specific contents of sud?a documentation should concentrate
on five universal components: ‘ , .
1. FPhilosophical Commitment -~ This com!.:men: assures the
. acadenic success of the target population and the necessary ) »
. “tangible coun;itmnu of money, effective leadership, :oAp—t.o—-A‘ = .
'bo::au support, and time Ec;r curriculum preparation and staff
fdcvelopunt. v
2. Systemvide and Individual Needs Assessment -— SystemvWide needs

———— '

assessments include me:h}da for identifying the :ar?: pop-

S~
ulation, for identifying the availability of needed

resources, and for analyzing the implementation problems of a

nscructional

\ variety of instructional strategies. Individual needs essess-
nefits include the methods for identifying po:en.:hl scudent:s‘
_for the.program, for diagnosing individual needs, for placing .
f -s:u.dcn:s n appropriate programs, for assessing progress while
~1n :he program, for dc:e;minin; student readiness- td leavc the
program,/and for monitoriang students /af:er they leave the program.

3, Varietiss of Instructional Programs -- Included in this section

are the/rationale and specific components of these programs,
detaild concerning the scheduling of a teacher's and a student's . ’
day, ouping students, use of aides end voiun:eers, use of
sysc de supportive resources, and finally the process ;E
selegting or de\\hloping curriculaxr materials. : . v

. . . ~
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4. Staffing -~ Thi{s component Suzmarizes che history and current
status of the folloW#ing: qualifigacions for the scaff‘f pupil~
teacher ratios, assignment of staff, che involvement of staff
in the development of the progran, and the continuous 'Ctaining
of the staff in the implementation of the pr'ogtazn. The variety
c;f supportive services, such as interprecers, translators,
social service providers, psychologists, volunteers, liaisons
with parents, and active commmity groups, 1s also described.

5. Relationships Hichift the School System -- Outlined in chis

+ section are the s_:ru;:cutal and functional relationships be:wéen
the program and other parts of the school system, such as the
regular instructional program, individual schools:, and agencies
for student Services, research, and evaluation. e

v

v
.

. I would like to submit for the record a copy of Report .gn English as

2 Second Lan;uag’e Progx_"un, FCPS, 1980-8). It will be available on or
, before May 1, 1982, I will be responsible for delivering a copy of

this document to the subcommiccee. .

Senator STAFFORD. Mrs. Pompa, would you care o go next? o

Ms. Reves. We are going to share the testimony. T will give an
©overview, and Mrs. Pompa will give the testimony.

We are from the Houston Independent School District. HISD is
the sixth largest district in the country. We have 193,000 students.
Thirty percent of our students are Hispanic; 28,000 are limited
English proficient students. , \

Houston has implemented bilingual programs since 1969, and we
can gladly say that many of our students are attending universities

such, as Rice, Harvard, University.of Texas, and other universities .

throughout Texas and the United States. We would like to empha-
size that we support the dual language instruction with the realiza-
tion that alternatives be allowed when resources for dual langua}ge
Ynstruction are not available. '

The second item we would like to emphasize is that teacher
training be a major emphasis, so that sufficient teachers can be
trained, so that districts like Houston will be able to provide serv-
ices to fulfill the needs of limited English proficient students; and
finally, a personal care of mine, and that is that we all remember

that what we are all about is providing services for children‘in this .

country We know that children often are not-heard because they
do not vote, and they are not proper]y advocated, I think. But I
think that if we would all. keep that within the perspective that’
what we are Yrying to do is providé a service for children in this®
country. ol v '

Thank you. ]

Senator StaFrorp. Thank you. e - ,

Mrs. Pompa? !

~ .
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fA. As a district representing over 28,000 limited Eng-
, t students, and as a district that has taken up a large
shaxd of the/costs of the bilingual program, I'feel that we are very
ed o speak as an important voice in the field of bilingual

guage prdgryms, or what we have called transitional bilingual edu-

cation progrgms. We have provided English as a second language

program to stedents where-we do not have the resources. We have

over 60 language groups in Houston, so many times, we do not

have the resources to provide a dual language program. On a very
* limited basis, we are piloting an immersion program this year. *. ’

I would like to focus on the successes of these programs during
my testimony—successes because lately, 1t has become fashionable ~
to deride bilingual education. . . .

In Houston in programs where we have utilized dual langyage
instruction, where childreih have been taught to read in their
native language, and have specifically Been taught English as a ‘
second language skill, we have found through our district research
that these children are on grade tevel or better in English and in
their native language by the end of the third'grade. This is not a.
small feat for a_Jarge urban school district. - !

In our ESL programs where we are able to provide support serv-
ices such as some native language instruction, materials in the
native language, a support system of staff who speak the native
language, and inclusion of the culture in that program, we have
found that thé*children quickly catch up to other children of their
grade level in English language skills. .

Why have these programs worked? This is what we are con-
cerned with and what we are focusing on. They are working be-
cause the programs are consistent, because the community, ‘the
staff, the administration, and the children know what the géals of
the program are, they know what we are about, and there is no
waivering or indecision as to what the goals of the teachers, of the
administration, and the community are. They have worked because
we have devoted time to these programs—time on task.They are
not programs that have functioned fO{‘ 1 year, and then we have
changed our minds and thrown them, out the window We have
given children time to succeed in English.

We have heard the testimony earlier of notable linguists who
have said that time is required. to acquire any language, particular-
ly a second language, that these are pedagogical principles that we .

. must not forget. * . ,

They have also worked, our programs, I believe, because they
have a strong basis in research; research evidence. We do not un-
dertake our programs lightly or on whims. We undertake programns
which have been shown to work and where we have evidence that
the programs are best for children. ' .

This leads me to the concerns we have with some of the propvsed
amendments in the act. First of all, changing the definition of lim-
ited, English proficient student to include only those children whose
usual language is not English would severely, curtail services to
many children who are not yet at the academic level of literacy in

- reading and writing skills. We have 5,000 stich children in our dis- *
A
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trict who, on,one definition, are limited English proficient; given
the new definition, they would not be eligible for some of the serv-
ices that they so desperately need.

Another concern we have is with the modification of the Bilin-
gual Education Act to allow for approaches not using the native
language Although we in our district.do utilize such approaches,
we utilize them because we do not have the resources to serve all
the students.

It is my concern and_ the concern of Ms. Reyes that if such word-
ing is placed in the act, the issue will become one of local control
versus educational equity, and we all know that that is not some-
thing that we want to happen. I think in Houston, we are very jus-
tified in proeviding the good programs and justified in speaking out
ds representatives of interests who do believe in good education for
children My concern is that in sorfie local school districts, this is
not the case Economig¢ efficiency and other considerations will take
over, and children will not receive the best education possible.
" There should be some language in the legislation or in the guide-
lines which insure that children receive educationally sound pro-
grams which do meet their needs.

And our third concern as stated before is that the cutbacks will
severely ,affect teacher training prdgrams. In Houston and in
Texas, we are experiencing a severe teacher shortage. This impacts
greatly on bilingual programs, because we have a great shortage of
bilingual teachers. A cutback now would leave us even further
behind than we are: We need an increase.

*Thank you for your time. .

Senator StarrorD. Thank you very much, Mrs. Pompa.

{The joint prepared statement of Mrs. Pompa and Ms. Reyes fol-
lows:| : ) -

¥
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-
HEARINGS ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT

- Testimony before the .
United States Senata Labor and Human Resources Committee
. Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

April 26, 1982 .

< delivered by:
Delia Pompa
Augustina Reyes

Houston Independent School District
Houston, Texas

school district of approximately 200,000 students, has identified 28,000

.

chiddren of limited English proficiency (LEP). The greatest number of

these students, 21,000, are Hispanic; there are 3,000 Indochinese

’

childreri; and 4,000 children represer'\tlng 60 other language groups. (It

. ) ’ ' v
is projected that by 1985 over 50 percent of the scht/o] district

- <@ -

. .

enroliment will be Hiseanic.) -

A\
' i HISD offers two major programs to serve LEP students. Students in

o
kindergarten through grade 5 whose nat{ve languagg is’ Spanish receive

.

edycath'm, the students are ta'ught new concepts {n their native langua-ge'

. ) -
© - ~
' *
: - ..
Qo . . . '
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The Houston Independent School District (HISD), a ‘l‘arge urba'ﬁ,

dual language ir;struction. In this program of tcansitional bilinguél R
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and known concepfs are'taught in Englisﬁ. vThus, students learn to read/,

“

in their native languagf/e.,s Additionally, instruction is givén in Eng]i/s/h,"

/
oo
)

as a second language (ESL). . L ‘ ‘ .

LEP students in kindgrga(‘ten through grade 5 whose native language

‘ v -
.

» - ‘J‘ , "
is not Spanish receive English as a second l;mguage fnstruction for wp *
LA rd .

N A § -
to three ’ho,urs a day depending on their English proficiency. B8ilingual
instruction is no{ offered for these c‘hﬂdren because of the ltack of

* teachers who spga‘k the more than ‘60 languages involved. ' -

* .

© A1l LEP sfudents in grades 6 through 12 receive ESL instruction up

\ 4
to three hours a day depending on- their level of ,English proficiency.

.

They are scheduled into classes. which rgquire minimal language usage for

-

the remainder of the day. |Eventually, when their language proficiency

. LS

.
e

perm‘l\ts, they are mainstreamid into the a]L-Eng_Hsh curriculum. /
Y . ' . ’ “. s

\ € ~ N
Although HISD re€ognizes the. benefit of dual language instruction,

. -
. . N

for many of its LEP students and supports thef’concept of tra

L)

nsitional

. . . - .
btlingual egucation, ESL programs have had t6 be substituted for .some
. . Al

. R * * : T - ‘
students ut the"e,]e_mentary Tevel for two reasons, Because of the large
. 5 . .
A .

numbers of LEP students 1n the district and the various languages spoken

oo :

. -

&
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. by %is graup, it is impossible to develop a program of dualqlanguag'e

- . oL . - ’ ," ;) v,

instruction for each LEP student. Most language groups are represented * . .

Y . - .

-

by fewer than 20 students. The first reason directlyi leads + to the

-

. .- .
second reason-~the teacher shortage. -

In Texas, and in Houston specifically, wé™are faced with an .-
; - ’ .

- .
\

c'normous‘snortaqe of teachers. The very spccializc& field of bilingual -

’ .
L4

education is directly impacted by the general shortage of teachers.
There is a dramatic need to recruit and train potentially capable
- ' J - ' ) m
'1|1n/9ual ‘teachers. Presenﬂy,.institutions of higher education are not S /

keeping up Wh the school distri,ct's demands < for ‘bilingual teachers.

One fust also recall that in the Houston area, the number of potential

L’EP students promises to incredsd yearly.- i
. e
. X 5, b

Despite such exigencies as teacher shortagés and- large numbers of

0
- -

students, bilingual education in Houston Iias worked and continues to

’ . N
e

} ' show' success daily. In-.classes where ¥tudents are taught to.read in

their native” language and at the same time, receive English as a second

, e o » -—
. '

lanjuage instruction, research showed students to be at grade leveF or

. 4

.

\

L -

N
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better in English reading at the third grade. This is no small feat for

N . -

a class of ct;ildren in a large urban school district.

o«

In_schools where ESL instruction solely is used to instruct LEP

.
' .

chitdren, several factors have been identified through district research

«

efforts as necessary for a successful progra}n. As in the case of dual

.

Ian‘guage'instructibn,“it s “important for the teacher_to be aware of and
. . - L —

to utilize the culture of the s'tu&ent in teaching English as a second

~

language. Inclusion of the Student's culture helps to ease the child
into learning in a second langyage. In many cases, some use of the

native language.is required. This 1is particularly true for young

children, & children with a limited school expérience. Native language

support can take the form of\supplementafty curriculum materials in the

{ native language or the use of trans ters/interpreters where available.

econd language  requires a multi-

Finally, s$uccess 1,:{ English’ as a
« -

disciplinary approach. Rote exercises, drH.I‘ and practice, and abstract

o . s . Y N
dialogues are devoid of meaning for childreny learming a second

A . -
.

language. Llanguzge instruction has to be ds.;livet‘ed in a mean_ingf'ul

-

» . . - ’ . _

~
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context to lead the child to discover syntax and vocabulary in a way

that clicksawith other cognitive processes in his head. This type of

instruction requires varied materials and equipment; it requires @
' » » /

creative and we]ltt rained teacher.

Fl

Successful programs. for LEP .chﬂ,dren. bilingual fn;tfuction or

English as a second language, have three \}ariables in common. First,
p ' - 2
they are consistently implemented over whatever time period is necessary

13
.

for the child to make the trans‘lt.‘lon. into the all-English curriculum.

»

The community, the administration, and the teackers know the goals, know

.

- .

“the strategies, and appl-y them in a manner which indicates that they
- ‘ -

a -

know what they are about. The various factors which affect the rate of

7 )

learning a second language are considered and allowed for within the

curriculum. Stemming from this overall consideration, is the second

4 -

over-all factor--time. Programs which work are given time to work. The

research of such notablie linguists as Lily Wong-Fillmore and Jim Cummins

.

has shown.that time ‘is needéd for a child to acquire any language, par-

X - .

ticularly a second language. Three or foﬁr: years {s not an unreasonable

.
.

< T

B " .
4 PR .
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length of time for a child to deveqlop the necessary skills for 11iteracy ‘ﬁ

W
in"a second language. Again, this factor leads to another, the third

-
3

and final. Programs which work for LEP children are based on sound-

s

research.

\ The question i's asked of us daily in bilingual education, by the

press, by the community, a.nﬁ: b'y'bthe‘r educato,r"s--u‘hi'c‘h. works better:

]
- _ ~ “

" bilingual education or Englysh as a second la'nguage? The answer.is a

timeworn truism for anybody in education. Oné*’faﬁ not compare apples

v
-

and éranges. Bilingual education works for :grlost of‘our LEP students,

especially whepe the resources are” available to 1{mplement a good"

program. Some dual language instruction {is necessary, particularly when

N ‘o
- 4
' .

students are not literate in their natiVé language. English as a second

tanguage works well for our older students who are literate in their

native language given the support system which includes a cultural

-

component, stme supplementary materials in the native language, and

ymeaningful functional language instruction,




0
= he ~

- ksvimpractitiﬁoner: involved in the day to day -implem ntation of

-

. - . h .
bilingual education, [ urge the Subcommi ttee to consider the following,
' t ' ' ? « * R /
* comments: ’ - . v
. ' \ i -

Pl . -

'o The modification of the Act to allow for various approaches,

“some not ptilizing the native language, ™ is fraught with
* * 4y P -

potential problems. He muSt not allow services to LEP children

to Become an issue of educational equity versus local control.
”

¢
'

The Education Department must insure through legislation or
through the reéulatory process that school .districts impigment
4 . - .

- the programs which best meet the needs of LEP Students. Strong

-
-

g‘uidglines should be issued and gquidance be given to school
BRI -

» .
t, districts to help them decide which.method would work best in

their community.. For example, when an.dption other than dyal
]
Tanguage fpstruction ,is chosen by a school district, then the
} . - ) . o
English as a second JJanguage program should include supportive
f ! 1 »

0

%ervjces. such as speakers of the child's nafive language who

w b4 . ’
& »

serve as teacher aidés or tutors.

4
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o A change in the wording defining the~target population of the
. ' , . -
8ilingual Education Act would sevg’rely curtail services to

i
/

millions of LEP children who are /{’n need of special services.
i .

Is the goal of the Bill’ngual.ﬁdhcation Act economic efficiency

/
¢

-

or service to children?

~ o Support from the Federal Governmént, ‘for teacher training

progréms for teaéhlng LEP Chﬂdren'lr‘m institdtions of hjgher

.
.

education and local education agencies must be continued. The

. > ’ \\‘
-

need is still with us and is increasing.

.

3 N '

Senator STAFrForD. Ms. Blaunstein?

Ms. BLAUNSTEIN, Thank you, Mr.'Chairman.

- My name is Phyllis Blaunstein. I am executive director of the
National Association of State Boards of Education, which repre:
sents education policymaking bodies in nearly all States, U.S. Trust
Territories, and the District of Columbja. F am very pleased
the opportunity to testify today on the future of title Y &ssistance
for students from other language backgrounds who have little or
no command of English. -

. We have submitted full testimony for the record. What I_will

present to you this morning will be a summary of that testimony.

I would like_to'note that I am speaking on behalf of those who
represent the Nation's Governors, State legislatures, chief State
school officers, school administrators, secondary school\principals,

elementary school principals, and the American Federation of -

Teachers. . )

How language minority students have been educated has been a’

subject of considerable controversy and misunderstanding. It is our
_hope that with renewnl-of the title VII legislation, we can go a long
way toward puttjng these controversies and misunderstandings.to
rest so that we may concentrate on the important task at hand: de-
veloping the best ways to provide these students equal edu¢ational
opportunity. : . N
Central to the misunderstandings haé been the idea, embodied in
the existing title VII law, that there is only one way to teach these
students English and subject matter, and that this way i$ transi-
tional bilingual education. This,is the same idea that was advanced
by the U.S. Department of Education when it proposed regulations
in the summer of 1980 to cdrry out the Supreme Court's 1974 deci-
sion in Lau versus Nichols. : ’

: - 4 4 . ’
. - 3

.
s
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There 18 nu question that transitional Bilingual, education, in
which students are taught basit subjects in their native languagesa
while they are also learning enough English to transfer to regular
classes. is one valuable approach, and bilingual education support-
ers deserve great credit for the strides they have made. The tech-
niyue s now amony these used in many school systems, thanks in
large measure to past actions of this subcommittee. But the propo-
sition that transitional bilingual education is the only approach to
helping these children is fundamentally flawed. '

This was the basic point stressed by representatives of State leg-
islatures, chief State school officers, State and local boards, teach-
ery, principals and curriculum -authorities in the disputes,ovet the

roposed Lau regulations In a letter to Shirley Hufstedler, then

;‘éﬁl‘e[dl‘) of Education, we stated what we would emphasize again
today: , .

The simple education fact 15 this There is no one "best” way to teach all students.
oily different ways for different students under different circumstances There is no
asingle way tu teach math or reading or wniting or history or science or any other
subjct to all chaldren, as an exanyuhation of different school systems and different
~chools of thoupzht would quickly 1llustrate. ' .

There certainly is nu one “best” way 1n which to correct the “language deficien-
vy ol all students who have lLittle or no proficiency in English, as required* by Lau.

We are hdp’py to see that tHis position has now received impor-
tant support frum an extensive study done by the Department of ,
Education’s Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation. That anal-
ysis states, unambiguously:

Transitivnal bilingual education should nyt be the sole approach encouraged by

- Federai pyllc.\

This couaclusion was based on an examination of all available
studies meeting minimum methodological standards which com-
pared the effectiveness of transitional bilingual education with
uther appruaches in promoting the learning of English and subject
matter Some bilingual advocates have attacked this study as
flawed. as they have attacked other independent studies that pre-
ceded this one. Im this regard, T would commend to you the words
of a Federal judge in a 1975 language minority case, Otero versus
Mesa County Valley School District No. 31. Judge Otero said in
this case: .

R _ .
Listening tu these experts causes une to conclude that il psychiatrists’ disagree
menits are W be wmpared o differences betdeen educators, psychiatrists are almost

o of a single mind '

Psychiatrists and educators are kindred souls with social science
researchers, which is precisely our point. There is no agreement on
any une way to teach limited English proficient students. This is
because, s Lommonsense and educational experience tell us, there
is no one way, and-we think it a serious mistake for the Federal
Government to prescribe a single method of teaching these or any
other students. It is,not done with chapter I assistance for disad-
vantaged students It is not done with, aid to hapdicapped children
And it should not be done here.. e :

From all this, we believe the following chariges are needed. in
title VIIL. . ' ‘

First, the law should be amended to define a range of programs
authorized fur funding under the act, not just transitional bilingual

. 1%y

c - - o
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education. These should include, but not%be limited to, transitional
bilingual education, English as a second language, and structured
immersion. .

Second, the law should be amended to authorize research com-
paring the different methods used, so as to discover which ap-
* proaches_ are best for which children.

Third, the name of the statute should be changed. And for the
record, while all groups represented agree on a name change, the
AFT has no current policy on this yet.

If the law is.opened to other instructional methods in addltlon to
transitional bilingual education, we believe it would be -a' mistake
tu continue calling it “The Bilingual Educatxon Act” English as a
secund language, for example, uses only one language—English. It

. cannot, as any bilingual educatnon supporter will tell you, be de-
~ fined as a “bilingual method.”
In a national law designed to promote the proper use of English,
‘we think 1t would be unwise to misuse the language in the title.
Just as importantly, much of the “controversy and misunder-
standing surrounding this measure, we believe stems from its
name. Many. people seem to be under the misapprehension that the
leglsl.xtlon is intended to promote bilingualism or language equali-
ty in the Canadian or Belgian tanner, when it is unmistakably de-
signed tu help btudcnts to adjust to and succeed in our English-
speaking society.
Senator Starrorn. Could you conclude no’w please”
Ms. BLAUNSTEIN. Yes. = .
. . Senator Stakrorp. Thank you very much.
- [The prepared statement of Ms. Blaunstein follows:]

3




Prrranth STATEMENT O PHYLLIS BLAUNSTEIN

x

My name  is Phyllis Blaunsteir. [ am Executive Director of the

) Natioqal A;soclation of State %oards of Education, which represents
é;ucation policymaking bodies in nearly all States, U.S. Trusb\Terri-
tories gndvihe District of Columbia. [ am very pleased to, have the

T opportumity to te;tify today on the future of Title VII assistance for
students from other language backgrounds who haye little or no command

* +

of English. :

. .

¢
The education of these students is a matter of great import for

-

the nation, especially as their numbers swell. The latest projections

from the National Center for Educational Statistics suggest, for
J

example, Ehat Timited-English-proficient students aged 5 to 14 w311
1ncrease by 400,000 1n this decade and Sy an addit1ona1'600,000 in the
1990s. Thg{e ?re several conflicting estimates of.just how many
language-minority children are in the nation today - ranéing from 1
million to 3.6 mili1on - }nd nobody cah say precisely how many there

#ill be tomorrow. But there is no doubt that their ranks are growing.

‘ .
There 1s also no doubt thqﬁﬂpow'language-minority students are

educated has been a subject of cdnsiderable controversy and misunder-
standing. It is our ﬁope that with renewal of the Title VII legislal
t?oq, we can go a long°way toward putting these controversies and

misurderstandings to rest so we may concentrate on the important task
at hand: developing the best ways to provide these students equal ,
educational opportunity. . c ’

[ would therefore like to review, briefly, the source of these

msunderstandings befaore recommending the changes we belfeve are needed

in Title vige

.



.

The Source of Misunderstandings

Central,go,thg m1sunder§tand1ngs has been the idea, embodied 1n -

3 -

the-existing Title VI1 law, that théye is only one way to teach these
L3 .
students English and subjéct matter, and that this way is transitional

bilingual education. This 1s the same idea that was advanced by the
J.5. Department of Education when it proposed Fegulations 1n the summer
of 1980 to carry out the Supreme Court's 1974 decision Lau v.

Nichols. °

N

” There is no gquestion that transitional bilinqual finstruction -- in

which students are taught basic subjects in their native tongues while
they are.also learning enough English to transfer to regular classes --

1s one valuable approach, and bilingual education Supporters deserve

b ]

great credit for the gains they have made. The teckpfque 15 now among '

“those used 1n many school systems, thanks in large measune to past

actions of this subcommittee. ) .

'Bu; the proposition that trdsitional bilingual edugatioﬁ is the

only approach to helping these children is fundamentally flawed.

This was the basic point stressed by representatives of state

legislatures, chief state school officers, state and loca) schoo)
boards, teachers, principals and curriculum authorities in the dispute
over the proposed Lau regulations. In a letter to Shirley M,
Hufstedler, then Secretary of Education, we stated what we\would

' emphasize again today:

RS
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» The simple educational fact is this: There is no one
“best" way in which to teach all students, only dif-
ferent ways for different students unde? different
circunstances. There is no single way to teach math °
or read1ng or writing-or history or science or any .
other subject to all children, as an examination of
different school systems and diffarent schools of
thought would quickly illustrate.

v
There certainly is no one West" way in which to
correct the “language deficiency" of all students who
have little or no proficiency in English, as required
by Lau. .

”
hFortunately, those regulations were.withdrawn, with Educati;n
Secﬁetary Tercel H. ?ell expressing similar opposition to their narrow
and prescriptive nature, Today, moreover, the Depariment of Education

says that it is no longer enforcing the "Lau Remedies," or "guide-
lifies," which the regulations were intended to replace -- and which |

have been used to pressure more than 500 school systems into heeding

the federal government's demands.

.« . N . . . .
Rather, according to an internal Department memo of last January,

=it "has returned to the non-prescriptive standards set out in the May

-
25, 1970 méﬁorandwn,“ which allows local school systems to chogse from I
a variety of t:;ching'méthods: \
. We strongly agree that this is the proper policy, educationally as
well as legally, and we are happy to see that it now has received
fu.rther h;nportant support from an extensi.ve study by the Departmgnt of~
Education's Office of'Planning, Budget, and Evaluation. That analysis
states, unq;biguously: "Transitional bilingual education‘should not be N
. the sole approach encouraged by Federal policy." \

ERIC © ~ -
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. This conclus!w\ was dased on an examinatwn of all available studies
. neetmg ninimm methodologlcal standards which compared/the effectiveness of
tradsittonal 511¥ngual education (TBE) with other approiches in promoting.the

learning of Enghsn and subJqeqat matter. ‘The findings from the 28 applicable

-~ ’

gt.zd!e.g_‘\_re ‘sunmarized in Table A, YOu wm note .that these findings show:

’
. ¢ .

N e In teaching 4 second langpage {w e., Englishy, only 10 of"30
i, findings -reported any positive effects of YSE in comparison

Wt ote 5ubmersion in the ordinary classroom '

o In teaching math, only 2 of 14 findings regorted posrtive- B
results ‘of TBE in compar,ison to' the ordindry classroom.
"o fEnglish-as a Second Language and transitional «i14ngual
educatton programsfwerp equally effective, although only
- & fex such compaﬂsong were reported.

~

e Studids of structured immersion, while very few in,number, . <,
show promising results. ~ . :

\ -

Some o\hngudl aducat ion” advocates have attacked this study as flawed, as
they h&v\e Jther ndegenden studtes Jthat, preceded this one. In this regard I

'wuld cmmend to you the words of a federal Judge in'.a 1975 Tanguage-mtnority

case, Otero v, -M3sa County Valley Se¢hool District, No. 51, who §a|d:
e .

. Listening to these exgerts causes gne to copclude that if, <0
psycniatrists' disagreements are to be cofipared to differences
between educators,\ psychiatrists are almost of a single mind, A

-\ o .

Psychtatrists a{zd educators are kindred souls with social science
resgdrcners. «O}Nin is preEise}y our, point.. There 1§ no ag;eement,o.n any, gne way
to teach these students.. This is because, as comman sense and educational
expfﬁienge teh, us, there 1is fio one way,‘and we think it ; serfous mistake for

the heder_al ment to prescribe a single method of teaching these or other

students. h'}s nof done with Chapter | assistance for disadvantaged-\students-.

N )
[t 1s not dons with a)d té handicapped children. [t should not be done here.

<~
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’ From all this, we believe there can be’ﬁétle question abbut the

first changes needed in Title VII:

.-1.  The_ law should be amended to defline a range of pr})grams auth%r*ized
o .

' for funding under the act, not Jjust transitional pilingual educa=
tion. These should include, but not be limited to, transitional

L
bi1¥ingual education, English as a Seconf! Langlage, and structured

immersion, which have been described by the Department as follows:

td
A ‘

o Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE).. Subject matter
1s at least partiaily taught”in the home language.of~
minority children until their English is gqod enough to *
successfully participate in regular classroom.. ESL is

\

. often a part of TBE to help minimize the time spent in. NN

mastering, English. It is also geperally held that-

learning to redd in the home language facilitates learn-

ing to read in English. Sometimes hodle.1anguage” instruc-

tion ts gradually phased.out and regular English instruc-

tion 1s gradually phased in; other times, the change i$

7ore abrupt with the student being mainstreamed out of™ ! {
the home langyage program. The ultimate goal of TBE is-

to‘move the student jato the all €nglish program. TBE . “
is differentiated from submersion and:ESL.by the use of :
. thechome language, for instruction, -

e English As a Second Langhage (ESL).*In ESL, language- -
minority stadapts are placed in regular instruction far'

most of the day. During some part of the day, however, »

the curriculum differs from that of the regular &lass- R
room in giving extra instruction in masteringEnglish, |
- Generally, -this extra help is.based on a spegial curri-
culum designed to teach English as a second rdther than
3 first language. The home language may.or may not be
used in ESL instruction. . . ‘
) * s <\ .
¢ Structured Immersion. In a structu%‘ed immersion program
almost all Tnstructfon-is given in English. But immer-
\ si0n teachers are fully bilingual. Also, while Students  °
can ask questions of ,the teacher in the home language, -
an immersion teacher generally replies only in English. -
Further, the curriculum is structured so that no prior
knowl edge of English is assumed when ‘subjéct areas are * °
taught. No content is introduced except in a way that
can be understood by the student.- The student in effect ~
ledrns English.and cantent simultaneously. Structured
immersion”programs may include flome language arts classes.

~ A - . e . L4
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.
The law should.be amended to authorize research comparing the

different methods used, so as to discover whith approaches are

best for which children. This was the intent when the law was

Iirst enacted 1n 1968, and. it is 1nformation we need to know

today. *

A ) -
‘ *

The name of the statute should be changed. If the.law 1s opened +

to other 1ns}ructional methods in addition to transitional bilin-

gual education, we beljeve it would be a mistake to cont1que

calling it "The Bi]ingdal Education Act." English as a Second

Language, for example, usually uses only one languagé, English;! it

-

cannot, as any b1lingual “education supporter will/;ell.you, be
defined as a fb!lingual“ metﬁéd. In 5 national 1aw designed to
prcmoté she proper use of English, we think it would be unwise to
misuse the language 1n the title. Just as import antly, much of
the controversy and misunderstanding surrounding thi measure, we
~ ,

helieve, stems from .ts name. Many people seem to be under the
misapprehension Eh;: the legislation 1s 1nE?nded to promote ~

"bilingualism" or “language equality,” in the Canadian or Belgian

manner, when it fs unmistakably designed to help students to

adjust to'and succeed 1n our English-speaﬁing society., Ffor these”

reasons we recommend that the name be changed'to “The Language

Mindrities Educational Opportunities Act," to reflect what has

.

been its underiying purpose from the outset.

.

.




‘. 189

"d
" Additgongl amendments, we believe, are also needed:

4. ._G]%an the nature of the population of the y. S a respect for all

cultural herlﬁages 'S lmportapt. References to the students"

“cultural heritage" should indicate that "sensitivity" should be
N & . . .

shown 1n this area, and 1t\§hou1d be madglclear that "bicultural®

.education using materials from the students' ethnic batkgrounds,

wnmile certainly desirable 1n many cases, i5 not a requirement for

funding. ' o

5. The section dealing with educattonal persannel'should be amended

. to state that teachers in funded projects must be "proficient 1n

- v

[ ' . '
providing 1nstruction.” - "

Finally, [ would l1<e to add a word of caution: No matter which
qnethod of 1nstruc»ron 15 used, there should bé no unrealrstlc expecta-
- .

. tions tﬁgt addresstng the Ianguage needs*of these children w1\1

necessarlly solve all of the dlff1qut1es they may face in school
4
There has been evidence fon some years suggesting that factors other
L4

. . M
than language -- particularly such socioeconomic factors as poverty,

A “
dlscr1m1nat10n and parental level of education -- may be the larger
~
béﬂf1ers fbr many of these students ¢
\ 3

In a 1975, report, for example, the U.S. Cival Rights Commission
stated: o//
, -7 9

< A
.

_ When discrimination and negative socioeconomic condi-
tions do not exist, ‘children are more likely to show no

. linguistic .or cogmtive deficit when being instructed

- 1n the medium of a second language. .

»

.

.
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English and, where necessary, 1n any other languége to be used n
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Similarly, the Department of}fducation's Office of Planpgng, Bud-

get, and Evaluation reported’ in ‘fts latest studies:

. An analysis\of data frohxl,sso students found that

fattors other than langyage background may account for - '
most of the lower achigyement of many language~minority
children, -

. v
i

4 .
The education system clearly must do everythigg possible to
provide equal educational oppértunity for these students. But it 1s

only one of many institutions working to assure access and equity in

our society,

I want to thank you agaip for the opportunity-to testify today and
to commend the chairman and niembers of this subcommittee for theiri
sensitivity toward and conce;n for the language-minortty students of
the nation. A reauthorized I}bﬂe VII measure, we'beTieve, can help
provide a new beginning both;for these children and for the nation's

g
policies in this critical.arép.
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SUMMARY ‘OF FINDINGS FROM APPLICAél'.'E' STUDIES ON THE EFFECTS OF LEARNING*

x

Trapsitionsl Bilfngual Education Versus Submarsion

. . N ' .
Y ‘ Second
IE: ' . ®  Language  Math :
’ ,
1Y T POUOOR P P TTIRTIY IIEY 10 2 ’
No Diffarences.. ..\ « 15 © 9,
NEEALIVE. e v cecnorsssonsoossorssssssssoncsne 5 3

Transitional Bilingual Education Vershe EnglishSie a Second Language
]

. Second !
T2E: - 7 . : Langusge  Mach
—

?outivn................n.............;.,...’ 1 1
HO DLLLRrENCR ssessosoossssssessssssssssssnse 3 . NA
1 NA

NEEALAYR. cooveceritnssissssdossococnsosssssss

Transitional Bi{lingusl Education Versus Immersion*

. Second
®r3E: . ’ Langusge  Math
)
¢ PORLCAYEe ee e eennnrnsinrsnerenassossonssrsasns o o«
C ¥ DLfLaranCR.ecrcisssossosossssssnsssonssses 11—
JegRLAVE, s soeernnansrossrasagossasscacssssns Jd 0
N .

"Imnrs!.on Versus English es a Second lLanguage* .

‘ Second
DMMERSION: * Langusge  Math '
-
. POBLTIVEs o Rosoqeosesssoscccsscrsassepsossscres 1 HA ° t
P
s 7

T

% Mach scores found in inmersion projects in Canada sre difficule to
coopars with scores in regulag Englieh curriculas. gnu: can be concluded,

. howevar, {s that studencs”can schisve equilly well (or batter) in
asth classes taught in L2 se in aath clasees taught in Ll. .

-
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tion for Bilingual Education follow:] .

192 ¢

Senator Srarrorn. Ms. Lindia?” .

Mr Lyons. Mr. Chairman, my name i§ Jim_Lyons, and I am the
legislative represgntative of the American Coalition for Bilmgual
Education It was my tnderstanding with Senator Pell that I would
introduce Ms. Lindia, if that meets with your agreement,

Senator STArFORD. Can you gll hear? I remember I wa makiity a
speech once—this will not come out of your time—and I inquired if
those in the back of the room could hear me, and they. said, “No,"
whereas a couple of péople in the front of the room got up and of-
fered to change places. {Laughter.] .

Go ahead. . -

Mr Lyons. Mr. Chaicman, tlfe American Coalition for Bilingual
Education appreciates the opportunity to appear before you this
morning It is my pleasure to introdice Ms. Maria Lindia, the title
VII director of the Bristol Public Schools. .

Before doing so, however, I would like to state that the coalition
is very concerned by these two legislative proposa)s before your
committee They deal with an extremely comp)ex subject—title VII
of the Education Act—and in so doing, they sontehow do not give
credit to the complexity and the impartance of the subject that you

-

are concerned with. We know, for example, that title VII serves

children from over 90 different ldngudge backgrounds.

While the coalition opposes these bills, we belieye that you have
taken an important first step in developing a factual record that
will serve the Senate well when it takes up legislation to reauthor-
ize title VII prior to tHe end Of fiscal year 1984 “Thecoalition is

| ' _prepared-to-assist you in building this record.,

Again, it is my pleasure to introduce D india who runs a pro-
gram that is extremely effective in providing language minotity
students with the benefits that they need to succeed in school.
Indeed, it is a program that benefits the Nation™ as well.

Thank you.

~

[The prepared statements of Mr. Lyons and the Americdan Coali- '

- .
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JAMRES J. LYONS

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subconmittee:
. .
. .

.

My name 1S Jim Lyons, I am the legislative representative of the
Amérigpn Coalition for Bilingual Education. The Coalhtionai
objections to the bills before this Subcommittee are detailed in

vur written statement. s Rather than belabor the defects of these

.

{
legislative proposals, I would simply say that the Coalition

- .
views them as contrary to the natioaal interest, (
’ ‘

. .
- 3 »

If enacted, these amendments wquld exacerbate a tragic national

lrony. ghe United States leads the worlp in freedom of exprep- '

sion. Yet, we fail %o provide many of our stuaehts with ‘the

ERI!

~»

English*language skillg they need to learn effectively in our .
schools. This denial of educatiofial opportunity ig, in a larger
. - ’

sense, a form of national "self-denial™. By denying langtage-
minority studemts effective education, we deny the natign the
. " ' . v : ‘
benefits of thefr potential genius and productivity.
..‘ . 4 ° '
by A . ¢ . . "
The irony of our national "self-denial®™ extends beyond the

-

unfulfilled rights of language-minority citizens and even beyand

unrealized qsmestxc egonomic opportunities. Indeed, it. has glo-
. S e <
bal implications. \ ‘o,

. . N
. -

>
Most of us ate, as Representative Paul Simon wrote, the ™ ongue-~
-
Tied American.”’ Representative Sijbp's book provides abundﬁut.

evidence of how our 11ngu19tfc poverty diminishes qur influence
. . 1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . .




. " in the world community, ’ L

-
~ -

Because of our linguist ’deflclen'cies, we lose world trade. But
even more fundamentally, we forgo‘ the opportumrity to communicate *-
with and learn about people in <;ther countrvles. In so‘dolngL we
may be denying our chlldr:en the chance to ))lve in a world.,of

?eace and understanding. .
. = *
» PR Y v . . f
It is my pleasure to present Maria Lindia, the Title VII Director
for the Brlscof, Rhode Island Public Schools: « Mrs, Ll_ndia's
program provides a good illustration of how effective Eilingual.
education programs benefit 1.'anguage—m1nor1cy scuden,ts"and

14
ultimately the nation,
. N ) ® . L.

e p o — e e a  c——————— ——
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STATEMENT OF THE

AMERICAN COALITION FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION

The Ameriean Coalition for Bilingyal Education gppreciates the
opportunity to testify on S, 2002 and the Administration's
propésed leglsiation amending Title VII of the Elementary and

secondary Education Act.

. ~

' _.Both.of the legislative ﬁroposals’whﬁch are the subgect of these
qearings.would make fundamental changes {n the Bilingu§1

N .éducation Act. Fundameptal is an understatement since tﬁ:}
Administration's proposéd*amendments would eliminate the
requiremént that Title VII programs provide instruction in both

. English and the child's native language. In ather words, the

Admxnistratxon's\bill would authorize the funding ‘of non-

bilingual education programs under the Bilingual Education Act.

. N -
< Both S. 2092 and the Administration's proposals would alter the

student populations served by Title VvII. S. 2’002 would redefine
the concept of limited English language proficiency by exéluding
consideration of a student's reading and writing skills. 'Th;
Administration's proposal to establish a funding priority £St
ﬁrograms which serve limlted-anglish-proficient students whose
"usual language is not English” would effectively preclude the
proyision of ‘Title VII servic;s to countless students who need

them for academic success.
The luddleston bill would impose stringent limftations on the

duration of a student's enrollment in Title VII, programs.

I QO N 2
ERIC ) . <Uu
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Morcover, the Administration's proposul would subi.tantially alter’
’

the ex1stiny requirenents regarding qualifications of Title vIT

staff. Thus, both bills would have a préfound 1mpact on the,

-

manner in which Title VII projrams are operated by local . .

-

education agencles -- an fmpact that we view as xdetrimental to

. i
the educational well-berng of labyuuge-minority stydents.

.
-

Before considerrnd these matters in detail, I should state that
the Coalition ;ecognizes that Title VvII, like all education
programs, de;erves on—goxqg Conjressional review. We bellqye,
houe;er, that the approprkate time to consider fundamentgl .
changes ih éhe bfodxam is when Congress takes up-}eauthorxzati;n
of tge Bilingual Education Act. Having said'tpis, I will now
turn to major provzflons of the bills before this Subcomnittee.

I. FUNDING OF PROGRAMS THAT DO NOT USE A CHILD'S NATIVE LANGUAGE

s
-

The Administration's proposed amendménts tJ Title VII would

eliminate the curréht requirenent that programs include an

instructional conponent uL{liztng the child's native language,

This wot:ld censtitute a change of fourteen yecars of consistent

congressional é;llcy. That rcadon alone, of course, should not
'

prohibit change. Yet, that policy was onec thai was forged after

considerable debate, study and testimony. It ought not be R

changed without similarly thorough considerations

In any evént, we arce highly skeptical ol any sucﬁ\change that

. > . L}

’
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-

does not place on the recipient a heavy obl&gdtion to show that A
its program will meet all of the neegs of the child in an .
effectige,*appréprlate and timely fashion. Hore specffically,
;t remains true, whether we like 1t or not, that it takes time to
learn English. Assuming that an intensive anqijsh progr;m can be
devised to make a child competitive at some time in the English
language, the purpose of education is defeated if the knowledge
deficit suffered by delaying substant}ve instruction cannot be *

made up., A major court ruling by .the Fifth Circuit Court of

-+ Appeals, Castaneda v. Pickard, recently held that shauld a school ‘

district choose to delay substantive instruction in the child's

native language, it has an affirmative obligatioﬁ to remediate
* ’

+

any resultant substantive learning deficits, It makes a mockery

. of this ruling and the logic undergirding it {f a district's

program cannot provide concerete assurance that the child will be

made 'educati&nally whole" at some reasonably early date.

[N

Because bilingual education does address ‘the dual needs of English
’

language development and sybstantive knowledge ‘acquisition it
clearly should be preferred. Much has been made of so-called

”reﬁearc?” that shows the failure of bilingual educatlion,

-

ins this regard, several points are worthy of consideration.

First, no onc ever believed that ,bilingual education was a pana-
cea.}or all of the problems that bedevjl Eoor, language-minority
. N .
childreh. Secondly, contrary to the assertions by new right . R

.
zealots, substantial evidence does exist to show that a properly

v

.

O

ERIC -
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implemented bilingual program is more effective fin teaching - A
£

English and substantive instruction than any of ‘the altarnatives, .

In a major, unrefuted review of relevant-research studias,

Professor Rudolph Troike,of the Uhiversity of Illinois who is a

A ' . *
ﬁXEUQQity birlingual education prograh can be effective in
mewting the goals of equal educational opportunity for
‘1
mindrity lenguage children, and if a program i{s not doing

ething is wrong with the program.

¢
,

¢ of bilingual education research is far from

While the st

Y

\
t Qecause of limited Title VII funding) the
b -

research eviden silporting alternative strategies is much less

Anc tha.
- L4

A tﬁextremely significant that both S. 2092: .,
Y .

the Adminxstrat (A’ propJEals to‘afend Title VII cite an

gt that {t was ne ‘

% ),

lTroxkxf?Research Eviden'f Tho Effectiveness of B8i1ingual

Educatigj,J National Clear -1&350 For Bilingual Education, 1978.

-
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fact, the subject of major controvet.y withfin the Department N
A L

prior to its being leaked to the press. ° . :

’

Lo . v
T will not belabor the substantive tnaccuracies or metpodological ?

fnfirmitics assoclated with this report; they have been addressed
by Witnesses in the hearing and by objective scholdrs and.resoarchv
associations, Nevertheless, I would be remiss 1f I'htd not

mention one of the more Jdlaring tactual fnaccuracies contaxTed ln

the report. The inaccuracy concerns the report's lavish praiSf L
for the “structured immersion® proqram in McAllen, Texas. .
Indeed, the report suggested that the success of the McAllon
program refuted the Federal preference for programs ;f Dilfngual .‘t
education. in point of fact, the MCAllen program uses bilingual ~
teachers. More importantly, the McAllen program has chn op}ra—
ting for such a short perivod of time that ‘It has not yielqed
syfficient data whieh could be %s;d to substantiate it egﬁca-
tional effectivencss.

Without belaboring Ghe obvious, much more thought and research'
need; to occur before Title VII is amended t; perm{t thc‘tundtnq

.

of non-~bilangual progyrams. . \
*» N\ ' .
11. FUNDING PRIORITY FOR PROGRAMS\WﬁiCH SERVE STUDENTS WHO
"USUALLY"™ SPEAK A %AhGU%GE O{Hﬂﬁ—THAN_ENGLISH ‘
A .

This proposal is vlewed by the Coalition as motivated primarily,

{tf not exclusively, uy the desire to justltnyurther reductlons ,

~
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in Title VII fundipg., It is certainly not’grounded oh any

pedagogical considerations. :
L]

4 .
At present, children who come from a non-Englxs'h language

background and who, thereby, are limited in their Fnglish

‘ rofgéxency, are entitled to participate in a Title VII program,

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- -~
The Admimstratxog\'s proposed amendmen‘ts to*’ritle VII would

establish a "funding priority" for those programs which serve
S '

students whose "usual" language is not English, Given the
limited appropriations for, Title VII, this “"funding priority”
would, in effect, be tantamount to an eligibility requirement.

We have two specific obgections to this proposal.

4
3

\ .

First, it could have the effect of virtualdy excluding American '
- -

Indian and Native Alaskan students from Title VIT programs, ,

AltHough most of these studepts do not "usually" speak a lénguage .
- N .

other than English, many of these stWdants are so lim:ted in
’ !
thetr English language proficiency that they cannot succeed in
4

v .

.

school without special lagguage 'mstruction. v
- -
Y .

Second, this new "funding priority" could not be )mple'mcnte'dv ih a
. .
practical and uniform manner. what language a child "usgually"

speaks is difficult to assess and {s without sr_ar&ards in any

event, I suppdse this pro?msal could be implery{t—ed in & manner
. - -~

similar to the Administration's program to ensure that children
1 4 . .

do not “abuse" the school lunch program.~- through long for.ms

- - ’
that parents must fil‘l out, -Maybe ,ihe Education Department would -

A 2and <

’

e -
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send forms to parents of language-minority students asking them
who speaks with their child, for how long, and in what language.

.

So much for speculation.

“11J. EXITING OF STUDENTS FROM TITLE VII PROGRAMS ON THE BASIS OF

TIME
S. 2662 would ardbitrarily limit the length of time a LEP student
Ay
could be enrolled in a Title VII program. Except for those
Al

students who are handicapped, no student could remain in a Title

¢
VIl program for more than three years.

School distr:cgs are opllgated to assist limited-English-

'proflclsnt natlonal orlgln minority students. This obligation is

not clrcumscrlbed by arbltrary time limitations. The one court
that has confronted a program exit standard based on time rather
than student Eunctlonal abllity found it to be violative of civil
rlght“ laws which guarantee equal educatlonal ogportunity U.S. V.
Texae (G.I. Forum) 506 F. Supp. 485, 1981. . .
Indeed, a provasion that uses time as a proxy for proficiency can
find no smupport in the educational literature. Indiblduals all
learn at different speeds. fhlslls certalaly true of language.
Though we might wish it otherwise, enactmeni of time limitations
on student partifiipation in Title VII programs will not make
students learn English faster. Ironically, such tipe limitations =

might, in fact, defeat the goal of developing English language

-
- R N

Ic <Uo
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'
proficiency, I1f this provision were enacted, many children would
be removed from Title VIl programs before they could acquire the
skills necessary for academic success, .

-

BX questioning th; legal and pedagogical efficacy of an arbitrary

time limit we do n'or. mean to suggest-that there should n?t: be .
written i1nto law or regulations effective exiting criteria. No;

do we mean to suggest that failure ought to be met with the .
indi £ferent retention of a program that does not work. 1In fact,

the Castaneda decision, pré(iously mentioned, makes clear that a v
school district is obligated to systematically ass;ss its program ’
and to make appropriate changes when the prog;am is found not to

.be working.

IV. IMPORTANCE Of READING AND WRITING SKILLS IN® DETERMINING

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY //
Present Title VII law defines limited~-English-proficiency in
“terms of a child's inability to speak, understand, read or write.
. A [3
S. 2082 would removesconsideration of the ability to read and
weiterin determining whether a student was LEP and, therefore,

o

eligible for a T}tle.vrr program. o’

7
Linguists agree that language, at a minimum, is composed of the
four components set out in the current legislation. Teachers
will attest to the educational retardation which occurs when

students lack effective reading and writing skills, Indeed, in
- [4

A ruText rovided by Eric
o
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‘ 1

.

the U.8. v. Texas litigation, State Education Agency witnesses
readily agreed that reclassl’f_‘iciiion or exiting of students Erom\'g
* »

. 3
bilingual education programs should not take place without the

» . v
measurement of all four skills. . * *s 3
* ) b @
L 2 ) .
V. ELIMINATIO& OF EXISTING REQUIREMENT THAT, TO THE EXTéhT‘ <

o
» POSSIBLE, TITLE VII STAFF BE BILINGUAL

. ¢ -

The Admig}stration's proposed amendments to Tit%g y}} would
eliminate the curigns requirement that, to the extent possible,
Title VII staff be bllingual. At the same time, the .
Administrat&sn'sﬁproposed ﬁmendments ﬂould require that all”T{tle
vII staff be profiéient in English.

- » S

v

In an ideal world, all instrucflonél personnel in programs
serving lénguage minority students would be bilingual --
proficient in English apd the native language of the students.

However, either because of a limited supply of bflingual teachers

or because of tenure laws, many teacheys in such programs have

not been proficient in the child's native langulage.. 1In many .
claSSrooms, the only persons who speak the child's native 4
language are teacher aides. Although most of these aides speak .

Lo some English, many are not fully proficient in English.

" Nevertheless, their communication skills provide a vital link,
between monoiingual‘Engliﬁﬂ—speaking teachers an; children who do
not speak or understand Engli§h. Quite simply, we beliigﬁ that

[
language-minority students are better served by the existing .

. . L
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Title VII staffing requirements than they would be by the new

staffiny requirements proposed by the Administration.

CONCLUSION

[

v

. As noted at the outset of this statement, the American Coal:ition
for Bilingual Educdtion appreciates the nced to review Title VII

and 1ts effectiveness., Like other Federal programs, Title VvII
r

could be fmproved. N

.
)

The legislative proposals currently pefore the Subcommittee

cannvt be viewed as 1mprovements to the Bilingual Education 2ct.

i *

. ‘
Iimit the number of children eligible for Title VII assistance
and restrict the amount OFf special language instruction school

districts could ptovide to LEP students. Sone of these proposals

Lre contrary to logic and sound pedagogy. Others are highly

speculative or are based on So-called policy research which is

substagtively and methodologically flawed, For thase reasons, we

urge Congress not to act upon S. 2002 or the Administration's

.

proposed afendments of Title VII,
L]

. O "
ERIC e
R

~
' R .

If.enactcd, tne proposals would fundamentally alter the kimd of

instructional services provided under Title VII. They would also
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Senator Starrorp. Thank you. .

Ms. Linpia. Thank you,"Mr. Chairman.

I am proud to be here today as a bilingual educator and a repre-
sentative of a school district than can effectively demonstrate the
sucdess of *good’” bilingual instruction.

Eleven percent of Rhode Island’s student population has a pri-
mary language other than English. In Bristol. that language is Por-
tuguese. . o

Our bilingual program provides our Portuguese students who are
limited in their English language proficiency with the skills they
need to achieve success in our district’s English language currigu-
lum. . t

Indeed, the need for our bilingual program is great. During the
last 3 years, 217 students dropped out of Bristol High School. Of
these, 26 percent were Portuguese-speaking students with limited
English proficiency. This drop-out rate is six times that of the non-
LEP Bristol High School population. The students who dropped out
in the past 3 years have not had the benefit of bilingual instruc-
tron. oo

Since the inception of our program in 1977, evalation reports
have documentéd the fact that students in our bilingual program
made substantial gains in all cognitive areas.

Our success. | believe, is the result of several factorg Some of
these factors relate to matters which woulf be affected by the legis-
lation before the subcommittee. .

The first critical factor is that our program includes both sub-
stantive instruction provided by a bilingual teacher and English as
a second language instruction provided by an ESL teacher. In other
words, the students in oun program have two teachers who work
tugether as a team. The teaching team is'adso'supported by a para-
professional bilingual aide. ¢

The second critical point. is the way we “‘exit’ students from our
program. The exit process is initiated,by the teachipg team. Upon
the request of a student’s teaching team, I convene a meesing The
participants in the meeting include the student’s bilingua teachér
and ESL teacher, the school principal, the teacher who is to receive

’

the student upon exit from the program, the schodl principal, and

for sixth and seventh graders, the school’'s guidance counselor. To-
gether, we review test data regarding the student’s academic prog-
ress and potential for success outside the title VII program.

If. in our professional judgment, the student is ready to be main-
streamed. the student’s parents are contacted. With the parents,
we review the student’s progress, explain our recommendation, and
obtatn the parent’s consent to exit the student from our program.
If mainstreamed students show weaknesses in any of the. learning
shills, a resource teacher works with the student to help him or
her develop the needed skills .

The third critical factor is that a majority of my teachers,and
nonteaching_staff are bilingual. Without equivocation, 1 can say

stheir ability to speak both Portuguese and English make$ our pro-
gram i success My staff is able fo communicate effectively with
our students. At the same time, our bilingual staff are able to com-
municate effectively with the parents of our students, most of
whom are monolingual Portuguese. 1 cannot stress enough how im-

- 1 > .

: , - Ry
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portant this is, parents are vital to successful education, and paren- ¢
tal involvement requires effective communication.

In closing, I hope that this subcommittee will cut through the so-
called controversy surrounding bilingual education and will focus
on how title VII oes provide and could better provide effective
education to limited English proficient students. Not all bilingual
education programs are effective, but bilingual education has
proven to be a successful way of meeting the special instructional
needs of language-minority students.

I wish that we had more time today. Language and education are
not simple matters. One thmg, however is 51mple~and that is the
fact that we cannot afford to ignore the educational needs of the
millions of limited English proficient students in the United States

With each passing day, our country becomes more technological-
ly complex, and our world more economically competitive. We
cannot afford, in dollar or human terms, to have our students fail
academically because of surmountable language barriers.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Starrorp. Thank you very much Ms. Lindia.

[Theprepared statement of Ms. Lindia follows]

H
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Testimony by Maria Lindia
H

My name is Maria Lindia. I am the Title VII Project
Director for the Bristol, Rhode Island Public Schools.
I am here today as the chosen representative of 320 non-

English speaking families in my school district.

I would like to begin by telling you agout Lucia.
Lucia is now 16 years old. She was a bilingual student,
for two years and was partially Qeinstreamed into a
regular progFam during'her third year in the Bristol system
when she was in sixth grade. Lucia is-presently in High
School and has become an excellent séudeﬁt. Upon tufning
16 she was under oressure from her family to work to helo
them so they would n;t have to seek welfare. Because

she was doing well in school she felt she wanted to "

complete her high school education and verhans cqntinue
.
further, . ’ '
S
\ Lucia sought my help and asked me to intervene,and

I have been able to help her secure a job which will ..

allow' her to complete school. Her parents are happy :

, with this decision and with her capability, particularly

- simce they have a very bright older son whose life .
T toa@fx different turn. .
. \..‘ v
[ B
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4
o 5yCEa's older brother also went to the Bristol schools

but was not so fortunate a$ to benefit from a bilingual

W
program. He had diffaiculty in school because of his poor . -
English language skills and COQstantiy was failing. He
dropped out as soon as he could, beca%e unemployed, got
himself into trouble and is now serving time in the .

1
Adult Correctional facility. .- .

Thxé simple story can be retold with slaghtly different

names and circumstances for up to tharty percent of Bristol's

-

Portuguese speaking families.

.

-

Bridtol, Rhode Island, is reprgsentative gf a great
many New England cities and towns which have had and
,continue to have a large minority of Portuguese speaking .
imm%grants. From the first whaling ships that brought
back: new deck hands Erom the’Azores until the present, there

has been a steady influx of Azorian Portuguese into Bristol,

Fall River, Ma., New Bedford, Ma., and many other smaller

.lgxkies. Thxs’immxgratxon continues and so there are.newly
arriving studenta,a}l year round in ,these school systems.
Our bilingual progr;m haﬁ‘quietly begun'to turn around ~
what has bcen a vicious pattern of schbol failu;e, dropout,
unemployﬁent and crime whicﬁ.we all ow far t90 well, N
Because our prograT only began in 1977, we are just now able

to see comparisons which might serve to elucidate the > .

drama that is unfolding and the .real impact the program is

. LY P .
\)‘ | \ / 2 l | .. . .
B AJ .
| .
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4 making on our students, We can recognize sormc of the
%

-

f decper trends that have begun and to interrupt this

:now would be disastrous.
i'puring the last three years, 217 students have dropped
out of Bristol lligh School. Of these, 26 percent are
Portuguese speaking students with a Limited ﬁnglish
Proficxency. This number is six times that of the regu{ar
§r§itol dropout and three and one-half times that of
students dropping out elsewhere, in our s{i&i}’FZbese
students, like Lucia's brother, have not reaped the
* benefits of a bilingual education. . R
We have focused on our elementagy school children
" and have served 200 scudents'in grades one through four,
The average 1enqth'of time each student needs to be

mainstreamed 1s about three years. About one third of

our students have been mainstreamed within this time,
about one third have done i1t faster, and the ochérs still -
need more time.’ The first group of these students are
now cyrning sixteen, and the cycle is beginning to be broken.
Pucia learned ¥ast, and is gow doing well, She did, i
however, need two years 65 bilingual classes as well as
a third cransxcionai year. Other students take longer.
We have serious doubts that our students will benefit

-

from just one year of English, for all of us eXxcept the




feg with qxcepgional linguistic talent, takes longer. If
any of you have ever traveled' in for?ign countries in which
you don't speak’ the language, you know what it feels like
{ to be "dumb". FPor, you and we are mute when we are unable
N to learn and express our knowledge and questions., Our
31‘ Students cannot be put into this position of continually
%; being dumb, and therefore feeling dumb, and knowing that .
éf' they are too dumb to succeed in school., They must lgﬁrq
gQ%‘instead to distinguish between school content, ski;ls and
“zpngii§h acquistion, ’ N
'1. There is a §$train of thought in our country that has‘
ﬁ?en opposed to bilingual education because "their grandfathers
made it", In today's world we must recognize that literacy
doés nol only mean reading and writing, but now must inglude
an iﬁcreasing knowledge of computers and technology. Like

LN ) s
our students, our society is in a period of'transition where

e
high;unem910yment speaks to a lack of preparation for the jobs
adVQrtiséd in Sunday's papert 'Our students cannot just walk

;iﬂto a job market withqut an education. There are few, .

if any, j%bs which lead to the Horatio Alger story. Trai:}pg

is mandatory for a society in which full employment becomes“
reality. We are no longer in our grandparent's age, and

e - .
our nceds ar€ different. e

El{llC 21) '

-
I . ¢
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Ouy stuQents nust be allowed the opportunity to graduate ' /

and to go on for advanced learning .and/or training. They

L "
will not do this 'when continuous school failures teach them _°
¢

L]
they are‘dumb. They have begun to do this now thaf our .

bilinyual program has successfully mainstreamed ‘children

presently in High School who have had successful school

experiences. The staﬁistics are not yet in, for like ,
Lucia, many of our Elfst bilingyal graduates are ju;t turﬁing . T .
sixteen. ‘ . ) '

A major concefn of our families and other community
residents and public officials is'the arbitrary limréation
proposed by.Senator Huddleston for a maximum of one year's. ¥
instruCtion‘in a Title VII program. »Based on my eighé .
years of experience with Limited English Proficient students,

1 cah say without equivocation that this'goal is both

uprealistic and potentially detrimental Po the educational ’

future of our children.

As rescarch has long substantiated and any parent

attest to, children learn at different rates and fhrough
a variety of techniques. To restrict all Taitle ViI instryction

to English only does Not take this vaziety of learning

2

needs into account and fails to separate the different skills

ofllearning content and leirning English. We might have lost

Lucia had she not been given the time she needed to succeed.
As our children and our program demonstrates;‘it is

important to recognize both the variabilaty in learning style
S
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and a1ndavidual language necds and to program forlthose

differences. By not providing for these options %o he
3 i '
implemented at the local lcvel, professional judgément

cannot be exercised in the best intcrests of these| younsters.
“ While some unofficial studies yiave received digpx §OLtionatc

*  publicity™n their efforts to disclaim the effectivendss of the

Title VII programs this should never be interpretedlto*.

evaluate the success of bilingual education in othenparts of

. the changes taking place in Bristol.

\ We must voice concern that publicity and focus hag 1

\ . . .
again heen onh programs that have not been successful, fﬁther

¢ .
than secking and finding models that work. Better evalilation

3

procedures and assessments might allow for a greater success
. natienwide, and would not bring us here today.trying ta Q\\’~\\

I stop a rectriction which would "throw ALC the baby with the

bAthwater™. Yes, some ;Ludents can be mainstreamed & thid

a §ear, but they are a minority and ‘will succeed anyway, and,

the sad reality is that the others will give uo and di1ov out, .
once that happens it becomes all of our problems. .

It 1s far more cost effectiive ,both in dollars and in human

terms to allow children the time they need to ,acquire Fnglish,

13 [N 4

than to pay for them later as truants, drop outs, unemployecd,

. or criminals. %he direct link between these options is

L)

: ¢ X /S \

~ T .
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dfamatically clucidated an Lucia's family and in at least

t
4 60 otheis like 1t in Bristol alone, 3

The United States was made qreat through the blood,
.
#tat and tears’ of 1ts i1mmigiant populations. The Smxthsonian
’
Instrtution here paid 1ts tribute with the bicentenial

exhibition dedicated to tracing the donations of cach i1mmigrant
. qrbup. ’
We must allow our newly arrivaing students to tie 1nt$
the history that has brought us 1nto our third céntury
and not restrict their capacl ti®y, energy, and dreams,
we &a;noL'£0fqet oux obligation and éoﬁmxtment to seek the
best of each of us to participate in those drecams. -
I would like to take chxs~ooportun1ty to personally
v
invite each gf you to visit our "biggest little

Stjite 1n the gnion", and verify first hand the accuracy of

these statements, 'Thank yoy,

Senator Starrorp. | now do have a few guestions, and once
again, L'would ask you to be as brief as you can, but the committee
will keep the record open, if you feel that you wish to expand an
answer, so that you can do so in writing in the event you want fur-/
ther detail to appear in our record.

Mrs.. Eisenhower. "some critics of the Fairfax County ESL pro-
gram have said.that ESL worKed there because your county is:
wealthy and therefore can devote the resources to make it work 4
Also, it hus observed that the student body is more affluent These
observers infer that the Fairfax experience should not be used to
predict how ESL would function in other settings. Could you com-
ment on this, and béfore you do, [ would parenthetically say that
my Washington address is in Fairfax County. [Laughter |

Mrs. EisentowER. I have heard thi so much that it is becoming,
almost a htany, like a “Hail Mary”. Our students this year, over 80
percent of those who have registered in Fairfax County have been
monolingual immigrants, Sixty-twq percent of them are on “Free
Lunch.” We have an increasing percentage that are coming in that
are nonliterate or semi-literate. We have only 17 percent of the
children who are children of diplomats and professionals, these are
children who are in Fairfax County temporarily.

We are dealing with the same population as most of the school
systems around. Yes, we are affluent, and are proud of the re-
sources that we have made available for this program But [ would
like to remind you that we devote less than 23 percent over and
above the per pupil expendjture for our program, which in my
opinion, is quite cost effective as it includes provisions for year-

Q. R 27. o
- . ~ 0 .\
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around instruction We offer summer school, translation services,
counseling and other adjunct services beyond dur instructional pro-
gram.

And one last thing, the Fairfax County program works because °

we have made a commitment that nothing but the best-qualified
teachers will instruct these children. We categorically deny that
just because a person speaks Korean and they have a degree in pe-
diatrics for example, that they are gualified to prepare the children
for prereading readiness and success in elementary school.

"We have put togfther a dynamite combination of a curriculum
that was specifically designed to work hand-in-hand with the regu-,
lar instructional program. We have brought staff that js trained in
elementary education and in second language acquisition, put them
together in 4 very supportive atmosphere, and the results speak for
themselves.

Senator Starrorp. Thank you very much. 1 guess the Chair
should now note that his presence in Fairfax County, i is not one of
the reasons it is said to be the most affluent county in this area.
{Laughter.}

Mrs. Pumipa and Ms. Reyes, I understand that Houston's $chool
district uses native language instruction and ESL and is embarking
on an immersion program. If your school district is willing to uti-
lize these three approaches, my question is, why should the Federal
Government only support one of those?

Mrs. PoMmra. I think the question is not so much “willing to” as
“having tu"” We support dual language instruction and would like
that for all of our children. Because we do have numeérous lan-
guage groups of children that number sometimes under 20, some-
times only 2 students that speak a language,’it is not always feasi-
ble to have a dual language program for our children. In these
cases, we have English as a second language program.

Our immersion program, as I stated earlier, is a pilot project that
has been n#(upemtwn for about 4 months now. Our .preliminary re-
bearch is showing that it is not really working with the kinds of
studerits we have. The teachers are having to use native language
instruction with the children to get across some of the points. The
parents of these children are asking why the native language is not
used. And perhaps we are finding we are one of the populations
that immersion does not work with.

Senator Srarrord. Thank you very much.

Ms. Blaunstein, some observers have indicatéd that Federal bup
part for uther approauh_eb to language minority education, in addi-

L4

tion tou transitional bilingual education, could jeopardize transition- *

al bilingual education. The argument seems to be that transitional
bilingual education is more expensive, and that the disincentives
created by these costs would almost force school boards de facto to
choose other, less costly approaches. N

What are your views on that, and also would you comment on
whether the $95 million authorization in the administration’s bill
is considered to be adequate?

4

Ms. BLAUNSTEIN. We thmk the answer to the first part of your,

question is probably “No." Transitional bilingual education is an
institutionalized part of the educational system. In a recent study
done by the Education Commission of the States, it was noted that

3
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30 States mandate or prescribe bilingual education, and that means
that there are thousands of loca! school districts that incorporate
bilingual education in their teaching of limited English proficient
students. ’ .
However, we do believe that curriculum choice is a matter best
left to local school districts, and should a local school -district

_choose to use methods other than transitional bilingual education,

we would support that. ) )

We feel that local school districts are in the best position to de-
termine the methodologies used to meet the needs of their constitu-
ents and are in the best position to gage those needs.

In terms of ESL programs, if a school district feeling severe fiscal
constraints, as most are in these times, chooses to use ESL, it
would probably afford those districts the opportunity to serve
larger numbers of children, and so that might be a potential bene-
fit and advantage in doing so. - . .

But most”importantly, we feel that the quality of the program is
far more important than any single approach. The quality of the
program really depends on trained, sensitive, caring teachers, ad-
ministrators who understand the problems of the kids in that dis-
trict, and well-developed curriculum. This makes much more sense
than any single approach or any variety of approaches. If the
teachers are well grounded in methodology, if they understand the
research findings, if they are sensitive to the néeds of students,
then we believe any of these approaches can work successfully.

And in this regard, I would like to say that we would advocate
for_additional funding for teacher training. We feel this is absolute-
ly *critical. A poor teacher who uses ESL, immersion, or transition-
al bilingual education will doom the potential achievement of their
students. .

Now, should funds be reduced—no. We would oppose that. And
in fact, if the budget conditions improve, we would like to see fund-
ing increased. Additionally, we would like to see title VII become a
service program, rather than,a demonstration program. We feel
that there are going to be increased numbers of children who are
limited English proficient, and that the responsibility for this must
be shared, as the actions created by the Federal Government have
caused a tremendous burden on school districts. .

Federal and national policy, including Supreme Court decisions,
civil rights policy, and immigration laws, have all created large
numbers of children who will need this instruction, and the schools
must respond in order to provide these children equal educational
op ortunité.

enator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.

Let me address this question first to Ms. Lindia, if she cares to
comment, or her associate, and then to all of you.

When considering the educational deficiencies of language mi-
nority students, is it the language problem or the level of economic
disadvantage that is the primary source of a child’s educational de-
ficiencies?

If- you would prefer to respond in writing rather than now, we
would. be glad to have it dpone that way.

Ms. LinpiA. Yes, | would prefer to respond in writing.
Senatot Starrorb. All right.
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* Mr Lyons. Mw Chairman, indeed, language, socioeconsmic
f status are some of the variables which impinge on the way in
which a child learns. I think what is also clear, and it has not
really been stated very well this morning, is that when we talk
‘about the factor of language we must also talk about discrimina-
tion There is a long history of language-based discrimination in
.our public schools, in some areas of the country, children have
been penalized for speaking their native language on school proper-

ty. ‘ .

We are now looking at-the question of what is best for our chil-
dren, and we cannot ignore history in so doing.

I would simply raise one other point that I think is critical. We
will be providing you with a number of studies which critiques the
Baker-DeKanter report. One such critique we will submit for the
record is by the American Psychological Association. The APA cri-
tique is important for it shows that it is not just Hispanic educa-
tors who are concerned about the policy research being carried on
by staff in the Department of Education. We will also be providing
you with information specifically on the question of whether it is
language or whether if is SES that prevents language minority stu-
dents from receiving equal educational opportunities.

[The supplemental statement of Mrs. Lindia follows:]

Y
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Senator STA¥roRrD. Thank you very much.
Do any others care to comment?
‘ Mrs. Pompa?

Mrs. PompA. Mr. Chairman, while we ake very cogmzant of the
fact that sociocultural variables have a lot to do with learning, we
_have found in our District that in ESL classes where we have a
mixtuge of different income children from different language back-
grounds, there is no difference in the rate at which they acquire
English. .

Senator STAFFORD. Mrs. Eisenhower?

+ Mrs. EisSENHOWER. I think that is sometimes a trap we fall into
with the best of intentions. I cannot deny that instruction in the
native language, when it is available, when there is the proper cur-
riculum, when there are the best trained teachers, is the best
method to teach the children. But sometimes, we look at the labels
and forget that the main ingredient for education is how a program >
is implemented.

It is the atmosphere that one creates in the classroom. The five
universals I pointed out earlier that should be present in any pro-
gram, whether it is a transitional program, an ESL program, or an
immersion program, Get together the commitment of the school
system with the qualified staff, with a curriculum that has not
been imported from Spain or Puerto Rico or France. I have séen a
program where a French program has been brought from, France to
teach Haitians. These children were learning a third Jadguage. We
have to be careful that the curriculum that we are teachmg these
children has at least a nodding acquaintance with what the other
children in the regular fourth grade are being taught.

. We need to identify these children properly, monitor them while *
. they ‘are in the program, and mainstream them when they are
:ready, and not 1 minute before. \
. I really think that these universal variables have a lot more to
o in the success of the educatiof of these children—that is not to
say that economic or social considerations are not important, but a
good program goes a long'way to equalize these inequities and to
hélp these children learn.
Senator STAPFOI?R Fhank you.
If there is no furt"nqr comment, for the subcommittee, I want to
. "-express appreciation ohsbehalf of all of the members for your at-.
. . tending this morning and assisting us in this dlfﬁcult task that lies
. -ahead for the subcommittee.
Yes, Mrs. Eisenhower?
Mrs. EiseNHOWER. I neglected to say that we have an evaluation
of our program for the year 1980-81. It will be available on May 1.
I regret.] was unable to bring it with me.
Senatdr Starrorp. We will keep the record open and make it 4~
part of the record.
Mrs. EiseNHOWER. 1 wnll be. responsxble to deliver it very shortly
. after May 1. ~
-, Senator STaFrorp. Very good.
At this point I order printed all statements of those who could .
.. not attend and other pertinent material submitted for the record.
" [The material réferred to follows] .
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COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20310

M , 1982~
ay 5, 19 -

The Honorable Robert Stafford
Chairman
Subcommfttee on Education,

Arts and Humanities .
309~D Senate Courts
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear.Bob:

Please find enclosed copies of a statement prepaved by one of my
constituents, Beatriz C. Andrews of Western Oregon State College
in Monmouth, Oregon, regarding your recent hearings on bilingual
education. .

I would very much appreciate, if at all possible, Ms. Andrews'
statement being included in the hearing record of your

April 26 hearing. She was unable to obtain time to testify at ¢
that hearing, but I believe her statement is quite short, lucid,”
and supportive of your efforts to improve the use of bilingual
education in our nation s public schonls.

I appreciate your consideration in this matter.

Kind regards. £ d

Sincerely,

//.. N .

Mark O. Hatfield

United States Senator *

, MoH/Jjam °*
Enclosure * -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“Bi1ingual Education Amendments of 1981%
“Bilimgual Improvements Act of 1982"

Testimony Submitted to
-U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts
and Humanities by
Beatriz C. Andrews, Assistant Rrofessor
. of Education
Western Oregon State College
on April 26, 1982
T Fo (

The lack of a language policy in the United States has traditionally dimin~
ished the potential national resource which may be found in bilingual educa-
tion. Due to this lack of focus or position as a nation, bilingual education
has been perceived as a threat to our loyalty to the nation. For this reason,
we hide behind our ambivalence by attacking and constantly changing a program
of instruction which promotes®unity, not separatism; English language pro-
ficiency, not bilingualism; human understanding, not cultural politics.

Introduction
Lntroduction ~

Language and ethnic diversity should be perceived as a national resource
needed for international business and diplomatic concerns. Instead, we have
applied.the conversion theory to language and culture in an attempt to make
us all a monologinual ethnocentric ‘society. - Bilinqual education, a viable
proven approach used to assist children in developing Englishylanguage pro-
ficiency through the use of the students' native language, has been caught in
a national controversy which jeopardizes equal access to learning and acattemic
success for children of Timited English proficiency. Bilingualism should be
considered a national investment, and educational giftedness rather than a
problem which needs to be eliminated. We need to recognize the capability

of the human mind to learn and stoge language and information. Why do we
refuse to accept these capacitiel and potentials in the .wost technologically
advanced country in the world? . *

Maybe we need to redefine the role of public education while establishing
language policy so that bilingual education does not become a problem but

a solution in education. The role of public education is not to teach v
English exclusively but to educate our children in a variety of subject matter
areas required by individual state standards. Without bilingual education
as previously defined, children of limited English proficiency would not be
given access to the full school program, denying theh the opportunity to
acquire the same skills, knowledge, and abilities as their English speaking
counterparts. Without bilingual education, the public education “minimum
competencies” and "basic education” standards would not be equally applied,
with equal expectations for 1imited English proficient and English speaking
students,

The state of Oregon has an estimated 11,429 students of non or 1imited Engldsh
proficiency; and at least fourteen statutes and administrative rules which
regulate services to those students. Services are presently being provided
to students from thirty-four different language groups. Out of 310 school

LN -
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- one language group needed to establish a bilingual education classroom.
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districts in the state, four are receiving funds under Title VII, ESEA and
sixty are receiving formula type grants under the RefugeeyChildren's Assis-
tance Program.

»

The districts funded under Title VII, ESEA provide two-language approach

instruction, as well as other approaches on local funds. Student language |
and academic need, educational theory and research, as well as family cir- |
cumstances and choice usually determine the best approach or placement for

students in these districts, Districts receiving funds under the Refugee

Children's Assistance Program, for the most part, provide English language

development services with pative language and cultural support through the

use of instructional assistants and community volunteers, '

Following 15 a discussion of the proposed bills being considered at this
time relative to bilingual education. Oregon's children of limited English
proficiency would benefit from reconsideration by your committee of the
proposals being made under Senate Bill 2002 and the Administration's Bill.

Senate Bill 2002 "Bilinqual Education Amendments of 1981"

This proposed legislation is unnecessary and educationally unsound. It is

unnecessary because all bilingual education programs already include an fod
intensive course of English instruction and their main goal is for children

to acquire English proficiency. It is educatYonally unsound because there N

is no evidence that language proficiency needed for learning im¢hat language

couTd be acquired in a period of one year.

"Bilingual Education Improvements Act of 1982" .

Definition of a Program of Bilingual Education-- .
The proposal does not endorse a two-language approach as a viable and proven
instructional process. If English as a Second Language or other approaches
are made possible under the proposal, limitations on the use of approaches
other than the two-language approach should be placed. Limitations may
include grade level considerations, or insufficient number of ¢hildren of any

Language of the bill should be revised to include endorsement of the use of
both the native language of the child and English with exceptions only in
extenuating circumstances to be described and supported with appropriate
data.

Personnel--Targeting ’ ) !

The proposal diminishes the importance.or role of the language other than
English, The bill should include requirement of prof iciency-in English and

in the other language used to prowide instruction, When a two-1anguage ,
approach is used in instruction, the teaching personnel should be required

to demonstrate fluency and proficiency in the languages of instruction,

Even in situations where the two-language approach is not utilized, teaching
personnel should still have knowledge of the children's language and culture,
in order to facilitate understanding and communication within the classroom
environment.

,
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Training Programs-- ) .

The proposed lpnguage would allow for competition of programs for in-school®
youth with out-of-school youth. Programs for in-school youth are eligidle
under the Title VII Basic Grants Program. If oyt-of-school youth needs are
to be properly addressed, the language of the bill should assure it th ough
creation of an area or category with adequate appropriations to carry

out the efforts.

Research--

-
The proposed language in this section seems inappropriate and/or premature
in nature. Studies and research on alternative practices to the two-language
approach have already been conducted and are available for review. Rather
than spending additional federal support in 1983 to determine alternative
methods or approaches; federal support should first focus on a comprehensive
review of the literature and of existing approaches which are operant and
may ‘be working at this time. .

Authorization of Appropriateness--

- v

Since there is a2 proposed reduction of funds under Title VII, ESEA, from

$166 million in 1980 to $95 million in 1983, the administration should not

be necessarily broadening its scope of work to include alternative approaches
to the two-Tanguage approach in bilingual education. It seems as if this
bill is proposing to do more for moré“students with less. We should be -
satisfied if we can do the same or the &wyivalent of the same through capaciby
building at the local levels; with fewer résaurces. ~

Conclusions .

R
—a

~
.

Bilingual education {s basic education for many _children, and the proposed v
b111s weakén the access to this basic education. In addition, excellence
in educational programming would be greatly compromised if revisions in the
language of the "Bilingual Improvements Act of 1982" are not ma¥® and if
the "8i1ingual Education Amendments of 1981" are not totally withdrawn.

Bilingual education is and should be an educational igsue; but when the
rights of our education are jeopardized for a select group of students,
bilingual education will again become a civil rights issue. It is up to you
as decisfon-makers and representatives of the people to keep bilingual
education in the school system and out of the court system.

Oregon is.counting on you and other members of Congress to take a sensitive
and fair approdch on these matters. We need to get through this process

and then examine bilingual education once more, but the next time as an
fnternational jssue and as a national need. B8ilingual education should be
ayailable to all children if we expect future generations to resort to better

communications amohg nations.
. ¢ .
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cossrd Commxttee}of Spanigh Speaking People of Oregon
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. Senate Subcommittee ons ' *
€ducation, Arts and Humn'lt'les
United States Congress g .

Honorable Subcommittee Members: ",‘
N _The Cormttee of Sparish Speaking Peop\e of Oregon fully supports

“and endorses the testimony being submitted by Beatriz C. Andrews
on the "Bilinqual £ducation Amendments, of 1981" and the "Bilingua\

Education Improvements Act of 1982* as representative of our -
Board and of the Hispanic commnity's issues our organization
serves, . .

’ Respectfully yours, .

ost Calderon, Jr. 4
Chafrman of the Board of Oirect.o?s

- 4 I - - - - — - .
1006 S F Grand Portland Oregon 97214 Fed 1D «00a711) IPhone (500 238 1387
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RESUME
BEATRIZ CASALS-ANDREWS
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B

EDUCATION
197681 western Oregon State College Monmouth Oregon (M A In ;iandlupped Learner fducation}
1974 Barry Coliege Mlaml Shores Florida (graduate work) .
197173 Bary College Mlami Shores, Florida (B A |n Spanish Caglish and Education symma cum laude)
92 Unluersity of Mlamt Mlaml Mlorida (Spectal certificate program) rilosofia y Cultura Hispana
196670  Broward Community Cotlege, Fort Lauderdale Plorida (A A with honors) .

196366  Lindsey Hopkins Miamil Florida ihigh schooly

EDULCATIONALACHIEVEMENTS

Fresident s and Deans List Broward (omfnunl(y College
resident | Forergn L [o] Ization Br rd Community College

Fult scademi scholarship Barry College hd
Dean s Conference Barry Coliege

Prendent Aipha Mu Gamma Foreign Language Honor Soclety Barry College
Kapa Gamma P1 € atholtc women s National tionor Soctety Barry Coliege
Coordinator Panamerican Cultural Program Barry College
Fedetaclon Estudlantil Cubana Barry College

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

4

1981 Present Western Oregon State College

ASsstant Frojefvor Lducation, Coordinator Bilingual Mutticultural I‘roqmmn:lng

197581 Salem Pudlic Schools. Satem Otegon

Tyl ES5EA and fitle 1y Civtt Rights. Frogtams Director and Blitngual Programs Coordinator

* Provide leadenship in planning impie tion and evaliation of seven Billngual £ducation Programs
JS3pamsh and Indochinese Languages Basic Programs of Bllingual Education Newcomer Center Demonstra
tion Project of Bilingual Cducation Natlonal Orgin Desegregation Project, Indochinese Relugee Act Programy}

* Provide state whise technical assistance to educationd agencles serving limited English proficient students
under & specdal state grant

Coordinatlon of recruitment employment and resource 3upport to seventy-eight stalf members

Coorgination of district state and feglonal resources - ©

* Identification and coordination of materials develop: for clay: use

.

* Development and implernentalion of a communications plan to Increase disitict and public suppory tor bl
lingual education ‘ .

* De t and I Ination of prog; Inf 1 N L.

CoordInation with Advisory Council Lau Planning Yask force and Parent Advisory Comnilttee

Coordination of training activities for administrative and certificated stalf and career Jadder component for
paraprofessionals

Development of federal state and local proposals for needed funding

* Supervision and evaluation of twenty nine staff members

* Coordinatlon in the impie mentation of the evaluallon design

* Developmenl of budget and fiscal management In excess of gne mildon dollars
Secondary simgual Frogram Kesource Speclatst

¢ Assisted In planning development and implementation of the Segonddry Bilingual Proqram. at five sites and
proviged Ic(nnl_cal anistance to Clavsroon teachers

Secondary Bilingual Frogram Teacher Waldo Middie School
* Developed ang piloted the Secondary Bllingual Program at waldo Middie School
Title 141 1tome’ School Counselor Waldo Middie School
* Frovided counscling services to stusents and served as Halson between the home and the schoot >
* Taught laaguagie and reading to migrant students
197475 Broward County Schools. It Lauderdale rlorida
* Spanish and Paqlish teacher Classioom and curriculum responsibilities
197374 Madonna Academy Aschdiocese of Mlaml Plorida
* Spanish teacher Olasstoom and curelc utunt responsititities
“~
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197273 Nocth Miam| Beach Senlor High. Miaml Florkda
* Spanish intern Q1 and diff | staffing
1866-70 The Paperback Boek'Shap. Inc.. Hollywood Thorlda
o General Manager General adfministrative responsibllities

TS

PROFESSIONAL COMMITMENTS
Committee of Spanish Speaking Peoplc of Oregon Board of Directors =

Salem Area forum onindochinesc pugee Affairs
Satem Community Housing Resource Board
Reglon X Btiingual Coordinating Council
Titte VI Advisory Committee to State Department of Lducation
Title tv Advisory Council to State superintendent of Public Instruction
fundl | monltoting)

'

g rec
Mational Association (or Bilingual Education (1979 Confererce Planning

Committee NMatlonat Liections Committee)
for Bl 1 Lducation (L <

Cregon A
Chalrperson 1979 80 Conference Coordinator

Santlam Qi Scout Councll Board Member
Natlonal Association for Asian‘Amerlcan and Pacific Education

Chicano Task Torce on Research and Development

Alfirmative Action Advisory Committee Salem Public Schools $<hool Board
Natlonal Lducation Assoclation OCA SCA (Minority Involvement In the Profession)

Satem tducation Association ~ Executlve Board Member

American Association of Teachers of 59>nlsh and Portuguese
p—

Vigun( Lducation Conference Tebruary 1982 on Marketing Strategies In
.

«PROTESSIONAL INVOLVEMENT
* Presented at the Western Reglonal

Cducation
« Conducted tralning for the San D

1979 Present

1979 1981
1980-present
1979-Present
1978 Present

w78 8t
1978 fresent

1976-Fresent
1981 fresent
1978 fresent
1978 1981
1978 80

1975 78

1977 78

1973 79

lego State University BESC In the area of capacity building Rilinguat
. .

education Aprit 1981
o Presented at the Title Vil Western Management Institute March 1981 on  Marketing Strategles for Bllingual

Cducation
« Developed adopted budget Man for Salem 3¢hool to capacity build bilinguabeducation In is general fund

budget from 1979 1984
¢ Developed planning document to be Implemented duting 1980-81 for Salem schools to adopt a voluntary Lau

Compllance Pan
* Provided testimony before the State
Means ltouse Committee on Aging and

legisiative bodles
* Made Presentation on bllingual education tothe i
d education

80ard of Lducation, Senate and llouse Education Compnittees Ways and
Minority Affalrs as and when requested by these policy and .

980 Oregon School Boards Assoclation State Conference
Inthe State of Oregon

where a resolution was passed to
o Assisted educational agencies In the development of proposals for Title VIl ESCA Basic Training Pellowship

School of gducation and Support Service Center grants

¢ Provided testimony to the Governor $ office on the need to lorm a State Mispanic Commission
* Developed and conducted a seminar on Legal Aspects of Tqual Opportunities In Tducation and

K Inthecl

Cmployment for Westein Oregon State College
o Serve as advisor to Salem School District 24J Satem Oregon, regarding a national ofigin discrimination
a

case and as llalson between the district and the complainant
o Planned and conducted an Interpersonal relations seminar to

Plantation 'High Schooi Tt Lauderdale florlda
o Assisted In desegregation actlvitles with Spanish American, Black and Jewlsh student popu

Miami Beach Senlor High Miami Ttorida

PERSONAL DATA
Addeessr 1740 Highlight Court South ¢ Salem OR 97302 * (503) 371 9033

Marital Statust Marrled two children
Backgreund: Born Havana Cuba May 15 1938
* Natlve Spanish speaker '

# Moved to United States October 1962
 Product of an elementary Spanish English bilingual education program with french

a% a third language of instruction
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The Honorabls Robert T Stafford

\ wewss: ChaiTman, Subcommittee on Education

- Committee on Labor and Human Resources

N United States Senate ,
Washington, D, ¢ 20510

Deat Bob

. Attached is a copy of a statement in support of Title Wil,
Bilingual Education Programs, by Phillip E. Runkel, Superintendent

» of Public Instruction with the State of Michigan Department of
Educat fon I request that you include this statement in the .
record of hearings which the Education Subcommittee held concern-
fng Btlingual Education on April 23 and 26, 1982,

Thang vou for your attemtion to this matter.

Sincepely,
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BY
PHILLIP E. RUNKEL

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
[}
’

STATE OF MICHIGAN

Bilingual education 1s currently under the sharpest attack in
its hjstory. The Admimistration has proposed a 32% funding cut in
its 1983 budget, coupled with proposals for programmatic revisions
in the legislation. The Adnﬁnxstration s bill, S. 2412, introduced
by Senator S. 1. Hayakawa (R-CA) would permit the funding of non-
bilingual programs out of funds available under Tictle V11, ESEA. This
bill also weakens the provisions that bilingual teachers be bilingual and
would restrict the numbers of children eligible to receive services
with Title VII monies. Another bill, S. 2002, introduced by Senatqr
Huddleston (DKY) would limit children's partlclpatlon in bilingual
programs to one year, restrict a district's perogatlves to decide
which children are in need of bilingual programs, and imgose additional
paperwork requirements on local districts. Provisions in these bills
would have the effect of drastically diluting the scarce funds available
for bilingual education programs and represent a sigpificant departure
from the federal commitment to improving the educational opportunities
available to limited English proficient children. The scant federal
resources currently allocated to this program are inadequate to address
either children's need or district's demands for bilingual programs.
These bills will have the effect of further exacerbating the shortage.

The recent evaluation report of bilingual education in Michigan
found that bilingual programs have been very beneficial for our limited:
English.proficient students. The report concluded that "scholastic
achievement among bilingual students was found to have increased at
a rate faster than normal in English reading."” Students also had a
higher rate 1n learning mathematics. In the most real sense, our programs
have succeeded in meeting the students' educational needs. We have
not only been able to teach these students anlith, but have been able
to offer them an instructional program which has allowed them to keep
pace academically with their native Engllsh speaking peers. Our programs
have been able.to do this largely because of attention to improving
parental involvement and employing trained bilingual staff. Our
bilingual evaluation report indicated that the variables contributing
the most to improving achievement were "frequent family participation’
fn the schools and the provision of instruction by teachers who have
bilingual endorsement.” Based on the successful findings of the evalu-
ation, our report also contained recommendations that districts should: .

specifically encourage parental participation with school
activities;

employ endorsed bilingual teachers in bilingual programs;

ensure that aides" receive appropriate inservice training;

devote necessary effort to ensure the systematic testing
of all students in the bilingual programs.

. o
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Tit1>~vil funds were an important incentive for establishing this
successful program in Michigan and continue to supplement our efforts.
Services from Title VII training and techhical assistance. functions
have also been important in helping Michigan evolve the high quality
programs of which we can justly bé proud. 1In fact, acting upon one
of the recommendations in the evaluation report, Michigan has applied
for Title VII funding to establish a parent involvement project, in
addition to funds for basic programs for children. This federal assis— -
tance bas never been more crucial considering the dire financial straights
in which the State now finds ftself. The financial resources simply
do not exist fn Michigan this year to meet the critical needs of our
limited English proficient students. Title VII works and we.need it.

\ Vo

* The Administration's proposal to amend Title VII would allow non-
bilingual approaches to compete for bilingual funds. The two principal
non-bilingual approaches mentioned in Department of Education documents
and testimony are Immersion and English as a Second Language (ESL).
The mention of ESL as a separate approach from bilingual education
can be confusing since ESL is always an integral part of bilingual
education. When these documents refer to ESL as an alternate approach,
they refer to the teaching of English with a methodology appropriate
for second language learners; the curriculum and methodology for all
other courses is usually that designed for native English speakers. .
Immersion is less clearly defined as most comments are based upon
one Canadian study which would probably be classiffed as a bilingual
programs in this country. The Baker-DeKanter literature review defines
fmmersion programs as those where almost all ipstruction is given in
English, but by fully bilingual teachers. Instruction is structured
‘n cuch a way Lhat students learn both English and content curricula .

simultdneously. 1n the United States immersion programs for limited S

English proficient children have been extremely rare, most experiments
involve teaching fluent English,spgaking children a second language.

Title VII primarily funds Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) :
programs. TBE is an approach which utilizes both English and the
students' native language in order to help them become fluent in English
and master other important content curticula. Inside every TBE program
is an ESL program and full and speedy proficiency in the English language
is one of the two prime goals of these programs. The goal of TBE programs
{s to learn English and not to fall behind. These programs are important
because they address the full educational needs of children. This
approach is designed to reduce the disproportionately high drop-out
rate of limited English proficient (LEP) student$, improve their self=~
tmage and attitude toward school, and reduce absenteeism. The availability
of bilingual teachers and staff has allowed these programs to concentrate
on better fnvolving non-English speaking parents in the schools. 1In
many schools, prior to bilingual programs and bilingual staff, school
notices weré sent in an ,incomprehensible language. Language barriers
prevented effective parent-teacher conferences, and membership in the
PTA and other school support groups yas virtually impossible. Even
in the case of a child's illness, communlcation between homée and
school was often impossible. These parents were effectively cut off
from Eheir children’s education.

[N .
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The current drive to amend Title VII 1s based on policy recommen-
dations contained in an unofficial literature review of bilingual
education conducted by ari office within the U.S. Department of Education.
This review, commonly referred to as the Baker-DeKanter report, bases
its policy recommendations on 28 out of more than 300 evaluations and
studies of bilingual education. This report has been criticized by
many for its methodological flaws and {n fact, Secretary of Educat ion
Terrel Bell refused to sign the report, saying that he considered it
to still be a draft document, to be used only for internal discussion.
Secretary Bell went so far as to write a letter to Senator Huddleston
clarifying the unof fical, draft nature of the report and stating that *

. the Senator had incorrectly interpreted the conclusions. One of the
difficulties in the feview is its attempt to compare all transitional
bilingual education programs as if they were identical. Since these
programs are designed by local districts, there is tremendous variety
among bilingual programs funded by Title VII. Comparing such diverse
programs is akin to comparing apples and oranges. The report also
maKes a strong case for the need to experiment with immersion programs
based solely on four studies, two in Canada and two in the U.S. Some
of the studies which Baker and DeKanter classify as immersion are
actually bilipgual approaches since they utilize instruction in two
.languages. JSecondly, these programs were designed to teach a second
language fluent English spe children with parents of average
educational attainment and middle clads¢ status. This is certainly
not analogous to our tas providing }n.adequate education to poor,
minority children whose Harents most frequently have an extremely low
level of formal schooling. The American™Psychological Association,
in its evaluation of the report conciuded tnat in debates about the
effectiveness of bilingual education, "the study can be ignored --
because it is irrelevant’." APA also concluded that "the scientific
quality of the report 1s questionable,” This conclusion was matched
in evluations conducted by researchers at California State University,
Sacramento and the National College of Education. Internal. critiques
from the Office for Civil Rights and the National Institute of Education
concur with these criticisms. Clearly policy recommendations based
on such a report are inappropriate. The findings in the Baker-DeKanter
report also run counter to what we have found to be true in Michigan.

There are an estimated 3.6 million limited English proficient
children in the United States {n need of special language instruction.
Projcction studies to the year 2000 indicate that this numbcr will
increase substantially. Although Title VII was created to help local
districts develop their own bilingual programs the money has never
been adequate to meet the local demand Yor funding. Throughout its
history, Title VI1 has only been able to fund about half of the districts
that have applied for assistance. During schoo‘l year 1981-82, Title VII
only awarded 550§xants serving 295,000 ‘children. Funding cuts for
FY 1982 will reduce the number of grants to 435, serving approximately

» 213,000 students. The 1983 proposed level would further decimate this
relatively small program. It will have been cut from $161.4 million
in FY 1981 to $94.5 million in FY 1983, of which about $63 million
would be available for grants to local school districts. This represents
a 41% reduction in money available to states and local districts for
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bilingual education. If Title VII is amended to allow non-bilingual
programs to compete for bilingual funds, this would be yet another cut
in funding for bilingual education. For example, if each of the three
proposed approaches were equdlly funded, the money available for
bilingual education could be as low as $20 million. This would repre-
sent an 81% reduction in funding from 1981.

Clearly if additional monies were to be made available for funding
L-only and immersion programs, these should be supported within the

education community and elsewhere. However, if ESL-only and immersion
programs. are to be funded out of Title VII monies, a set®aside of perhaps
5% to meet special needs where bilingual education mayf nct be practical
should be included in the legislation. One such case would be where
the number of LEP students is too small, or when there is a wide variety
of languages spoken within a school or district. Special consideration
may also be needed for districts with a sudden influx of refugees. 1In
those cases, bilingual education may be .impractical due to lack of -
qualified bilingual staff. while the law should have enough flexibility
to serve districts with these special circumstances, the ma jority of
districts with LEP students do not fit fnto these categories. For those
districts and students transitional bilingual education is undoubtedly the
most comprehensive and satisfactory approach. Without such safeguards as
an add-on or set-aside, districts and states will be caught between rising
needs and drastically reduced resources. \

Much of the anxiety with Title VII {s misdirected. It's'®eft over
from the fight in 1980 over the proposed and withdrawn Lau Regulations.
These regulations sctemmed from a case regarding the civil rights of“lan-
guage minority children. Title VII of the Elemeqtary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act (ESEA), of 1965 is separate and distinct from Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, under which.the "Lau Regulations' arose. Civil
rights concerns are administered by the Office for Civil Rights in the
Department of Education. Title VII is administered by the Office of v
Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affdirs (OBEMLA). It is a
funding source for districts choosing to implement programs of bilingual
education. Title VII does not force any district to yse bilingual educa-
tion, it simply assists those who have chosen this as the most appropriate
method for their students. Title VII bilingual programs are designed by
local districts and states and there is tremendous var:ety in the types
of transitional bilingual programs funded. The flexibility in :Sg\;itle
VII legislation allows districts to design bilingual programs which reflect
their specific needs and capabilities. Although some concerns in the
current Title VII debate have been phrased in terms of the Lau Regulations,
Title VII is not™a Lau issue. .

Thirty states, fncluding Michigan, have laws mandating Transitional
Bilingual Education’within certain criteria. These states have decided
which educational approach is best for their students, and provide assis-
tance for local districts in implementing that approach. If Title Vil
ceases to be a federal bilingual education program, this could have

- . .
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° serious 1mplications for all states with b(lfngpal laws. It may be |
N perceived as a federal retreat from bilingual education and may signal

debate in the state legislatures. This battle has been fought and won

nd is now behind us. With all of the seriTus challenges facing public

education today, our efforts must be concentrated on .excellence in educa~

tion and preserving our Sufcessful programs.
’

. ‘\\‘:pponents of bilingual education that this 1s the time to re-open the

?itle VII has emerged as the leading contender for cracking the
united front of the educetion community at a time when such cohesion )
is needed more than ever before. Furthermore, the proposed changes in
Title VII would shift the program's emphasis toward simply assisting ‘o
disadvantaged ‘children. This would make Title VII a candidate for 2 *
new block grant with Chapter 1. Our experience with the Chapter 2 block
grant has already shown blocking to be a guise for reduced funding.
When opening the block grant door, we must be careful indeed.

In a2 year of retrenchment in edUCaLion, the entire education community
must stand united. Title VII is a successful program that fulfills a
specific national need -- teaching English to and educating our nation's
limited English proficient chdldren. The present program deserves our .
cont inued support.
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Testimony of Senator Gary Hart and Colorado State Senator
Paul Sandoval .
Before the Senate Subcommittee on Education, Atts and Humanities
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Apral 23, 1982
¢ .

Mr. president and Members of the Subcommittee, I would 1:ike
to take this opporiunxty to arge Congress to retain the current
language of Title VI! of the Elementary and Secondary Educat:ion
Act and to oppose propo legislative and policy changes that
would seriously underming the law and harm hundreds of tyousands

of children with limited Englash proficiemcy currently 1in our public

schools.

N «
}en Congress enacted Tit}e YII, 1t was because evidence clearly

sh d that standard instruction by regular classroom teachers
le students with lxmxtfd proficiency in English so 1l11-prepafed
that the ébnsequences to their educat:ion and work futures were
devastating. They failed to Eearn basic lggguage, reading and math
skills, wWithout these, they slipped further -and further{?‘hxnd *
their classmates 1n all other subjects each year they wefe in school.
Frustrated and unable to understand schoolwork, they were retained
1n grades at up Eb five times the rate of wﬁx;e children 1n some
districts and dropped out 1n qlarmxngfy‘hxgh rates at great cost

. ~t; local school systems. ™~Nn some Colorado school districts the
dropout rate among Hxs?anlcs was higher than 60 percent., Chicano :
studeﬁzs were three t mes }s likely to be'suspended as white chxldreq

and three-and-a-hatf times more likely to be labelled and placed

1h classes for the mentally retarded. .
[
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By not paying Special attention to their particular educational
needs, schools were losing chlldren‘thh limited Fnglish proficiency,
and communities and their economies ;ere losing these Children's
talents and contributions as a result. Recognizing the rights
these 1dren had to a decent public education, as well as our
nation's ecOnomiC and political self-interests in having them be
literate ané‘productxve members of SOCl;ty: Congress enacted Title
VII to assist local school districts in designing programs and hiring
and training personnel qualified to Eommunlcate effectively with

these children.

The task was not simple. There were too few bilingual teachers
‘trained and available. There were too few bilingual counselors:
few reliable d.agnostic tests i1n languages other than Eriglish to
measure students' capabilities and needs; few curricula or materials

teachers could use 1n bilingual classrooms, M .

in addition to these shortcomings, 1n some districts blixngual
education programs had to overcome stiff opposition from forces
in the community and s;hool systems who had at worst actively

- discriminated against chiidren of limited English speaking abilities,

and at Sest 1gnored their needs. To be heard speaking Spanish 1n
the school yard wag a suspendable offense ;n some places 1neny,
home state of Colorado as recently as five years ago. A pre-first
grade class tc zrovide "intensive bllin;ual lqstructlon“ was held

3
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in a dark area under a stairwell with 30 five-year-old Chicano
children kept separate from everyone else with a teacher who
spake Lnly English and who slapped on the hand any ch;ld Speaking
Spanish. The 1974 Supreme Court ruling in Lau v. Nichols, like
Title VII, was the result of Mmassive and undeniabie evidence
showing discrimination a;d 1ts harmful effects for thildren with
limited English speaking abilities. .

o <

Now there are three efforts to undermine Title VII and the

. .
services i1t enables %chool districts to provide: one is budgetary

and two are legislative. The rescissions of $11.5 million from
»

the FY82 budget, plus the recommended FY83 reductions of $44 million,
mean 13,000 fewe; children will receive any bilingual services, or
125,000 out of somghz.e million children deemed in need of bilingual
educatx?nal Services.
-

These fiscal cutbacks are harmful enough to those chi ldren
who will be left to flounder uncoﬁprehendanly 1n classrooms
whose medium of .instruction they do not under$tand. But now the
Administration 1S using the excuse of tight money to justify legisla-
tive changes in Title VII that would seriously jeopardize even more
children. »

(3
,Let me address the maj)or Changes proposed and the harms that

would result.
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The Admxnxstragxon's proposed changes are included in the
*Bilingual Education Improvements Act of 1982." The first major
change ;s to redefine what 1s an acceptable bilingual education
program to be funded by Title VII so as not to exclude "any particular
nethod or approach for providing .education to childrensof limited
English proficiency.” The Administration has offered the change

‘J so the Department of Bducation can fund "whatever educational
approach a schogl district believes warranted.” While local
flexibility and discretion 1n'educatxon are commendable, this
overly bPBad definition does not give any guidance to local school
districts to help them serve these children. It does not allow
the Department to have Federal funds used effectively for meeting
these children's needs. nor does it provide a framework, carrot
or stick for school dlstt}cts who have refused to help these children
in the past. The darkened classroom under the stairwell I described
earlier could qualify for Federal Title VII tunds under the 7
Administration's proposed change. To degrade and harm children
in that manner 1S serious; but to use Federal funds to do so would -
be more than 1rresponsible. .

Ve

The research on bilingual education shows that not “any” approach
works. When some evaluations found few benefits of bilingual programs
across the country, they were averaging the effects of many bilingual
programs which operated for only 20 minutes a day, others where
students were pulled out of classes for an hour drill in English and

then returned to regular classrooms. or programs where 48 percent of

.
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thé educators had no knowledge at all of the child's language.

-~
With thq;e xnaaequac1¢s 1n some approaches, t 1s not surprising

that overall statistics showed nd strong support for bilingual

progr am egftdtxﬁgness. But to draw the conclusion that. since

N the research did not confirm the best appz’ach, then any approach
. 1S as good as any other, 1S a serious gap in logé;. We know -
‘ A
from experience mqey school. districts will not help children with M

limited English speaking abilities without Federal monitoring.

We should not be rewarding their recalcitrance to provide appropriate
’

instruction for these students by allowing "any" program to qualify ..

. for ¥itle VII funds,

» N

’ gye second proposed’ change would eliminate the requirement
]

that Title VI[-funded programs use educators who are proficient
s~

in the language of 1nstruction (that of the child) and i1n English,

and substitute the vague requitement to employ those proficient

‘

in English,” and "to the extent possible. 1n any olher‘linguage used

h ) X

¢ o provide instruction.” ’
P
rouhh N ..

. If studeats cannot understand English well (and hence are
>

eligible }or this program to begin with), and 1f there 1s no
<

.
requitement to have personnel available who can communicate with
GUILS . p can
y

them, where will the effective instruction ceme from? Who will

bridge‘the gap of ignorance and confusion? Who will translate and ’

- wake the pv-terv of % lesson 1nto a part of the child'e ~ducation? ‘

. s We already have too few bilingual educatogs in t%e United States to

v
teach our.children. By weakening this requirement 1n Title VII, !

we eliminate an incentive for this professional developmenty par-

ERIC 24y ,
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petuate our lack of bilingual educatipnal human resources and N
build failure 1nto "bilingual® programs 1f Ro one 1n them 18
«

bilingual.

The third change proposed would limit the target populagxon
for Title VII eligibility to those children with limited English
proficiency whose “usual language 1s not English.™ Aside from .
6e1ng another example of vague language which would be an administra-
tive nightmare to monitor, the standard of “"usual” is educationally
irrelevant and, if used, could actually harm thousands of children. .
In an interview, a Title VII director i1n a school district in my
state rei1nforced from her personal experience what several research
studies have shbwn: "Many students come in speaking En;lxsh. But .
it 1S conversational Englx:h.. It may sound fine and be good enough
to play in or talk tn, but 1t 1s pxsleadxng. It 1s usually not .
‘strong enough to be the medium of instruction.”

L ]
This ts true of many Chicano children, whose parents were . .

born here, who speak English at home sometimes,| who listen to
television and radio and pick up enaugh i1nformal English so an
observer might very well conclude English is their "usual”® lgpguaqe-

However, when these children are asked to do more advanced

schoolwork where their reliance on written English 1s more important,

N T
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they begin to fail. Each year 1in school they do worse and worse
than their classmates. Their teachers report 1t 1s their poor

preparation 1in early grade school for understanding English reading

and language skills well enough to use them (to learn math or !

geography or chemistry) that underlies their acai;mxc problems.

This proposed change' thus, would eliminate from Title VII
elxgxbxlxiy and targeting the majyority of Chicano and other
Hi1spani¢ school children who are not new 1mmigrants and who may
be heard speaking English, but who still desﬁerately need bilingual
instruction to succeed academically.

. . )

L4 . |

' The fourth proposed change would NPve the administration of
bi1lingual vocational training activities for "adults and youths out
of school from vocational programs to Title ;II of ESEA. While
such a change may be sound, these are currently‘programs with
separate fumctions, goals and target populatxo?s and there 18 no
evidence to show Title VII staff are prepared for or able to take N
on this additional responsibility. Before such a move 1s made,, .
we should know why 1t makes sense, how pro?rams would\ﬁe improved
,

by 1t, and the steps proposed to aid in the xntedratxon and administra-

-

tion of these two different functions.

ERIC
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A fifth change proposed 1in the Administration’s bill authorizes
funds for research O; alternative methods to bilingual education
for teactnng children with limited English proficiency. In view
of the shr inking funds being recommended to provxd} badly needed
services to chxlqr;n. targeting funds for resparch seems to be

a misquided priority. Further, the Depar nt to my knowledge

has not made maximum use of the research 1t already has suppor ted
N this area. Many districts and states have evaluations of Title
Vi1 programs and of students® progress that could guide policy and

inform practice on bilingual education. Building on what we have

learned seems to be more prudent in scarce economic times. . -
\
Let me turn for a moment to S.. 2002 or the '%ilxngu;l Education
Amendments of 1981, which proposeSéFo lim ﬁ}rticxﬁisxon 1n
* bilingual educational programs to oné year, with an additional
year’s participation allowed only after extensive testing and
evidence of need presented, and a requirement that an intensive
course 1n English be part of any bilingual program.
.
One year 1s simply too short a txme‘for many children to
master English well enough to succeed 1n all school subjects. The
courses in intensive English are not developed or widely available.
Teacherd are not traxned to administer them even if they q:d exxsc\\_"/ﬂ
The results of S. 2002 1f 1t were enacted would be to penalize
children ~- already at an educational disadvantage due to their
difficulty with English -- by discontinuing their participation
in bilingual programs prematurely, leaving them without effective

alternative courses of instruction and requiring time-consuming

”~
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and costiy tests and dlagnoses béfore appropriate educational
services can be continued. '
v . -

There are too many children in this country who need bilingual

education to take these proposed threats to Title vII lightly.

Hispanics alone by 1990 will be the single largest minority group

1n this country. and more than half of them will be under 20 years

old. The failure of public schools to meet their needs 1S staggering:

e ‘ e . ~

. ﬁ 1980 stpdy found that 17.8 percent of Hispanics

age 25 or older had fewer than five years of schooling cqmpared

. to 3} percent'of their Anglc counterparts. | .

. -
v . Ll
~ -«
. One-third of all school-age Hispanics were two years
or more b;lbw ther expected grade level compared to 14 percent
Al
of An9lo school chiyldren.
[ v

. More than six times as-'many HispanicCs as Anglos ==

17.5 percent and 2.5 percent, respectively -- were functxonally

xllxte>>£g_b-1979. v

. Between 1970 and 1979, the gap between HispanicCs and
Anglps completing high school had widened. In 1970 Hispanics
trailed Anglos in graduation rates by 22.9 percent, in 1979,

Hispanics trailed by 27.7 percent. .

ERIC -
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b

. Achievement levels in reading and math for Chicanos
fall farther behind either Anglos or the national norm for every

grade a child stays in school, S

+
s,

Hispanic children’s numbers are too large and their educational,
:eeds are toQ great tO continue to be i1gnored. Falilure to help
schools meet their needs will mean economic and social problems
for this nation. Helplqg them produce to their potential may
help turn America’s flagging productivity trends around 1n the

-

coming decades, .

5 Opponents of bilingual education have fanned the fears of the
public and policymaﬂérs by implying that Title VIT programs will
prevent children of limited English proficiency from learning ! . .

English and Wrom assimilating into American society.
4

13 »
But we should remember the godls Congress understood when
/7

it enacted Title vIi. We want children to learn Bngllsh,-and

we néed to provide instruction 1in :he language.t;oy understand { . .
so they will learn English. We also want children to stay in '

school, attend reqularly, not drob out ané learn other ?cademﬂ;

,Subjects so they can graduate: 9o on to college or get go?d jobs.

Until they do know English wtll on&uqh; we should be providing ,

instruction in‘other are{f.xn a language they understand SO tﬁey

will succeed 1n school. In my home state of Colorado 1in districts N

where billingual education programs of good quality have been operating

J and’vhere bilingual personnel are 1n classrooms 1n greater numpers.
P
dropout rates, absenteeism, suspbnsions and retentions have dropped R
/
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for Chicano children and achievement levels for 67 percent of those
1in the bilingual é}ogr;ms showed significant improvementg. ;f
we can sustain the gains we have made, perhaps some of these children
will become the scientists, computer experts, leaders and citizens
we will need i1n the future.

Learning English and‘stayxng and succeeding in school are
two 1mportant goals of Title VII programs as they are currently
constx&ed. I therefore urge éy colleagues 1n the Senate tO maintain
the guidance and programs leading to those goals yhxch Title VII
has supporxedl and to oppos; the legislative propodals that would

.
substantially weaken Title VII's services to children.
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STATEMENT OF THE N

Ve
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

-

Mr. Chayrman ang Members of the Committee, I am Willard McGuire,

President of the National Education Association (NEA). . .

The purpose of the NEA, which represents 1,7 million teachers and
educational support personnel, 1s "to elevate the character and advance the
interests of the teaching profession and promote the cause of education in
the United States." Conseguently, our members are directly involved with
the education of limited English proficient children. We are concernea that
comprehensive and effective educational opportunities be provided to every
linguistic mnority child. And we believe that one of the most effective
vehicles to assure quality education for,limited English proficient « * =

children is bilingual education.

He have been involved in and supported the bilingual'approach to
education for nearly two decades. Through the ®fforts of “the NEA and
numerous community groups the Tucson;é:rvEy (1966) was tonducted on the

needs of bilingual children. The results of the survey were published by

the NEA under the title "The Invisible Minority--Pero No Vencibles (But, Not
Yincibie)." That report became the foundation for maly subsequent state and ;

federal laws and court actions relating to the education of non- or limited

English proficient children. -

T

A t

Today: we ‘come before you 1n opposition to S, 2002, proposed amendments

to the Bilingual Education Act, and with specific proposals for the ’ , .

mprovement of the Act.” . .

B .
e .

As summarized by its authors, S. 2002 1S intended "to assure that an

intensive course of English instruction 45 an integral part of the bilingual

. N




L]

eaucagion program and that participation in the bil1ngual.educat1?n program

w1l in most cases be limited to one vear, and for other gurposes.", The

“other purposes® include significaMt modifications in the criteria used,

to 1dentify children in need of assistance.

The NEA opposes the bill for the followrng‘easons:

First, the‘bill proposes that an intensive course of English
1nstruction be integrated into the current provisions of the Act. he call
your attention to the wording of the Act as presently written: "(i) there =

15 anstruction given in, and study of, £nglish..." The Act c]ea?iyapfov1de;
for the study of English. Further, this provision has been diligently
ob;ervé;: A G.A.0. report (1976) entitled "B{lingual Educatiqn: An

Unmee Need" noted the re]at{ve use of English in bilingual classrooms.

It noted that too many English speak}ng children were being placed in
bilingual classes and, more significantly, that in bilingual progﬁams the
.ch1lhren's primary language was not being used enough in favor of English.
More specifically, our teachers_are well aware not only of the lgtter but
the‘intent of Title VII régulat10ns; development of skills in English has
been our, Rrimary objective. As stipu]ated by the pravisiOn of the cbrréht
Act, th: child's pr1mary'1anguage is used "...to the extent‘neéessary to
allow a child to achieve competence in the English language." If S. 2002
R is adopted, its addftioqgl rerRrement for thé use of English w111 surely

curtail our ability ;o ﬁ1rect our instruction both to individual and groups

. N

needs. We wo&lq remind you that this ddded federal prescription is not

in the spirit of the Reagan Adm)nistration's desire to promote locdl rgspon-

L b » A » |
sibility and discretion. : l

. -, . ’
- T
z E ] ‘
|
|
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where circumstances require an increased us
<

e of English in

mstruction, Title [ funds can be used.

-

Second, the b1l proposes that participation 1n bilingual programs be

Tmited to one year. Research, experience and common sense all point to

the 1rrationality of such a provision. ’

,
a

N

ChTdren learn in different ways and at different rates. The learning *

of Tanguage 15 a complicated process requiring that teachers use a

hes. Specifying time limitations for any educational
\l/aoange 1s not only poor pedag.;ogy,‘ it’runs

counter to all that we know about lesson sequencing, pacing, and student

multiplicity of approac

experience as complex a

assessment.

Teachers and others who know how the,chilg 1s progressing are
best qualified to determine when a child will exit f¥om # program. The
e

NEA gannot support arbitrary restrictions of professibnal discretion.

A ~
We point out that studies consiktently show that bilingual instruction
Jhas a "cumulative effect,” it takes a number of years to realize the full
benefit of a)bilingual program;§ PUt such students will eventually surpass-.
their limited Eng]ish“spfaking cou;terparts in English-only classes in the <

" development of English language skills.

Third, the bi11 radically alters the methods to be used for identifying
children to be served by bilingual education by eliminattng proficiency '
ctritera for the reading and writing of English. [t 1s proposed that only
Tistening and'speak1ng skills be used. If adopted, these amendments %111

represent a giant Step backward 1 the education of linguistic minority

O

ERIC
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¢hildren. 1t 15 not enaugh to evaluate speaking and listening skiTls in

English to det‘emnne proficiency 1n the language. Experience has taught

us that communication and learning occur thfoﬁgh different means and at

different levels. As children get oldeer nd 1nstructional objectives become ;
more comphca.ted_and abstract, learming depends increasingly on re;ding

. skalls., Educators know that apparent verbal facility with a language 1s
not prima facie evidence of a child's ability to comunicate and to learn.
Accurate diagnosis of children's needs 15 the result of evaluation of a
multiplicity of factors which 1nclude, among othérs, reading and writing
skills. Comprehensive assessment is based on sound educaﬂhona] research

° P) . L[4
and educational practices proven effective over many years.

- There are approximately 3.5 mTNn students whose pnmary Janguage
is not English or who have limited English proﬁcfency A1l indications
are that th1s number w11 increase. If schools are not assisted in
helping these students to functiop successfully in the dominant society,

. then these .numbers w11l have a drastic impact on the social and econ:omc.
structures of ;ms_ country. Bilingual education has been proven an effective
strategy n helpir;; Yimitéd or non-EnéHSh proficient students. As a
nation we need to move forward-in making bilingual education an even more

~
effective strategy.

.

Wde reassert that as the mation's largest organization of teachers, the
Mational £ducation Association 15 in a unique position to evaluate the
efficacy of bilingual educahonl. Qur memf:ers myst deal on a daily basis

v -
with the educational problems which confront stm\adents with limited Englash -

prohcwncy.~ Teachers experience first hand the effect of bilingual education

& * ? |
) S .

Q . . 2(- . o
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programs in the classroom. From that experience, we know that Quality .

bilingual programs work. That bilingual education works despite continued
efforts to undermine and discredit 1t, is further testimony to the soundness

of this «approach.

.4
The Title V]! 1’egls]at1on was enacted to explore further oh a large

.,
scale the effectiveness,and feasibility of bilingual education. Beyond
L]
. dealing with 1mmediate and urgent needs in many of our schools, the i1ntent .-
of the legisldtion was to examine appropriate ways for implementing this

approath.

Bilingual education was not conceilved on.athe spur of the moment.

It evolved as an effective educational approach to selving a serious problem

-

and was 1n°fact 1n wide use 1n many parts of this country in the last

»
century. It i$"currently in use in many parts of the world (notabil .
y

[ -

» ¢ . . -

Switzerland, Belgium, South Africa, F1n’t"and.'Car'\ada:, and Andprra):

pe have ‘learned enough in the past fifteen years to be able so support

-

( C . ..
bilingual educatian unequivocally as an effectivé and viable educational R
. LY

strategy. i ’

.- . .

- .

We *propose tha.t present bi1lingual progeams should incorpora'te four

o' .
wessential elements. . o
o o ! (4 R 3
1. Language arts and comprehehsive reading programs which are

. 7

\f introduced and ta‘ught in thg ¢child's Tanguage;

. a0

2.° Curriculum content areas which are ht 1n a language which

the child fully comprehends; o
Y .

- >
t .




3. Engl1sh as a seond language, which 1§ taughg’;hrough a sequentially

structured program which ifncludes understand1ng, SDEBKIHQ,

’

reading and writing skills.

4 4 v
; ..
the ch®ld's native cultg;é/f; respected in all aspects

of the cirriculum, o
N . .
Further, wé urge that the provisions of thg\Act include the

.

fo]low1ngf .

.

1. Greatef research émphasis on efforts to refine the bilingual education
tpproach.s Language mix and the bilingual methodology appropriate
g - ;
for varying circimstances must be systematized. Also, further

research is needed on the corre];tion between language proficiency

- and academic performance. Unless this relationship is further

.

clarified, cr1teria'for exiting, students from bilingual programs

> w11l be based on little more than political or financial expediency.

2. Because we recoinzgthg economic and political costs to this

nation as the result of its deficiencies in languages and international R

studies, we urgé that the Act seek to establish closer links with

L

instruction in the'foreign languages. ) )

We know that bilingual education 1s successful when the programs are

\ N properly administered and adequately staffed. We therefore urge
AN
increased emphasis on building the capacity of local school .
districts to serve present and future student needs. \Q?mprehensive N

and significant support,

? >
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In conclusion, we again state our unequi¢szal support for bilingual
education. We urge this Comnittee, to seek to improve the act by building
upon experience. Teachers ﬁbst be allowed the flexibility to assess . .
properly student needs. At the very least, student 1dentification should )
include assessment of reading, wrijing, comprehension and speak1n§ sk11ls in
English, Teachers must also be allowed to exercise their professional
Judgement as to when a child is ready to participate in monolingual English
c]aésrooms. Finally we reemphasize that prescribing content by requiring
even more English instruction in the bilingual classroom runs counter to
sound educafional practice. Such practice ignores what 1s clearly written 2
in existing legislation and research findings. Bilingual education is most

effective when there is a baTanced use between the native language and

English.

The NEA urges that efforts to amend the Bilingual Education Act focus

not on weakening its strengths but on refining research. i1ncreasing

~ enrichment capabilities and improving the capacity of educators to deliver
services--thus strengthening its ability to serve present and future

student geeds. )
. . . // . .
. PR X

1 4
Lt NEA LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM -

i . '

* . THIRD TIER: NEA CONTINUING o
: LEGISLATIVE CONCERNS' * -

4 IV. Provision of High Quality Publi
. . - Education for Atl* 7

. IR ) . .
. S " A, Bilingual and ESL education. °. . ’ . .-
ilingual and English-ag-second-language .° :
N ESL) programs are unique add necessary =~ ‘.. .- _,
. programs designed 4o achieve functional ol
proficiency in Engligh which should be-+ , ) < ot T
. . funded sufficiently ;Y"be available to . v ot . ..
. : all 3tudents not proficient in English. ° : ‘e
The educational program should reflect
the cultural diversity and heritage of .
. the children within ‘the district including
Chicano and Spanish-speaking children, .
Asian and Pacific American children,
native Hawaiian children, and American
Indian/Alaska Native children.
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MARY HATAOOD POTRILL  Srretary Trgasurds

HBay 5, 1982 e

Ms. Meg Greenfield, Editor .
The Washington Post Letters to the Editor
, The Washington Post
1150 15th Street, N.W.
WashingtdH% D.C. 20036

Dear Ms, Greenfield:
]

The Washington Post, in stating that the Reagan adminmistration 1§ "movang an
the right direction on the highly inflarmatory Suject of bilingual education”
(*Wwhich Language in the Classroom?” April 29, 1982}, displays profound insensi-
tivity to the educational needs of mullions of non= or 1imited-English speaking
chyldren.
The Lau Resedics, referred to as "misquided rules” by the Post, relate solely
to civil rights violations and not to bilingual education. The, have for

* seven ysars served school systems effectively in corplying wath tu. 1974 Supreme
Court ruling that 1t 1s a violation of the 1964 Civil Rights Act to deny non-
Zaglish speasing chaldgen 1nstruction in English. By dropping the remedies.
the federal Jov/ernment takes another giant step bachward in education, whach
is not Surprising given 1ts record under the Reagan admnistration. By applauding
tae action, tho Post does & great disservace to cavil raghts, to the nation,
and to 1tself.

The Post also states that the Lau Remedies tell local school districts that
tney have to provide "instruction in tha child’s first language.” In fact,

the Resedies nave not called for anstruction in & child’s first language except
when the use of English solaly 1s educationally counterproductive and until
such time as a chald learns enough English to compete with ms or her peers

1n a regular classroom.

tn place of the Lau Remedies, the governzent has reverted to a vague 1970 HEW

rerorandun for 1ts sole sourct of guidance in this cosplex area == schools shall
s "attend to the needs of limuted-English speakigg students,” In 30 doing, the

cepartment of Lducation 1s inviting & lovel of comrumty chaoy and “aduish that

a111 mace us . a3 for the retuin of such trifling and uncontroversial topics

18 80X cdacats.ns, book cunsorshap. and creattomism. The litigation that

:nevitably will be based upon this weak and ambiguous replacement for the

tau Renedies will be awesome fo behold!

At another point the Dost states that the federal rules of the 19705 were

) + cav oresoare from lrsvanac polatical and cultaal oreapmizations.”
LT R A e letely 13a0Tes Aot only the sandmark 1974 suprers court
: .
.
A - .
. : . .
- B . .
. . * s
.
.
. - . -
. .
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dugraion, i ach happened to involve 1800 Chinese-speaking children in Sen »
Francisco who were denied £nglish instruction, but also the nation'’s evolving
soczal palicy calling for equitable educational treatzent for Ancrice's non-

English speaking children, (Did Social Security code about only because of ’s
pressure frox the poor and the aged?) Does the Post harbor some resentmant -~

toward Hispanic political activigim? Surely the Post is aware r.hat‘rbuinqual
~education programs in over 70 languages ere currently being provided acros™ L
the countIry. Instruction in two languages, moreover, 1s not a new phenomenon -
in the United States; it dates back to the late nineteenth century when over

4 million non=-Erlglish speaking children were being given inlttuctton in Frrench,
German, Swedish, Spanish, and other native tongues. | s

The Post goes on to etate that bilinguel education, in most cases, doss not

work well., In fact, it does, and here the Post has always nissed the mark. -~
' There are nearly a thousand progra=$ across the country, and, as is true with

ell huge national efforts, one can always point to one or two less successful
prograns to make a ncgetive cese, (Again, remember Social Security.) Teaching N
non- or limited-English speaking children English, while providing subject

matter instruction in their native tongue until they achieve sufficient pro-
ficiency to benefit from requler instruction, has been the most educetionally .
sound approach, and it has proven successful tine and time agein. Educetors .
know this and constantly seek ways to improve servicCes to their non-English
speaking children., Because of a lack of funds the Departrent of Education

has to ‘turn down more than 40 per cent of the requests for bilingual education
assistance it roceives from school districts, Less than a year ago the nationts
governors and chief state school officers were asked by the Edvcation Cocmission
of the Stetes their opinions about bilingual education. Eighty-five per cent
expreseed strong support not only for the concept but for the practice.

Rather than erxpioying the simplistic and incffective approach of throwing the
baby out with the bath, why doesn't the Post proxote efforts to iZprove bilingual
education? Ignoring or underestimating the logitimate educationel needs of
rillions of lxmtcd-znqush speaking ch ldren and youth will not make their
problems disappear -- it will sirply tontribute in a major way to crowding not
03}y the nation’s welfare rolls but the ranks of the unskilled, illiterate,

and disillusioned as well,

Sincerely yours,

M%ﬂﬂ

' Willard H, McGuire
President -

WiIM: jJas

’ [}
95-566 O—82—17  ° N

O
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COLORADS DEPARTIIENT OF BBUCATION
Biate Oies Duliding. 301 €. Coltan

Oenver. Colorade 30008 A
Tolophane 66~2212 '
Cavin M. . Commisaloner v

May 13, 1982

Bruce Post, Staff

Senate Labor and Human Resources .
Subcommittee on Fducation

Room 309-~D

Senate Courts Bldg. N

Washinaton, 0.C. 20510

Dear Bruce:

e wish to express our appreciation on your willingness to ‘ K

include information from Colorado in your final report

rogarding the administration's bilinqual bill $2412. Enclosed

1s Cormissioner Frazier's roport to the Colorado General

Assembly regarding the effectiveness of the Enalish Language !
proficiency Act in 1ts first year of operation.

You will note specifically that we have iRcreased the number .
of participating districts by 26, number of students participating
by 1,000 and number of di fferent lanquages served by 22.

The major reports have bcen very positive from the local schools.
¥f you need further information do not hesitate to contact Mme.
L d

Thanks again for the opportunity of including this report since “
I am sure many erroneous statements have been made reaarding
Colorado's new law which considerably broadened the original

t bilingual «ratute.

Sincerely, / !

(le‘w

Arvin C. Blome, Executive Assistant
Federal Relations

Colorado Department of Education
(303) 866-5344

ACB:1lm)

enclosure

s -
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\ cho;t ';o the General Assembly )

The Effectiveness of

¢ The English language Profigiency Act P4
\ (GRS, 1973 22-24-101 ct!seq® (Supp. 1581))

On November 13, 1981, the Colorado State Bgard of Education allocated
$2.8 million to 107 school districts cligible for funding in accordahce with
the new English language Proficiency Act cnacted by the 1981 legislature. An
initial payment of $2.5 million (90%) was amev\cd by the State Board, with
the remainder to be awarded upon receipt andwerification of the districts’

\ annual cvaltation reports by the Department of Education. )

The purposc of the Act 1s to require the cstablishrent of and to help
school districts defray the costs of an English language proficicncy program
an the public schools for children whose dominant language ts not Inglishy

School districts are charged with the identification of students cligll;lc

e for the pro}:raﬁ. A state summary of numbers of stdents identified as cligible
and now being scrved 1s a;ta\.hcd. Children are eligible under the A/B category
if their dominant language 1s not English. These students cither speak or Y
comprchend little or no English.” Children arc eligible under the C category if
therr dominant language isldiffxcult to determine. Thesc students speak both
English and another language. Their achicvement scores are below the dx.stn'ct
or national mcan of a nationally standardized test or below the acceptable
proficiency level on an English language proficiency test. .

In comparison to the previous Bilingual (1980-81) and 'mto:ial (198p-81)
programs, the English Language Proficiency Act program appears to be reaching
a broader basc of students, providing move funds ($2.8 million vs. $1.8 million
for the combingd Bilingual and Tutorial programs) to more districts (107 vs. 81)
for morc students (11,016 vs. 10,029) who arc from moye language groups (66 vs. 43).
Additionally, the funds allocated concentrate morc on students who arc dominant
"in 3 language other than English. . ’

It 1s hoped' that the cvaluation results wall reflect positive data in
rclation to programs [;rovxdcd in accordance with the intent of the Act.e

LB
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Revised 11/30/81 *  pugLIsH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ACT

. y T State Summary

“4. Number of Eligible School Districts 107

.
~ II. Congressional District Summary:

2irr
Qy;‘ A

4 of School Eligible Students Total

Districts A/B C Allocation
¥ Bstrict 1 1 2429 293 s 990,137.
. District 2 3 242 590 381,086.
District 3 48 644 1811 475,037, ;
District 4 36 ° 1035 1185 530,505. :
. ) District S 19 907 680 416,506, -

- ) TOTAL 107 5857 5159 $2,793,271.

TII. Number of Schools with Eligible ELPA Children:

A. Elementary 514
B. §unior HIgh 162 .
C. High-Schoof . 121

TOTAL . 297
[ Y .
’ IV. Number of Children Eligible:
Grade Level
K-6 7-12 Total
A. A/B Catcgory 3872 1985 5857
B. C Category 3228 1931 5159

TOTAL 7100 3916 11,016

V. A)}location of Funds: ¢
i o \ Available Allocationgsr.g%ent .
D A. A/B Category _ v $2.1 million $358 /student ’
B. C Category .7 million $135 /student
- .
TOTAL $2.8 mililon

vil. Languageé Spokbdn by Eligible Children: R
A. Languages Spoken _66 (Sce attached list)
-~

VII. Method of Assessment: District Usage o %t of Districts
N A. Standardized Test -
B. English Language Proficiency Test 11
C. Both 20" * |
. D. No Testing Required 28 1
TOTAL” ‘ D Uy A ‘
L] LI .
|
|
|
i
t . |
, - .
. 4
" . i .
-
g
. k) 4 - .




9.
10.
11,
12.
13.
4.
15.
16.
17.
18+

.19,
20.
21,
22,
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

4.
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ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROF ICIENCY PROGRAM

LANGUAGE

. SPANISH

VIETNAMESE
H'MONG
LAOTIAN
KOREAN

- CHINESE

KHMER
ARABIC
GERMAN
JAPANESE
THAL

FARSI
RUSSIAN
FRENCH
ITALIAN
HEBREW
TAGALOG
NAVAJO
GREEK
HINDI
POLISH
CZRCHOSLOVAKIAN
PORTUGUESE
TURKISH
URDU
DUTCH’
HUNGARIAN
KICKAPOO
INDONESIAN
FINNISH

. NORWEGIAN

SWEDISH
UTE
NIGERIAN
CROATIAN
AFGHANT

. GUJARATI

AMERICAN INDIAN
DANISH .

. GA

KWA (Ibo)
MALAYAN

SANGO .
SAMOAN

v

LANGUAGES SPOKEN

STUDENT CATEGORY STUDENT CATEGORY
A/B c

K-6 7-12 X=6 7-12 TOTAL

2289 645 2703 1519 7156

407 463 CO1M 113 1097

326 214 57 36 633

197 27 19 408

;> 98 97 64 55 314

95 104 41 22 262

142 97 15 2 256

78 23 40 17 158

17 14 21 22 74

40 21 7 PR n

14 31 3 10 58

13 22 s 4 . 15 54

12 10 13 H 43

16 9 8 9 42

2 3 . 16 114 38

11 8 7 5 31

11 4 2 13 30

10 >~ 4 11 2 27

7 4 7 7 25

8 - 9 4 21

8 7 3 - 18

6 2 ] 1 . 17

6 4 3 3 16

5 1 6 2 14

b 2 3 1 13

3 - ] 2 13

2 2 4 4 12

11 - . - 1 12

3 4 L2 2 1

4 3 1 2 10

- 6 - 3 9

3 1 3 1 8

- - ) 6 - 6

4 1 - - 5

3 1 - 1 5

3 0 - 1 .4

2 - - 2 4

- - 2 1 3

! . 2 s - 1 . 3

1 - 2 - 3

2 - - - 2

- 1 . 1 - 2

2 - - - 2

- 1 - 1 2




LANGUAGE ~

STUDENT CATEGORY STUDENT CATEGORY .
A/B

C
. K-6 C1-12 X-6 7-12 TOTAL

47. AMHARIC

48. ARMENIAN

49. ASRIAN

50. DARI

51. DRI

52. ETHIOPIAN

£3. EURASIAN

54. GREENLANDIC

. 55. ICELANDIC

: * 56. JAMAICAN

. 57., MALTESE

58. PASHTQ

59. PUNJABI.
60. ROMANIAN
61. TIGRINIA

‘62, TWI .
63. UKRANIAN .
64. URAL ALTAIC
65. YUGOSLAVIAN
66. YIDDISH

. TOTALS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- - - 1 1
- - 1 ¢ - 1
1 - . s - - 1
- 1 - - 1’
- 1 - - . 1
1 - - - 1
- - 1 - 1
- 1 - el 1
- 1 - - . 1 .
1 - - - ’ 1
1 - . - - o
1 - - - 1
- - - 1. 1
- . 1 - - 1
- - - 1 1
1 - - - 1
- - - 1 1
1 - : - - 1
- - - 1 1
- 1 - .- - 1

Y

- Y T
3,875 1,985 43,225 1,931 11,016
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Remarxs of£ ¢
FRANK J. MACCHIAROLA

Chancelior, iew York City Fublxc Schools
submitted for the heariny record, *
Senate Subcomittee on Education, Arts and Bumanities
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
- april 26, 1982; 10:00 a.m..

x

4 AMENDMENTS TO THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT

. ’
N ’

Senator Stafford ard iembers of the oo'mnittee.
As you know the New York City public school gystem has made a heavy
comiticent to educational prograins for studer?ts{\i-zan homes where
bnylish 1s only a second language. *over 66,000 students were
enrolled 1n some 1, f80 individual bilingual proyrams during the Fall
seiester. These [xograns represent 23 dxfferent language ygroups.
Spanish, of course, 1s.the single largest such yroup with over 79%
of olr ron-english dominant students participating in various
Spanish programs. But we hgve alsd made strony compitients in
Chinese, It:alxan, Haxtlan/E‘rencb and Russian among others. Bn fact,
the ethnic diversity of New York City " 1s so great that the public
school system also admninisters snaller programg in lanyuayes ranyiny

from Finnish, Iranian and Turkisk to Khwer, Tagaloy and Urdu. -
' 7

<

Qur experience thh these prograss — a lony one +- hag left. certain
upressions at least as they relate to lew York's sch ls. FPossibly _
the most impord¥ant(is that bilingual and ESL (Engllish hs a Second
Largauje) are impo t to the educational developeent of children.

A status report on tén of cur schoals offering bilinguaf education !
programs, for example, indicated that attendance in these prograns )
was 10% higher than for-the partitular schools as a whole. Special .
se&-vxces geared toward the needs of students enhance their interest

N
1
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n school, ar'Ta thus their performance in other areas. I am-:
convinced that some. special efforts for the child with limited
engrish proficiency must be made and that they must be funded .:,
T ‘ ’ /
Neveru)eless, within the context of i.aintaininyg the commitment that
we in New York have made to the non-English dominant population —
ard which the federal (govermment has also .nade — there 1s room for
Chdl’ij“ I do mot interd today to indicate to you the épecxflm of
exactly where changes should bLe iade, ' The administrat:ion's
pmposaﬁ are fresh on our desks and theu: implications are far
reachiny. But our experienge in New York does provide at least two
proyramatic touchstones against which I think you should judgye
aiendments to the present legislat'ion.

adequar.ely. . BT

~

First, any bilingual or ESL program must be seen as transitional.

_Teachiny should be oryanized so that yoﬁngsters eventually achieve A

literacy 1p English. In whatever fomm proyrams for the non-Englisi
proficient student are structured, they nust mot be an end 1n
theinselves. Yes, the maintenance of cultural identity is important
- I am quite proud of ay Italo-American heritage <= but the point
of these proyrams 1s to hasten the day when the child will be able
to thrive im our Enylish dominant society. All hilingual and ESR
proyrams should be adapted to that goal. Whichever of these two
overall strateyies are more effective 1n achreuing success —— and I
have care to believeé the English as a second language approach 1s
the better of the two —— they must not become a crutch upon which
the child -comes to rely. The poor reputation that some bilingual
and ESL proyrains suffer from is the result of Just such proyram
failure.

Secondly, any new legislation just recoynize that the road to
Enylish competency 1s a diverse one. We could rot run 23 different .
language programs 1n Hew York all the same. They difter jn the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Unfortunatley, however,

effective programs.

and it is rare that any two are really the sawe.
lanyuayge diversn:y 1s souething we live with all the time, something
from which we try to tease out the single goal of english

capetency . -

nunber of students enrolled, the availability of teachers cawpetent
in both the individual languayes and in‘an instructional field, the
level of proficiency of the students on averaye and, often, in the

linguistic characteristics of the different yroups themselves. Each
of these factors conditions the’ dimensions of the proyraws we offer,

In New York

Thus, as you consider new legislation you should know that mandates
and regulations currently written in Washington, and focused for the
most part — and quite rightly — on the Hispanic coimmnity, may
sanetimes seem excessively constraining on the front lines or even

‘his 1s part of the problem we have with current federal

mandates and sowe requirements of the courts.
education, the Conyress and the courts have intervened on behalf of
students with special needs.
financial constraints, lack of political support and occasional
outright hostility toward language minorities sometimes pyt the
needs of these students low on a community's pnonty list,
mterventlon is thus required.

-

82~ 18

as in special

In sowe respects tnis is beneficial:

CQutside

the courts and the Conyress often resolve
the problem by creatingk requicements to spend woney, not to create
We don't need a mandate to spend -~ that is

- very easy. But achieving the goal of literacy and basic skills in e,
Englxsh 15 a morge difficult problem that requires time, rebearch and
experimentation.

+ The polnt is not that we should be forced to spend money on children
frog Hispanic, or Chinese, or Itahan families but that they have
the right to special services which will bring them into the
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American mainstiewd as suon as possible.  Court solutions only solve
the problems of litiygants. They do not necessarily” solve the
. provlers of children. . . -

On Loth these points the outline of the administration's proposals
seems at first glance to be encouraginy. By rewoving the | )
- recuireient that funds received throuyh the Bilingual Education Act
' be appiied only. to programs that have part of their instruction in
the native language we will, be able to rely more heavily on ESL
proyrams. By renovipg cther requirements we will have yreater
flexibiity in proyram administration overall. \ - : J

As Chainaan of Mayor Kocu's recently ap,gomted inter—ayency
: Task Force for Youth I am also encourayged by the expanded authority
\ the adminsitration 1s requestrng to assist those outside yru.k'ary and ~
~ . segondary schools who are luarted an their Dylish competency and
who are seekiny vocational education. A well funded proyraa in this
area would be a great néIp 1 a city like lew York that currently
has an unemploynent rate among our young of 25.2%.
P .. : P
tNevertheless, I iust also state a warnxn\_;. ,'xhe basic theunes of the
‘ admny;trauon E kmogosals are (o' remove grogra:.mauc reyuirenents,
. . (extend authorization oufsade the school set'.t'.mg’ and .reduce costs. “3
In -the context of the dd.unst:rat:xon s budyet proposals, and the L7
current'. fiscal problems of ‘states and cities~n the Midwest and ¢
) Hortheast, I have to look at this enterprise with sowe skepticism.
. Qur estunates aresthat 1f Mr. Reagan's initial proposed budjet
’ reduct:xons Jo 1nto effect the liew York Cn.y public school systeia
will suffer a substantial reduction in federal aid.. Conplete
approval of all the administration's budget proposals will reduce
our assrstance from a high of $271 million in the 1978~79 school
year down to $133 million in 1983-84. ’

3
<

M ° [n fact, the aduinistration's overall policy recomwendations i .
L«luwnﬁ\x lowwe: we witl] jreat concern. Wholesale reductiuns in -~

- . ’ N ‘
: - “ |
‘ . Y . |
, .
{ ) ’ a
. < b
&) - 2 -
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copensatory aid, special education, vocational education and other
« 'programs will have a real impact 1n lew York City and throughout the
country. These proposed long tera cuts, alony with a reorientation
of federally sponsored research away fram school effectiveness and
toward feasabllity studies of "voucher™ or "chit" systeus —— and nov
White House support of tuition tex credits -- all seem to, 1ndicate |
that the administration intends to rely less and less on the ocuiron
public school as tie centeg of educational policy in the United
States, and that the federal yovermoent .y withdraw {rom its
historic role as an instrusent of equity and as advocate for
finorities in education. .
The administration's proposed amenduents to the Bilingual Education
Title of the ESEA are in this trend. By expandiny the authority of
the Act and requesting authorization to appropriate only $95 willion
for FY 1983 — a cut of $39 million frau the continuing resolution
of this fiscal year -- 1 fear a wateriny down of the progjrau. It 1s
one thiny to tum adalnistrative discretion back to the states and
.15cal 1ties so they can run proyrans .ore effectively. It'is juite
another to break a cumnltment made to parents and students of
lunted Englisn proficiency ; to say rothiny of loweriny the priority
of education on the nation's agencé.
.S
It seems that 1 can cnly yo to Washington these days with
awivdlence. The promise of the Reagan adninistration was that
power and discretion would Le returmed to the States and Jocalities
and.that proyran effectiveness, not expenditures, would be the
touchstone of public policy. But what seems to be‘ developipg 1S
Lhat the administration 1s williny to transfer responsibilifies
without transferiny woney. ‘e redlity for us in fiscally bard
pressed New YOrx 1s that while the administration's approach way
expand our policy options, *it lunits our fiscal options. In soprt, .
we end up with more power and less woney == on balance,' probably a

~

net loss. -

We believe that e foundation for proyress n public edchOn 1s a
partnership amony the £ederal'goverm1_ent, the state yovernment, the
city axl the ocoxmunity. If any one of these partners reneys, the
rest of ustmust tear the burden. 1 nope that the federal government
will not bLe the culprit. : !

»
.

s

THANK YOU.

.
v




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

STATE IDUCATION JUILDING 173 CAPITOL MALL SACRAMINTO %5414

May 12, 1982

fororadle thoert T Stafford
~hairman, Subcorra ttee on Education,
Arts and Homdnities
United Jtates Senate
Washangton, D.C. 20510

¢ Dear (pairman: .
The Califormia State Beard of Education has reviewed the bilirgual
education legislative proposals which your subcomitteects currently
considering. e would like to provide our comments to you 1n the
fopes our concerns will Le consideTed 1n the actions you take on
tnege bllls.

+ .-
we considar that S 2002 will not provide the necessary corponents M
for 3 wcce,sst'ux Progrt 0o THtter-tin o ooty S
the program-<bilingual -bicultural, English as a Sccond Language, or L.
trmersion It is clear from our experrence in California that sne W
7ear 13 ansuffiiont time to perut the development of adequate
profitiency w the English language. InMfact, the evadejgh indi- -
*ites that even when u%ing 17mersion as the 1nstructional techni que
that 1 o to {hree year effort 13 fequired for non-Engliah profi-
“sient cnildren to becume Sufficiently pmficient 1n English.
. .

ur review Sf 5 2412 causes us concern with resard to two major
ises  We belleve that state law anould be iven precedence mth
refatd to the deterrunition 13 to the proper infatructioml strateties
In faliformia, we have 1 state bilingual education law which aueelfies
*he range >f solutions distriets may apply. allows for progran
7artation and permits waivers under special circunstances.  de belisve
any fwderi] legislation should recognize state 1ws in terma  h w
Title VIl pmjects grints should operate tn such ';mt-zé

.

ur secondsconcern i3 the landiage in S 28127which on the face ># 1t
wonild 3w any teacher who 18 only English” proficient to teach
Linitedt €nglish profi-tent children. Qur state law rafuires teachers
to be prrperly credeqtialed to provide instruction to such ohildrea o
with pprprie wmver provisions (to pe approved by the state Poard)
where “i1rcumstances ¢o not allow this requirement to be pet. we
s constder this provision essentivl to allow the proper personnel to
33318t children in becorirg proficient 1n English in the most expadi-
*Las mmper,  Teacners not thained t cormunicate with ot Enclioh
v broficient atudents ~ammot be as effective as tipse that are 4
Ar recompendat 1on 13 that iny rewdaion o Title VII shoutd perat .
Late Law precadence in the felivery of gervites in that atate nd
that properly credentialed ms?,m(",hhll personnel’ be regiired.  In
tOth . NSRANCE3, APPIVPriIte MAlver provisions shoald be placed in
the 1w allowing otate foard of Education o walver iny requirments
«Nich may prevent 1 local sehool fistrict from offectively mobing, .

the needs f thinse ‘mldren. . .
t

X
steraly,

Ann leatenworth, Preat fent 7
alf et ety fa) L Bdueaty on -

ERI
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Submitted by:
Guadalupe Hamersma,
Chairman, Bilingual Education
Special Interest Group
Teachers of English to Speakers
of Other Languages
P

TESOL 1s an 1international orqinxzatxon of educators

dedicdted to the teaching of English to speakers of other

languages, in the United States and in almost e}ery other
country throughout the world. We have a membership of
30,000 to 40,000 professxpnals who teach énglish to speaﬁgrs
of obher languages 1n pre-school programs, elementgry and
secondary schools, colleges and 9niversities, and adult
education proqra;s.

.

We have long recognized the federal government's'commitment
to\educational programs which addres; the special needs of
children. Children who speak little or no English certainly
can be said to have special educational needs. There 1s no
doubt that children who cannct speak or understand English
cannot effect?Nely participate in an instructional program,
conducted solely in English. THe federal goyernment's efforts,
1n part through the Bilingual Education Act, have gone a long
way toward providing some direction for meeting the instructi?nel
needs of non-English préfxcxent and limited English proficient
students. ~

TESOL, has historically supported educational programs

desi1gned to meet the needs of limited English proficient

students,'xncludan bilingual education. We recognize the
£

pedagogical soundness and viability of bilingual education
programs which focus on the student's total development,

capitalize on the profxcxency of the student s native language,

and simultaneously develop the student's competencxes in English.




Y

The recently proposed amendments to the Bilingual

Education Act, Senate Bill S. 2002 and Senate Bill S. 2412, s
have generated much discussion among our membership. We
agree with those sections of the proposed’amendments which
attempt to ensure "that an intensive course of English
1nstruction 18 an integral part of the brlingual education
program,” and that the teachers who are funded by Title VII
are proficient 1n English. We recognize that all students
need to acquire sufficient FEnglish lanquage skills 1n order
to successfully participate 1n school and 1n 'society.

There are, however, other sections of-the proposed

amendments which are cause for concern:

1. By striking out “while using their native »
-
lanquage,” Senate Bill S. 2002 removes the
use of the student's hative language as a
component of a bllan:al education program.
By definition, a program of bilingual edycation
1s one which uti1lizes two lanquages for the
purpose of 1nstruction, English and the
student ‘s native language. O9ne maj)or reason
programs of bilinqual education were 1Niti1ated
in, the first place was to attempt to deal with
the 1nstructional needs of students who could
not understand or speak English and to thereby
provide them with equal d;c?ﬁ% to the educational ’

process.  [f the use of the native lanqguage 1y

not tequired 1n a program of bilingual education,

Pl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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.
. then what we have )s an instructional program .
{5 4

conducted solely in English {or students who have
difficulty understanéan and speaking English. .-

This amendment to the Bilrngual Education Act
violates the priginal intent of Congress by ) N
redef1ining bilingual education to mean educatxgn

1n English only.

- 2. Senate Bi1l}, S. 2002 seeks to rem;ve limited

proficiency 1n reading and writing %nglxsh as ’ .
s
criteria for paftxcxpagion ;R the Titie VII
bilingual education program. .Grahted, .not all
children who have difficulty reading and writing
tnglish are necessarily candidates for a bilingual
prodram of 1ngtruction. However, this Act 18
'

// addressing the instructional needs of students

whose native language is not English and ho have )

been.determined to be limited English proficient.

\Lanquace, both.oral and written, "cuts across -
every goal and functaon of the school. Everything
that 1s tauqhé 1n the school vust pass through.}
commanication process before ﬁé 18 learned by the

N J

i
pubxl."l Reading and wrxtxng‘are very much parg~

of the languade process. "W linquistic perspective
‘ )
tar reading requires that rfn(d\nq be defined as

Filei1lman, Arthur, Principles|and Pr#ctxces of Teathing Reading,
scharlvq Merrill Publishing ¢'ompany, 1967.
|
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language processing, that the reader be viewed

v as a user of languade, that reading be "taught

as communication through language and that

.
teachers understand how language operates in the

interaction between the reader and the printed

page.“2 A limited English proficient student )

who has difficulty readjng and writing English .

should not be excluded from participation in a

bilingual program unless it has been determined

that such difficulty is not directly related to ’

the student's limited profxéxency in English.

To do otherwise would surely deny tHese students

"the opportunity to learn successfully in classrooms

where the language of jinstruction is English.” “

w

. éenate BrLll S. 2002 limits a student's partxcipatxop

" in the Title VII program to one year. While therev .

2 -
-*are some students, especially in the primary grades, /

who may well acquire sufficient English language

~
skills in one year, most students ﬁrobably will not.

The acquisition of a language is not an easy or
qy g

speedy p}gcess. One year 1is not sufficient time to

’
allow most limited English proficient students to

acquire the necess%ry English language skills.they

peed to benefrt fully from instruction in English

* only. We welcome the amendment's provision that ¢

LRIC

N
.
\
3

2Hall, Mary Anne & Ramig, Christopher J., Linguistic, Foundations .
for Reading, Charles Merrill Publishing Company, 1967, p. 7.




students who do not acquire sufficient English

language skills in one year's time be individualMy ¢
evaluated to determine continued need for biiingual
program services. Hgwever, we fear ﬁhat what local
.. will focus, on will be the one;\N

n p cipation, and not on the 1hd1ividual
evaluation v£jhe student. This limit on participation

. 8

will no doubt pumd

educationdl

year limit

any limited English proficient
students out of the :ilxngual program before they

. o .
are ready to successfully pariticipate in an English

only classroom. * .

\~
Senate B1ll §. 2412 proposes to fund qé;—billnéual
program options.with Title VII dollars thereby .
mak1ng less money available for bilingual educdlxon
programs. Although non-bilingual program options
may well be wort; considering, we need not spend

Title VII @onfes 6n such an endeavor. Similarly,

to include bilingual vocational education under

this Act 1s to place an unreasonable burden on )
an already insufficiently funded Title, although

the concept of bilingual vocational education is

a sound one and merits its own fundang.

WQ recognize the need to have teachers funded by
thi§ Act who are proficient in English because
they must teach English langu?ge skills. However,
we urge that you take another look at the wording

which requires teachers furded by.this Act to be . :

>
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proficient 1:\¥he native language "to the extent
possible.” Just as it 1s necessary for the

Jr’ teacher to be proficient in English, so too is 1t

necessary for the teacher to be prgficxent ln the

. student's native language. In order to be able ‘
to communicate with the student and to teach in
the language the student understands while he/she
1S acquiring English language skills, equal

emphasis should be placed on prdficiency in the

native language for teachers funded by Title VII.
<

We respectfully urge you to carefully consider the concerns

we gave brought to your attention here. These concerns are based
on 6ur collective experience with countless students over a
number of years. We would be happy to shareéour expertise

with you 15 an ef;ort to make these a%endments to the Bilingual
Education Act‘as responsive as possible qe the instructional

needs of limited English proficient students.

12

.
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’)06“Scamge
Champaign, I11. 61820 -

April 16, 1982

The Honorable Robert T. Stafford
United States Senate ) ‘’

20510 \

Dear Senator Stafford:

1 s writiog to ex'pre-s ny opposition to cuta in funding for Title VII

fcipation.

»

ERIC
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bilingual education snd to any proposals which would sllow Title VII funds
to support ESL-only snd/or “imaersfon” progranms. Furthermore, 1 wish to

express ay opposition to amendaent S 2002, which limits the duration of a
child”s participation in bilingual education prograns snd to sny anendnents
which exclude children of "limited” English proflcl‘ncy from program

1.would like my coaments to be entered on record for the

-

upconing hearings of the Senate Subcommittee® on Educastion, Arts and
Huoanitiea on April 26, 1982,

Since issues related to the purpose of and the effecta of bilingual
education often.becone confused during extended rhetoric, I would like to
refresh your memory,with a clarification of sowe 1SSues. ’

The purpose of bilingusl education, It la faportant to keep in mind
that the purpose of bilingual education is to provide an ¢qual educational
opportunity to the children of this country who are not proficient in
English upon entering the schools. [t tskes s number of years to learn a
second language thoroughly enough to be able to function 8t an acsdenmic
level equivalent to those whose entire hiatory of cognitive development has
been centered In that other lsnguage. If minority-language children are
not provided with sn education in 8 language vhich they understand during
the time that they are learning English, they fall hopelessly behind in all

. those non-language subjects that grodgce an educated person -- subjects
such as the sclences. social studies, lfterature and arts. Attained
education and knowledge is transferable to any language once that language

+  has been learned, as {s‘evidenced by the many notable sclientiats,.scholars

gnd even politicians in our country_who were schooled in other countries
but who now function in English. Where education s not attllned&w
" {t {a presented to young children,in a language they do not fully
coaprehend. there 18 nothing to transfer by the time the second language is
learned. The purpose of transitionsl bilingual educstion is to provide a
conprehensible education to minority language children during the years in
which they are learning English. We owe it to our country not to tet,
.. potential talent go to waate. -

Recent OPBE repor't. My second point calls your attention to a recent
report produced by Keith Baker and Adriana de Kanter in the Office of
1
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' . Planning a%hd Budget Evaluation of the Departaent of Educatign. You are

probably aware of this report since it received widespread attention
through the aass aedia, even {n snall towns of I[llinots. The OPBE report
addresses primarily the question of whether children in bilingual educatfon
_prograns learn Fnglish faster than they do without a progras. In spite of
the fact that the authors found that children {n bilingual educatisn
prograas are not hindered In the learning of English when coapared to
children who are not {n such progranms ({.e., no differences between the
groups), the authors concluded that bilingual education is {neffective.
However, as long as bilingual education does not hfder children in the
learding of English, then the approptiate acasure Mn of bilingual
education {s {ts effect on achtevement {n the sciences, Wmanities and arts
as wvell as attendance and school retention. The authors of the OPBE report
falled to address these questions. They did look at one subject area --
@math. Since sath {s the subject least dependent on linguistic
comprehens{on, one wvould not expect that bilingual educ@tion would ‘provide
v "+, a largé advantage «n’this subject and this {s what the authors found “- no
* advantage and no disadvantage. &

1
It 1s also faportant for you to note that the reviev, methodology
utilized by Baker and de Kanter has been seriously criticized by a number
A of prominent researchers. I, personally, find their review so_{nadequate
methodologically. as to warrant a re-analysis of the material they
‘reviewed I am currently subjJecting thefr materfals to & statistical -
syntheals using techniques of aeta-analysis. .

4
. My final point regardln‘g this partfcular report concevns the fact that
Baker and de Kanter recommend that bilihgual education funds be re-directed
to “speclal. prograns™ such as {nmersion prograns. | would 1%ke to point
out that their evidence, for the success of "{nmersion” prograns {n the
United Stdtes rests on the success of one single case -- a kindergarten
program In Texas. Furthermore, {hat particular kindergarten program was
designed of) bilingual teachers would utilize English {n the morning and-
Spanish {n the afternoon and children could reipond {n efther language.
* The ferson designing the program (Dr. Eva Hughes) holds 3 Ph.D. (n
N bilidgual education, which she re‘celved as a Title VII Fellow at the .
+  University of llllnois. “ The prograa was coapared to an existing bilingual
program (which Dr. Hughes felt was {nidequate) {n order to demonstrate to
the school district that a better bilingual program could {ndeed, be .
designed and faplemented. The fact (s, then, that this program {s actually
a billagual edu'cnt.(on program. FEven {f {t*were not a bilingual education
e prog¥am, re-directing federal funds on the bas{s of evidence from one
single kindergarten program {s hardly a responsible polh‘:‘y.
. \ .

N Ny

3 N .
Please enter ny\comments on re'cord and pleade do consider these points
- “when you declde where o place your own support, QThunk you for your .
attention. - .

. . .
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The Honorable Senator Robert I. Stafford .
United States Senate *
Washington. 0.C. 20510 -
Dear Senator Stafford -

it is the desire of the Gadsden Independent School District that the
information contained in this letter be entered on the committee re-
cord. As the Gadsden Independent School District is committed to the
ideals of bilingual education. it is the overwhelming consensus of out
staff and community to &xpress our vehement opposition to the proposed
legisistion of Senators Huddleston and Abdnor (S. 2002) to amend the
Title VI Bilingual Education Act. As many of our staff members have'

worked in bilingual educatjon progriams throughout the United States,

. our position is noWy on colloquial experiences.
Along witn persondl experiences and opinions, we submit to you data
géthered over & five year period and analyzed from the Title VI
Bilingual Education Program based at Sunland Park Elementary School.
The Gadsden Independent School District enrolls approximately 85 per-
cent Spanish surnamed Children in {ts schools. These children come to
school with various degrees of competence in the English language.

Seventy-five percent of4these youngsters are experiencing great dif-
ficulty with the English language. .

The outstanding problem of these children centers around their inli‘
bility to grow conceptually and linguistically at a rate and to a
degree of non-minority children, It is believed that their concep-
tual growth is 1imited or hiniered due to lack of fluency in the
English language. ’ ‘ a

The prognam &t the demonstration school (Sunland Park Elementary

School) was implemented in 1977 and 15 now terminating in its fifth

yesr, 1982, Students are grauped by language proficiency for in-

struction in language arts and in the content area. Concepts are

b introduced first in the child's dominant language and reinforced
1n_the second languge. \

.

3
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Please consider initially the English-dominant chld in the first
grade In‘the first grade alone, nerther al) the basic reading skills
nor all the basic writing skills are taught. More skills are pro-
m&gwg%uced. taught and practiced 1a the second and third
grades. The s s taught are practiced continuously as children are
learning the content of social studies, science, math, health and

other areds These content area materials are all designed and written
at the appropriate ckill and conceptual Jevel of the child.

To the contrary of the English-dominant child, the non-English domi-
nant child cannot Dossibly be expected to master necessary reading
and writing skills at the same degree as his/her English-dominant peer
10 a foreign language (English). The best way for reading and writing
skills to be learned at a "regular/norral™ pace fs in one's dominant
language.
“he progress of our children at Sunland Park School has been tracked
from xindergarten through the fourth grade. At the end of the first
year of the project, 98 & percent of the first graders scored far be-
Tow grade level on the Corprehensive Test of Basic Skylls (CTBS) read-
ing test By the time these first graders hfd reached the fourth
grade and “slmodt finished that year, 43 percent wers*reading in English
at grade leve] or above ' In fact, nine percent of these fourth graders
were reading at a sixth grade lesel. By the end-Of the first project
year. 93 3 percent of the Kindergarten children stored below grade

*vel on the (TBS language subtest. By the third grade, 65 percent of
these chiidrgn were scoring At or above grade level on the CTBS read-
1ng subtest

St8dents wno had received content area ynstruction in Spanish and ESL
(Englisn a5 4 Second Language) iastruction for two years (Kindergarten
and first jrade) transferred the skills learned in Spanish to English.
Consequentiy, 78.3 percent of these students were reading at grade
tevel or above 1n the second grade. *

Second grade students who wuined their reading iastruction 1n
English fEnqlish-dominant cbildren) showed 2 lower reading level than
students who learned to read 1nitially in Spanish. Only 67 percent
of the Eaglish-dofMnant studentsgn’e reading at grade level, whereas.

78.3 percent of the non-English inant studeats were reading at or
above grade levelgytmEnglish.

“,This data demonstrates the fallacies of 1) total ESL trmersion, 2) ar-
tificial time limitation (one year) of sfydent participation 'n a
bilingual program. and 3) limitation of biliagual services to children
who "have difficulty speaking and understanding jnstruction in the
English language.™ .

t §s our sincere hope that the information we have provided will
cause careful consideration before altering so drastically the lan-
quage of the Bilinqual Education Act. .

espectfully,

Nt

Superintendent of Schools

.
-
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National Congress

For Puerto Rican Rights.

Frances Cerpa

First Vice-President - 3804 N. 7th St. Philsdeiphla, PA 19140 {215)-227.7113

Hildamar Ortaz ™~ 0 T .

Vice-President Ar-Large SESTIMGN TN V,PPOS“IOH ° National Congress_For
* Varus Perez, 3. 2002, zme "3111.:.@.:11 Sducesion Puerto Rican RI!MS

Vice-Prewident A t-Large Acesizents of 15317 and the "Bilingual Kew York Stats

. Sducation Izprovezents Act of 13327, P.0 Box 517

Jose Rivera . v o . ’ 'S Hud Statioa

Vice-President Ai-Large SUBMITTZD BY: Broax, New York 10455

Lourdes Torres ane Caballero Perez, lo-Chalrperson,

Natonal Secreary . Nasional Bilingual ZSlucation Tass Forne

Apral 2%, 19%2
Marlene Lao ’ - s
Treasurer .
» Tte Nacional “ongress Jor Puerto Rican Rights ¢s at organizaticon I

~zmedsied o fignting 3lscrimination on all levels and <o achleving .
il equallty and dgnitly for wr oamiv #e have a zezbership

snat extends {sself froz fashington, 5.C., to Connecticut, Detrois,
Ta.itcrmia and Hawali And xctive groups in dew fork, New Jerley wnd -
Parns/s.mnia,

Ae vgye sear angaged {+ levelsplag Jrass-roots educatics iz our * -
~oxzunities apbout che present atimcks by ‘je administration and

nave oeen ~r3anizing vz Frevest che ({szactling of prograzs we .
“aght g tar? tc achiave., Prograsy that zesn survival and ad-

7arcezsnt Sor E\xenor—‘ etos fa <his sourry.

. The “ign% for oiiirgual sducation within the Puerzc Rican comrunisy
nas cest wne “esns S0 Asgure ‘hat our thiliren 4ct be victizized
L~ *he public school syster because >7 an ubili'./ %> spear. Saglis
“cr be Denalized for belrg Puerto Rican.

~
we se.leve chat the propesed dilingual aducation azenduents ‘weuld
hnr- 1 ‘ra..au"-ny devastating effect on the linguistic, acadeamic,
Leural and social levelopaoent of Puerto Rican children who need
'Nse prograzs %o survive in an efucational systez ‘hat has his-
. ica:ly brevented shis. The 2isccuraging figures oa school
- achhve:‘nn': and the lrep-cut rate are proof of this. Langusge is
ar egsential “col as w~ell as an expression of our people" beirg.

. The recent attacss by, *he adzinistraiion are evider: in the bills

pre:e"ed sn April 23, S, 2042, <he 'Bilingual Zducation Azend-
n*s of ‘)“1 y dasroducel vy Senators ruddleston and Avnor,' limits

par' sipation e b{linkual progru:‘: +o only one sear. This is peda-g

>

- 2~gically unscuni Yecause research qas shown that language.acquisi-
° - <t v I8 %y no weans A4 e ysar prosess. The administmMiion’s
. ’ ¢
’ 'e
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proposed changes in the "Bilingusl Echication Izprovesents Act of
1982" would oblizerate the iatent of the original legislation by
allowing sethods ¢f iastruction that are nct dilingual, thus con-
tredicting the letter and f.he spirie o.' the current law. It w1l
authorize the '\md.ng of & "wider range” of educational approaches
Jesigned to address the needs of children of limited English pro-
ficlency. In reslity, its intent is to replace bilingual education .

prograzs, vhich have been proven effective and wvhich cur cocounity

supports, vants, and needspwvith lizited and unresponsive transi- .
tional, Engltsh-As-A-Second Language and English izcersion prograzs.

This recent attack on bilingual ecucation cripples the original .
intent of the 3iliagual Bducation Act to foster equality of opper-

tunily in ecucation to childrea of 1lizited Znglish proficiency. We

deplore the conscious decision by mational policy sakers to reverse

our educational devvelapaent. By officially sanctioning & return to

“he “sink or swia” treatdent, it is in essence i=plementing & policy

of educational and cultursl Seanocide wvhich would proliferate under

the pseudonyz of Inglish "izmersion” prograzs.

.~ ¢ It $s interesting to note that an igsue of such national scope has
been given only & Yew hours of public hearing. We &re gure that * °
zany sore Opposing view points would have been heard i1f the process
had allowed sufficient tise for testimody to be prepu-ed and deli-
vered by those opposing it. It is unfortunate #hat the ad=inistra-
tion would rather listen to someone 1ike & Richard Rodriguez, suthor,
3t A recens autchidgraphy cendezning bilingual education, than tO.mwe
iisven *o Marisol Arceo, age 10, Miami, Floride; Jose Cespedes,

age 1%, New York, X.Y.; and David Vazquez, age 18, Berrien Springs,
‘ﬂ“ugm whe recently wrote pward uinning elstyl on the~theme:

“Mas Mlingual Zoucation Has Meant To Me.” These essays arev
acring “ridutes 1o the positive izpact of bilingual eucatibn cn
*heir lives. <hey should have been here today! These hearings
have been A travesty of the desocratic public cocment process in
which ali our sozmunity should have deen gi /e-A %he opportuaity
41 pu*icipate.

\

. The .‘a.ticnn.l Congress for Puerto Rican Rights®will contisue to
. actively oppose any effort oa the part of the adzinistration or ¢
o other opponents ¢o  ersdicate dlingual education. v

~ ‘
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_‘qudde Island State Advisory Council . .

. on Bilingual ,Education

- v

[ - ] . .
. . ’ . ] -
To: The Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
. The Rhode Island State Advisory Council for Bilingual .
Educat;on sttongly opposes the proposed "Bil1ngual Amendments t .

‘of, 1981" introduced by Senator Huddleston. It is, estxmated that
over 11% of Rhode Island s student population has a ptimaty ’
language other than Engl1sh In Rhode Island s capitol c1ty, the
limited English ptpficient student population has been increasxng
at a rate of 203'a year. This mirrors similar trends in®major
cities across the nation. * ' .

The diverse n?eds of this growing population'tequite specific
instructional programs. Any restriction on'the'duration of the
program and the‘lgqbuage of 1n££;uction would serve to dillute
apa diffuse the educational impact of Title VII.

The major concern of parents and educaegzs is the acquisi-
tion of quality ¢ducation for their children. The Proposed
. changes woyld act as a deterrant to quality Title VII programs
by not allowing educato;s to exercise their professional jud?~
. ment in the design an? 1mp1ementat16n o{ speciffo educational

prescriptions for individual b }1ngual students.

|

In this regard, the ﬁuddles\on Amendments represent a '
_,,pedago%ically itsespopsible and Ehort—sighted approach to the
teboiution of one of today;s major educational problems. It is
for these reasons.that the Rhode Island Sfate Advisory Couné&l
Epz.Bilingual Education feels gcmpelled to reject the proposed

plan. We encourage a similar respopse from your estimeed
b . J * M

¥ . .

. Subcomm%ttee.

-

Q 95555 O—82—19
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13060 Clarewood
c e Houston, Texas 77072

April 23, 1982

Senate Subcommittee on
Edueation, Arts and Humanities
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Gentlemen: =

*
.

As a language professor and-a teacher trainer, I implore you,
in the light of all respectable research available,'Yo oppoge
the "Bilingual Education Improvements Act of 1982" and 5.2002,
the "Bilingual Education Amendménts of 1981."

The "Bilingual Education Improvements Act" would expand the
.concept of bilingual education and the definition of a bilin-
gual educator to include monolingual approaches to teaching
limited=English speakers. $.2002 would limit the time a
child can participate in a bilingual program to one year.

As Rudolph Troike points out in his review of research in
bilingual education (Educational Leadership, March, 1981),
there is growing evidence that instruction in a student's
native tongue while he acquires English is not only a logi-
cal but' a demonstrably effective means of providing equal

i educational oppottunity, Students from minority language

groups in bilingual programs acxoss the country are achieving
at or above national norms in Engligh, often for the first

* time in the history of their communities. 1In addition,

there i3 no counter-~evidence in favor of ag ESL-only approach.
In the few instances where ESL only and bilingual education
have been directly compared, -bilingual education has been
more effefcive. .

Researchers such as James Cammins and Christina Bratt
Paulston have indicated that emphasis on English learning

to the detriment of native-language development and scho-
lastic achievement appears to limit the learner's acquisition
of sthe English language itself. ¢fildren from minority
language groups who are exposed too early ta excessive use

of the majority language appear to experienc® "subtractive
bilingualism”-- the loss of one language before sufficient
gain of another. This abrupt interruption of native-language
development for these children appears to limit both their

-~
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ability to acquize & second language, and their ability to
process new concepts.

The Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 imposes onm -
educational agencies not only the obligation to help limited
English-speaking children overcome the language barrier, but
also the duty to provide as3istance in areas of instruction
where equal participation may be impaired during the language
learning process. Thus, our obligation to these children is
not simply to teach them English, but to overcome linguistic

obgtacles to literacy. ESL-only or total-immersion approaches
force a child to fall behind acad y by failin§ to pro-
vide understandable instruction during the necessarily lengthy

process of acquiring sufficient English for academic perfor-
mance.

. I

As it is important to provide limited-English speakers with
quality instruction in both English and the content areas,

we must retain Title VII as a progtam of bilingual instructiom.
Because S,2002 is educationally unsound, we must oppose and
defeat it. - ‘

Sincerely, ‘
\/ 5_1/(,(7 {v(/[(/(/tc’x/

Sally Wilton, Ph.D
* ¢

—_—
.

SW/rs ‘ \ .




SPANISH-SPEAXING ORGANIZATION FOR COMMUNITY, INTEQRITY AND OPPORTUNITY
J080 South Leater Street @ Salt Lake City. Utah 84119 @ 9721027

1/ Rebect Nieves
CHCYTIVE BICTOR

SOCIO CHAPTERS | | 1\ 1. 1982

The Honorable Robert T. stafford
United States Senate
WEBER ¥ashington, 0 -C. 20510

Dear Senator Stafford. > . ‘-

I have made numerous attemots to contact Polly Gault and Briice Post.

staff contact persons in your office, concerning upcoming” bilingual

education legislation. The intent was to request to testify on the

MIDVALE JORDAN 84} 1nqual Education Amendments of 1981" and the "Bilingual Educa~
tion icorovecents Act of 1982,% °

- I was unable to speak toethem personally and was further sude aware
DAVIS thatethere was not sufficlient tine to allow all those Interested in
’ testifying to do so. [ was then made aware that [ could a5k to have
the written testimony fnciuded Tn the record of the hearings. | am,
therefore, asking you to include the following testimony in the

PRICE CARBON i official record of the hearings.
:
: ; Mr  Chairman and Mesbers of the Comittee:
A .
GRAND [ am pleased to testify on S 2002, the “Bilingual Education Amend- .
rents of 1981° which were introduced by Senators Huddleston and ¢
Abnor, and the "Bilingual Education Improvements Act of 1982* which °
SAN JUAN was developed by the Reagan Administration. .
I am testifying on behalf of Utah's SOCIO Organization. The members .
. 1 of our organization feel a need to testify in opposition to Doth
TOOELE ¢ 1S 2002 and the Adninistration's Proposal.
- It 15 felt that S. 2002 15 aR atvempt to limit the time a child can ‘
participate in a bilingua) program. S, 2002 indicates that one year
MAGNA would be an advisable period of time for a child to participate in
‘bilingual education, We sincerely feel that it would be a ?nve
. mstake on the part of youcycoemittee to approve such legisiation.
SOUTH WEST Recent research fndicates that it takes approximately two to three
years to transition a student from a bilingual edycation classroom
into an all.English curriculum classroom, Other proPosals in S. 2002
BOX ELDER also run counter to many educationa) resesrch findings. ‘
GREEN RIVER
- -
) R “AUnked Way Agency™
—" A A Non-Profit Community-Based Organizatfon
. -
. . )
“ . ‘
'
- » M ’
'
¥+ ' . |
. |
2% ‘
|
S X) ¢
o ,

ERIC - . | | ~

’ .




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- .

The present Title VIl legislatfon makes adequate provisions for a4 child's enter- .
ing and exitiny from bilingual education programs, The existing Title y[I ¢
tegistation also already incorporates structured English as 3 Second lenguage
(ESL) instruction,as an integral component of federal bilingusl education pro-

. .
qrams . .- ,
Ve Alsoxopose-‘tbe Ageinistration's proposal to amend Title VII legislation. It
fs absurd to reduce funding to the level indicated by the Adminjstration while
auathorizing the funding of a wider range of educational approaches designed to \
address the needs of limited Inglish proficient students.” Some of the programs . '
advocsted such as ESL and English lemersion programs can dlready de funded
through existing Chapter I funds. Why utilize such a paltry sum of Title VII .’
bi1ingual education funds to initiate the aformentioned programs when the vast
resources of Chapter 1 funds could be utilized for £SL only and lmmersion programs
In addition, the provision weakening the requirement that personnel in the pro- ¢
gram be bilingual fs a poor proposal due to the-existing need for a link to the
native language. 1f the committee is worried about this aspect, 311 that has to 7 .
be done is to certify that personnel in the existing and new programs be pro- . * -
ficient in English as well as the native language. ' .

The Administration's proposal to give preference to programs which serve only
children whose “usual language® s not English is a very poor attempt at dealing
with an edugational prodlem. Can we redesign the needs of students through a
semantical twisting of words? Our only hope of breaking the traditionsl cycle
ofj failure by limited English proficient students is-to attempt to provide equal
educationa] opportunity to all of them, not only ¢hose who “usudlly™ speak on}

4 language other than English. The program would then Only serve a small subdet *
of those children who need special help due to 1inguistic interférence. 1f this
s passed we may, 9t that point, encounter mMany students who are nefther profi-
cient in English nor in their native language. Wil this help the Unfted States
change this population from one of tax consumers to tax producers? The new
definition will reduce the number of eligidle children but will not assist school
districts in meeting the educational needs of 1imited English proficient students
who are experiencing educational difficulties.

-

Ne, therefore, in Utah request you to extend the existing Title vII Bilingua) Edu- ' -
cation Act as amended in 1978 and increase the funding level for bilingual educa- -
tion programs. )

there ig sufficient flexibility in the existing W\e?(shuon’tb"pemlt schood Lt
dfsteicts to design programs to meet the needs of limited English proficient . "
students in their schools. A reduction in the funding level for the programs

would directly impsct on the programs® efficiency. 1If reductions are necessary

they should be in the feilowship programs. grants-to institutions of higher edu-

cation, desegregation grants and bilingual vocational training.

¥e once 493in wish to’refterate our opporition to S. 2002 and the Reagan Admini-
stration's proposed Title Y1l amendmedts, and support an fincrease in funding for
the exfsting Title Vil Bilingua) Education Act as imended in 1978.

. !
I would be happy to speak with you more in depth on this subject at your con-

venience, E - . -

Respectfully submitted,

J.7A. Rudy
President
Salt Lake City Chapter of SQCIO

4
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Institute of Tar Eastern Studies )
Seton Hall University ‘
/-

South Orenge New Jersey 07079

Area Cove 201 = 32 9R00CKET LK X008
762-4382 /

A M ’

May 18, 1982

Subcommittee on Education,

Arts and Humanities
430 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear, Sir

Enctosed please find the written testimony from
Or John Young which he was unable fo present at
the hearings on April 23 and 26 cogcerning the
Bilingualt Edu%ncion Act.

He would like to have this :es:i(rpny included
in the record of the hearings/ , Thank you,

Stncerely,

-

RE 2] PRI !

lanice Pedalino
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A 5 N
According to Yun Kim of the Census Bureau, the Asiar and

. Pacific p0pu}at?85 of the United States has exceeded 3.506,000.
This figure was calculated on the basis ofﬁthe"1980 census.
S \(Cambodiansl. Laotians, and imnigrants from Thai %nd Fiji Is-
lands ‘are not included i this figure) vAsian and Pacific A-
mericans (APA) have been the fastest growing minority ;n the) .
United States in recent years. Betweeri 1970 and 1980, the A- ,
sian and Patific American population intreased by 128%. The.
o - Hispanic and Blagk populidtion grew by' 61% and 17% respectively.
. . At least two-thirds of the Chihese..Filipinos Koreans,
and Viertnamese in rhe United States are foreign-born. In additfbn,
half of the Chinese, Korean. and Vietnamese populations in the
United States speak their'own native languages ’ , *

. Through the years the need for 4513n and Paciflc b111n<\\

gual programs has been quite apparent. And yet, thg Federal ' :

support for our billngual program was started late with in-

\adequate Eunds . o L *
~ - N . . N B
(2) Asiap Materials . -é\
W Since I have been serving the ABCD Center, a material de-

4 N

velopment center for Chinese, Japanese. and Korean bilingual
secondary schoolvinstructional,materxa?s for many years, let
me use the mntettal development aspect of the bilingual acti-

~

vities as an example of this situation. 4

Several Asian and Pacific material- development centers-

have been establxshed sindi 1976 for the purpose of devéloping

ERIC - - - .
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R a na:ionaliy'hoordina:ed set of bilingual materials. As of
today, we still do not have one complete se: of materials serv-
ing &indergarten chrough twelfth Zrade and covering all sub- P
jef:s taught in our public schools. We doinot have a' single
volume of any bilingual textbook with simplified Chinese cha-
racters which the People’'s Republic of China's childreﬁ have
sbeen J;ing in their native country. Moreover, there does not
exist even one sequen:ialli arranged set of textbooks for the
fif:h: sixth, eleventh, and twelfth graders. ngy compiled
materials RBave not yet 'eeﬁ printed due to the lack of funds.
’Udless we continue our efforts to complete the first'
phase of oyr task, namely to fgypile and publish at least one

sequentiallly atrénged set of Asian language materidls cover-

ing éore supjects for all grades, our past six years .of ardu-

ous effort will be in vain and wasted. We need continuous

Federal support to achieve these goals which are minimal from

" an overall ﬁersﬁgzzk -

Due to :he fact that some states do not have :he desxre
nor the resources and pé;gﬁﬁnel to accomplish :hls objectlve.
it is imperative that e main:ain our curren: system of Fed-

erally suppprted programﬂ We as educators strongly feel that

™

each and every human %exjg is a natural resgurce that our ceun-

try cannot afford to wastie nor neglec: Thi's system ,would en-

‘ -

sure :hac even states with rela:ivel/ smaller Asian popula:ions

would receive some assistance through our.nationally goordl-

N nated network. . ' . .

\‘1‘ . L
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(3) Bilingual Education and Modern Languages

Bilingual education and modern language education are
complimentary to each other and are insepamable. Permit me .
R .
to use our ABCD Center activities as an example of the close
relatlonshlp. In the past’, modern language instructions have
been clustered around literary texts once the learner finiéhes
the basic level. We hardly find any appropriate textbookS’ ’
covering areas such as history, geography, government, eco-
- nomics, sociologg, angggg;ial\studies topics. 'ABCD Center
has produced secondary school bilingual texts covering these .
subjects in Chinese, Japanese, and Korean with a multi-cul-
tural content. They can be used by both college and adult ‘
education‘students as readers or texts. These materials are
not only useful for students but aiso those professionals
who are-engaged in inteénational trade, commer<e; and tour-
ism find our texts useful.
Educators i1n Asia have also expressed interest in dis- .
. seminating our texts in their respective countries. Kéreans
are particularly interested in adopting our social studies-
core for their schools. This would greatly enhance tte mu-

tual understanding of American culture and history to those S

Koreans abroad.

. -~
(4) Conclusion .
The need for Asian bilingual programs in general and A-
o
sian materials in particular is obvious. It is strongly urééd . .
L]
that the Cederal subsidy to continue’ the development of Asian
materials be extended and strengthened. . .
!
. .
wh
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Apr®l 22, 1982

.
4

Ms. Susan K. Herrera

Directar, Congressional Hispanic Caucus

H24557 f ~
Washington, D.C, 20036

Oear Ms. Herrera:

We are responding to the request of Congressman Robert Garcia for a
review of and corment on the draft Department of Education report
entitied "Effectiveness of Bilingual Education. A Review of the
Literature.” prepared by staff in the Department of Education Office .
of Planmng, Budget and Evaluation.

In order to assist us 1n responding to this request we asked a small
pane) of psychologists with expertise 1n evaluation research to

provide us with a review of the report. A subset of our reviewers

also have expertise in bilingual education, The reviewers were
suggested by members of the Board of Scientafic Affairs and the

Board of Ethnic Minority Affairs of the American Psychological
Association. MWe asked the reviewers to comment on the following 1ssues.

.
o The scientific quality and objectivaty of the report.

o The adequacy and acceptability of the methodological
standards employed in accepting or rejecting studies
and findings.

4
o The strengths and/or weaknesses of the approach and con-
clusions of the report for the purposes of guiding the

formulation of relevant public policy.

The five reviewers, in addition to ourselves, were: Karen K. Block, Ph.D..
Assocfate Professor of Educational Psychology and Research Associate.

Learning Research and Development Center., University of Pittsburgh.

Asa G. Hilltard, £d.D.. Professor of Education, Department of

Educationa) Foundations, Georgia State University; Harold M. Murai, Ph.D.,
Associate Professor, School of Education. California State University,

Sacramende; Arturo T. Ri10, Ph,D.. Senior Research Scientist, Spanish

Fanily Guidanck Center, Department of Psychiatry, School of Medicine,

University of Miami; and Carol Kehr Tittle, Ph D, Professor, School

of Education, University of North Carolina, Greensboro. | [

by
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BeJow we provide our comments based on our understanding of the policy
context of the report, the methods and findings of the report, and the
evaluations we have received from the above-mentioned reviewers.

~ Po](cx Context\\ N
LA

There are an estimated 3.6 million minority-group children deemed to be
of Timted English proficiency (LEP) and 1n need of special language
Y instruction. In tems of the numbers of these children served by bilingual
education programs, 1t 15 estimated thaf 330,000 were served during 1981.
The administration estimates that the 1982 requested level of funding
would reduce the number of students to 213,000; the 1983 proposed level
would further reduce that number fo 172,000. 1In 1981, $161.4 million in
federal funding was appropriated for bilingual education. For 1982, the
third continuing resolution authorized $138 million, but 1% has been
requested that the 1982 level be 1owered to $126.5 million. $94.5 million
15 being proposed for 1983. .
In addition to budget reductions, amendments are being proposed to the
Bil1ngual Education Act (Title VII of the Elementary and Sécondary Education
Act, as amended).that would further restrict the scope of bilingual education
programs. For example S 2002 proposes to place a one year limit on parti-
cipation by children 1n a bilingual education program funded under Title
VII, 1t would also amend the definition of language proficiency by restricting
1t to encompass understanding and speaking (thereby eliminating the reading
and writing components). The amendment would also require LEP participants
to take an intensyve English course, but we understand that this require-
ment complies with existing legislation and 15 reflected i1n the pertinent
regulations. . ¥
<
The "unofficial" report has been and i$ currently being used to support
various rationales for the proposed funding cuts and for the proposed
more limited defimitions of bilingual education. Ffor example, Senator
Huddleston stated 1n his remarks introducing proposed funding cuts last |
November that "The Department of Education recently completed a report,
which has yet to be officially released, which shows that bilingual edu-
cation programs are not working" (Congressional Record, page S 13896,
November 19, 1981). An additional example of the yse of the report in
the context of proposed funding cuts 1s provided by Congressman Staton's
official comments {Congressional Record, pages H 7089-90, October 6, 1981).

£
Interpretation of the Report Findings {Independent of Validity Issues)

éwe wish to convey to the Caucus our belief that to this poipt in time
the report (and 1ts conclusions) have been inappropriately interpreted.
+ . Even accepting the report at face value, 1t does not support a conclusion

L ’

~
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that bilingual education is ineffective or unneeded. At best, the.report

y

. ‘081" :

— < y .

claims that there ¥s insufficient evidence to concluMg that one specific

fprm of bilingual edycation prdgramming is supreme to other forms of

bilingual education. ' This is-a far different question than whether or

not bilingual education is effective. We fully concur'with the report's

conclusion “that program evaluatidns are still of verf Eoor qtality; much
t

, improvement 15 still reeded in this area,” and that "

he need for .

" [ further] research is great [p. 18).%, We are concerned that debdte over’
the report and its concldsions is diverting*attention from fundamental
pohicy issues--issues dealing with the civil rights of language minority
children under Title* VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the need to
balance the prlotection of language minority children's rights with other
valuable goals such & progrgn flexibility and the avoidance of; undue

na .

intrusion inte logal educati

1 affairs.
4,

* >
*Adequacy or Inadequacy of the Report as an Evaluation of the Effectiveness
of Bilingual Education A .

. . >

The reviewers, prq%j.d,gd numerous comments and various perspectives “con-
i

Lcerning the scien

fic quality and objectivity of the report, as well as

the, adequacy of the methodological standatds and their application in.the
report. Below we provide a synthesis of the comments organized in terms
of eight categories of issues or concerns which seemed to emerge. Also,
where appropriate, we provide an indication of areas of consensus, as
well as disagreement. among reviewers.

1.

On the utility of a "review of literature" approach to this issue.
Une of the reviewers (Hilliard) expressed . . . serious reser-
vations about the process of developing policy recommendations '
for such an area based solely or primarily upon a veview of the
literature. Too mdch diyersity exists in language and labels,
categories and paradigys, measurement instruments amd criteria,
for the 'outcomes' cited in the literature to bé agdregated"
(original italics). This i% a sjgnificant problem, and 1t is
partially a methodological problem. There is a general lack of
specificity of measurement of almost every variable. For example,
the measure of program success may be viewed as “academic
achievement,” but be operationally defined in differing ways:
percent of LEP students graduating, in terms of drop out rates,

in terms of absenteeism, on the basis of test perfprmance compared
to national norms. The measure is locally determined to address

a specific local need (be it a count of students successfully
served as a budget justification or a multiple measure approach
attempting to generate sound scientific data). Aggregating

acrass them, when they tap very different types and quality of
data can be near impossible. Hilliard further stated that in

his opinion ". . . the literaturescited does not contain
sufficient data for policy recommendations such as those
presented with such apparent confidence."

’

v 4
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On the validity of "treatment” classifications. Three of the
reviewers specificaily questioned the validity of the four
program categories *{submersion, structured immersion, English

as a second language, andltrassitional bilingual education).
The issue here 15 not the categories per se; the issue is -
whether or not ‘the classroom.teaching methods actually used

{n the various studie} were accurately assigned to the appro-
priate categories (and 1n many cases whether oy not the teaching
procedures used could reasonably be viewed as "pure enough"'to
be classified at all). s 5,

o ". ..t s really not even clear that the studies have
manipulated, or compared, some educational treatments
that are actually; as opposed to apparently, or reportedly
different." (Block)

"The state of the art in practice and the nature of the
literature do not alfow us to have essential knowledge
about the validity of the "treatments'." (Hilliard,
original italics) .

o “This classificatiog is overly simplistic since it does
not take into account variables associated with the.design,
implementation and intensity of pgrograrmatic approaches.
Although these four approaches can be conceptually defined
in different terms, there s frequent program overlap
in practice." (Rio

On the critera fpr acceptance/rejection of studies. The nature
of the methodological criteria for accepting or rejecting studies
as applicable to the review was questioned. This was of parti-
cular concern because ofthe large number of studies that were
rejected {(only 38 out of more than 300.were accepted). Certainly’
"outcome" measures such as school absenteeism, dropout rates and
attitudes toward school are relevant to the effectiveness of

b1 tingual education programs. If submersion programming leads

to 50, 60 or 707 dropout rates whereas bilingual instructional
programs demonstrate only -20% dropout rate-®that is a strong
real-world statement of impact. Students who are nbt in $chool
or who hate school are not very likely tb learn. The general
consensus was that although it 1s useful to establish criteria

to evaluate studies, in this particular case the.criteria may

have been too rigid and incong"stent]z applied. The following
statements 11lustrate this poiht: ,
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"The most obvious problem with the de Kanter and Baker's
report is that they violate their own guidelfnes in referring
to studies 1n arguing against Transitional Bilingual Pro-
grams. For example, they reject several studies because
comparisons were made to national norms, a methodological
error according to de Kanter and Baker (e.g. Corpus Christi, ,
1980; Rimm, 1980). Nevertheless, they cite the AIR study,
which also makes comparisons to national noms. " (Murai)

"Without questioning the desirability of having all studies
meet at least idea) criteria, one must éstimate the pro-
bable consequences Jg a study's failure to meet one or
more of such criteria. For example, we may g9ain infor-
mation without use of a control group." (Hilliard)

"By using rigid experimental criteria to evaluatg educational

programmatic applicatiop in the field, the authors of the’

Report rejected potentially relevant information . . .

Technical fssues of research design applied a pdsteriori

. to field and evaluation projects are unwarranted." (Rio)

On the narrowness of evaluation goals. Two of the reviewers
expressed concern about the narrow range of interest reflected-
in the evaluation questions addressed by the report (particularly
in light of the broad array of issues to which the findings are
now being applied). The report explicitly states-that the review

. 1s focused on two program goals: (i) “Does transitional-bilingual
education 1ead to better perfomance in English?" and (ii) "Does
transitional bilingual education 1ead to better performante in
nonlanguage subject areas?™ OQur reviewers ‘commented:

o "Although the . . . report acknowledges the other goals
expressed for programs generally called transitional
bilingual education, the acknqwledgement does not carry
over to the conclusions op page 1 gr the recommendations
which begin on page 15, for federal level policy." (Tittle)

“[The authors] rejected the explicit program goals of some
programs sych as reduction of drop-outs, mproved self-
image, attitude toward school, preservation of the primary e
language and culture, and lower absenteeism. The fact

that few of the 'studies reviewed' dealt wWith these issues,
provides some limited justification for the restriction.
However, the major studies of TBE may well be those which
were in the larger pool of rejected studies. How many

of them dealt with these issues?” (Hilliard) ,




5.

7.

ERIC
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On the gene‘ralizamlity of program evaluation studies. One of the

6. .On the comparability of different studies. Two of the reviewers B

\

reviewers (Tittlek comented on the variety of goals in evaluation .
research and how consideration of various goals maysaffect the

conclusions reached in evaluation studies. ‘These comsiderations

were not properly taken intd account in the report as noted below: )

o ."The . . . report is correctly concerhed with generalizability -~
and design considerations, although itting a consideration (W \
of the magnitude of effects. Generalizability and design
considerations are appropriate in reviews of the research and
evaluation literature. However, the . . . report fails to *
distinguish among the possible goals of evaluation studies.
Goals of evaluation studies may include examjnation of .
impact and ruling out alternative explanations. On the other
hand, local program evaluation is more generally concerned
with program improvement, witever the program is, as it
is defined and goals are set by the LEA. . . . Conclusions
2-5 on page 1 of the report are inappropriate until there is
further clarification of the goals of- local programs," (Tittle) -

raised the issue that it is not appropriate to compare Or aggregate
the results of studies that differ widely in programmatic goals,
geographical area, language minority population served, educational
level of ¢hildren involved; etc., This is particularly true when
the "treatment” validity or quality cohtrol of purity of the
classroom practices is unknown {such as noted in item 2 above).

o "This comparison of diverse schools, programs, and students .
was aimed at the identification of one best approach at the
e(:xper;se of oversimplification of the research issues at hand"

R0 .

o “How does agaregating the results from Ssuch studies give
better information than considering studies in isolation?
The aggregation 1n such cases is inappropriate, 1ike adding
applés and oranges, or worse 1ike adding unknowns." (RiNiard)

On the “state of the art” in bilinqual education. Reviewers
generally agreed that both bilingual edGcation techniques and

the evaluation of bilingual education programs are at an early
stage of development. We believe that great caution should be
used in interpreting and applying the findings %vailable to date |
on_the effectiveness of bilingual education in general and the .
specific approach of transitional bilingual education in particular.

v

{ a,.
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‘ We would remind .you that the Congress's own “ffice 9f Technology
, Assessment {OTA) has reported that less than 20% of W}l currently -
practiced medical procedures have ever been proven: be effective
and beneficial through systematic assessment of the published
literature or controlled clinical trials. In fag 3 i& modern

‘ medical care required that 10 to 12 years after a’ ﬁe fic
method or approach was introduced a systematic lite gt; e \review .
were conducted covering the entire period of evoluti the

te¢hnique (and the pethods for evaluating the technique)
would st111 be practicing bloodletting., The nature of\b
education practiced today is different than that practice
years ago or ten years ago.  We have greater understanding’
the unique dimensions of such programming, we have more andh

. better bilingual educational aids, and we have experienced ‘\;
bilingual instructors. Likewisg, the nature of the evaluaﬁo ;‘i&.,
of bilingual education has changed. Many of the early attbn‘nts?
at evaluating such programs used crude and imprecise measures, \\k¢
whatever the evaTuator thought of Many of the “niceties’ of \
experimental design were not even tonsidered, let alone attefipt
The evaluations of most bilingual éducation prograis are ndt)
experiments, but program evaluations of the simplest form. Fe
legislation did not even encourage research until four years'a
The quality of evaluation in this arep is rapidly improving, bu
it still has a long way to go. \

Iy

There was some disagreement among our veviewers as to the impli- of«;
cations of the "state of the art" for public policy recommenda- \\'\}‘-%':
tions. For example, Hilliard and Murai concluded that there ot MY \
is insufficient evidence to recommend changes in policy: M Lo 4
A MY «\
o "The only reasonable conclusion that can be drawn from the \\\\:’\%‘,\
review of studies 15 that there is a need for sound evaluation N “\\k; .
, designs 1n demonstration projects." {Murai) \\}\\\
‘ (ST
o "I certainly tmink that 1t is inappropriate for data gatherers ,‘\ N

in public policy research to move so consciously to redef ine
or to define the field of bilingual education." {Hilliard)

On the other hand, Block agreed with the authors of the report’ .
that:
. o ". .. too little is known to recommend any single a'pproach

to bilingual education, and this also means that the government
. should not recommend exclusive adoption of the TBE approach.” ¢

.l ’ . - '&l
. , A

. , \ 5,
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On the need for more and better evaluation research. There was

A Conclusion

unanimous agreement among reviewers concerning the need ‘for more
and better evaluation research in the area of bilingual education.
There is a need to develop basic methodological approaches to the
conduct and evaluation of bilingual education. There is a need

to conduct basic educational research 4f the process inherent

in bilingual learning. Angd there is a need to conduct increasingly
higher-quality evalpations. This will require a research budget
that is greater than $5-6 million. As indicated above, Murai.
pointed out the "need for sound evaluation designs in demonstration
projects.” Other recommendations included the following:

o "One recommendation I would make for further work would be
to develop classroom models for various bilingual education
approaches. This is a necessary step before we can Say with
some confidence that we know 'what works'." (Block) .

0o “A worthy public policy study on such an important category
’of federal support must involve greater resources, and a more
appropriately constituted research team,i.e., cultural group
balance, and expertise and experience in successful bilingual
program work." (Hilliard) . .
0o "Research needs call for experimental studies of alternative
approaches. with the application of multivariate statistical '
procedures to well operationalized demographic and educational
variablgs." (Rio)

o "The magnitude of treatment effects should be examined over
a wider range of studies by an independent panel. . . .
The focus of local and‘federal evaluation should be considered
by an independent panel representing 10cal'and federal level
evaluators. . . . The priorities for research should be
considered by an independent panel of researchers and specialists,®
balancing the view that can be presented. The panel on research
priorities should take into account the potential for studies
to respond to federal-level policy questions and the differences
n goals represented by TBE and ESL/Immersian programs.” (Tittle)

The Department of Education draft report entitled “Effectiveness of‘811ingua1
Education. A Review of the Literature” does NOT support the conclusion that

education is neffective, inappropriate, or unnecessary. In fact, ,

it does not even attempt to address such questions. In debates on bilingual
education in which the issues are defined in such terms, the study can be

because it is irrelevant.

-~
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% Ano Conclusion .

The scientific quality of thie report is questionable. Inconsistencies .
are apparent in the application of the methodological standards utilized.
The evaluation question addressed by the study was limited, and an
arbitrary and narrow defimtion of “acceptable data” was utilized {and

. this latter point is particularly relevant because of the early stage of
development OF this area of educational practice and evaluation methods . -
relating to it).

An_Observation

Over the course of the past decade, transitional biljngual education has
evolved as the dominant model for bilingual instruction. There are

training materials, instructional &ids, and an infrastructure in support

of 1t. Thig provides an excellent opportunity to define more systematically
and describe the specific classroom procedures which represent the
"essential core” of this method of instruction. This would allow for

the possibility of actually measuring in future research on this method -
whether or not the “"treatment" (teaching procedures) was actually * .
adhered to or delivered in the study. This would provide a "control”
condition of bilingual instruction against wiich other approaches té
bilingual education could be systematically compared. This is one of

the key ingredients necessary to-the conduct of sound evaluation research
that can provide data that are neaningful to policy formulation. This
argues for the p, tion of the current initiative (although not
mandating 3 the only-acceptable approach), when encouraging carefully
thought out alternative approaches to bilingual education {conducted 1n

the context of well-designed evaluation projects).

.

/
In closing we wish to eXpress our thanks to the Caucus for the opportumty
to review the report and provide our comments® Please let us know if we

- can be of any, further assistance. .
Cordially, /A
Esteban L. Olmedo, Ph.D. Gary R. VandenBos, Ph.D.

Administrative Officer Director, National Policy
for Ethmic Minority-Affairs Studies

Q ' 280 ,
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+  Honorable Robert T. Stafford . ’ . .
] Chai raan .
Suttcome{ttee on Education, Arts and Humanitics .
United States Senate .
Washington, D.C. 20510, . .
\ .
Dear Bob:
.
Enclosed are answers to Senator Kennedy'’s questions on our bilingual education .
- bill. Ve are delighted to have had an opportunity to respond to then. .o
.
! Sincerely, 'Y
N . Ol t - . .
o . e .
T. H. Bell R X
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PURPOSE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Senator Kendedy: In hid tgstimony, Senator Hayakawa stated
that “the role of bilingual eduSatlon 1s to equip immigrants witlr
the necessary English language skills to qualify them to.'read,
wrife and speak words in ordinary usage in the English-language,'™
Do you agree with his characterization of bilingual education? ‘

. .

Answer: In P.L. 95-561, the U.S. Congress declar;d that (o 1s>
the policy of the United States to establish equdl educafiohal
opportunity, for children of lim{ted English proficiency. e Act
autharized ?lnnncial assistance to local education agencies tq
develop and carry-out educational® programs using bilingual edu-
cation practices, techniques, and methods for chllgf’en who have
educational needs which can be met by such programs. The law
defines a prograa of bilingual education as a program 9f ln:ti'yction
designed for children of limited English proficiency, including
the study of English. Instruction -is given in English and, to the '
extent necessary, {n the native language of the child to allow a
child to achieve competence {n the English language and progress
effect{vely through the educat{onal system.

These policies, goals, and definitions encompass theyrole GE
b{lingual education which Senator Hayakawa stated. ° -

nator Kennedy: Does the program have another m_j‘or goal or
target populations? v
.

Answer: Other goals of the Title VI1 program include:
fncreasing the supply of trained teachera; increasing knowledge
about effective classroom practices; providing demonstration models;
and increasing the supply of human and material resources required
to meet the needs of limited Engllsh proficient children,

. L L]
Senator Kennedy: Specifically, is the program {ntended to
benef it native-born "limited English proficient” students?

Answer: Students served by tlie Title VI prograa include
children of limited English praficiency who are: a) {ndividuals
aot born in the U.S. or whose native language 13 a language other
than English; b) individuals whQ come from environmenta vhere a
language other fhan English is aominant; and c) individuals who
are Anerican Indian or Xlaskan Native atudents and wWho come from
environments where a language other than English’has had a signi-
fi{cant {mpaco on their level of English language proficiency.
Thus the prograw serves both lamigrant and native born children.

N .
EFFECT OR PROPOéED LEG{SLATIV CHANGE ON PARTICIPANTS
. <

Senator Kennedy: In his testimofy, Senator Huddleston quotes
a 1978 study that 251 of all students Rligible for Title VII pro-
grams were foreign-born. Would the Ad tion’s amendment,
\establishing a priority for LEP students whose\“usual language is
not English™, {ncrease the proportion of forei n-born students in
Title VII programs? .

Answer: The proposed amendment to add a funding priority for
programs serving children whose usual language 1s not English might
{ncrease the proportion of children who are foreign born who are
served by Title VII, because those whose usual language 1is not

- .
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st English are somewhat more likely to be foreign born than native
born. R

“Senator Kennedy: Would you describe in more detail the fndfvi-
duals who would participate in this program 1f your amendhent were
adopted?

Angwer: The Department will continue to fund programs, serving// -
Hnited Znglish proficient students from1ustor1cally underserved
'55:3? groups, American Indian‘and Alaskan Native students from environ— -
sents vhere tribal languagea have had a significant impact on their
i English proficiency, and others whose school districts propose pro-- -
q grams that wfll meet their needs, bdsed om their eligibility as . '
. * defined {n Section 7Q3(a) of the legislation. The basis for the
y legislative change {s one of Fuphasis rathevr than exclusion.

Senator Kennedy: Will "historically underserved students™ con-
tinue to be a priority .under your anendmepts or will the ;equirement'
that student's "usual languge not be English™ supersede that as a

priority? . .
e ’
Answer: Hlstorlcallzégndérserved students, will continue to be .
a priority under the prop ed legislqtizf atendpents. Furtherfmore,
that priority will not-be superseded by any other requirement. The
Department will support applicatfons based on (i) quality rank, (2) . .
historically updérserved children, (3) ggographic distribution, and
©  (4) projects which propose to serve students whose usual, language s
* ]

, °not English, N
[ .
< CONGRESSIONAL I NT BEHIND BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT
* [y A\J
Senator Kennedy: Sepator Hayakawa alao concluded in his state-
. = ment that the Congressfonal {ufent {n 1968 behind the Bilingual Edu-~

+ cation Act was to teach English to immigrants, Do you agree With
this »iew?
J N .
Answer: P.L. 96-24] was enacted to {ncrease the éducational
opportunities of children of limited English speaking ability. The
b Act was specifically designed to provide financial assistance to
) LEAs to develop and carry out new and imaginative elementary and
secondary gchool programs for thoae children. %:ator Hayakawa's -

statement is encompassed in this purpose of the Rrogram.
- DIFFERENT tPPRGACHEy TO BILINGUAL EDUCATION :
-~

‘Segator Kennedy: The Department's aect{on-by-section analysis
of 1ts bill states that school districts can eaploy sransitional
bi1{ngual education, English as a second language or fmmersion pro-
grams. Provide a description of these apprgaches -- in particular,
specify the distinctions-.between the latter two approacheg»and
trans{tional bilingual educatfion.

. Answer: The term “transit{onal™ when applied to bilingual
) education commonly refera to the objective of the program. The
* term transitional bi{lingual education has been uaed to describe a
broad range of educational services for children of limited .English
prof tciency. Basically {t encompasses two elements -- use of two
languages {n {nstruction and movement to full use of English’ {n the
child's program of %{nstruction. That s, the bilingual educatlon

! ]
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program is designéd to provide instruction to the extent necessary
in two languages and in all courses of study so that the child
does not fall behind in other subject matter while learning English.
A bilingual education program has, as one of its components, oral
langusge development in English; therefore a transitional progrsm
uses the native language only until English langusge skills sre
acquired. Such a program is conducted with the express intent to
assist the student to enter into all-English instruction classrodms.
The time necessary to schieve this objective varies, depending on
the linguistic, educational, and social needs and charscteristics
of the student being served, as does the mix or degree of emphasis

+ “* in*the use’ of the two langusges.

14
The objective of an English as a Second Language program is
to teach English language srts to the students. It may exist as a
part of a bilingual education program (the English Language Arts
part) or may exist as sn independent pull out program where there
is no use of the child’s nstive language.

An impersion program {s s specially designed program of in-
struction in which all subject matter instruction to the students
is provided in English., Classes are structured to ensure that sub-
ject matter 18 understood even if the child has limited pr ficiency
in English. .

The latter two apprQaches, English as a second language and
impersion, mske no use ogESﬁe nop-English language while ttansitional
bilingual education uses t f natfive language to some, degree.

v Senator Kennedy: Do€ thd Department adhere to the descrip-
tion of these approaches in th widely published deKanter-Baker

study? B \

. t

Answer: The—description of English as a second language and
immersion programs which appear in the Baker-deKanter study:are
similar to those given above. The implied definition of transi~
tional bilingual education encompasses the complete range of dual
language approaches for which the study found evaluation data.

LANGIAGE AND CULTURAL MAINTENANCE BY BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Senatur Xennedy: Senator Hayakaws describes transitional
bilingual educstion as "a more 5r less permanent two track educstion
& System fnvolving maintenance of a second culture and an emphasis on
ethnic her}cage.” Do you agree.with this description?

Answer: Tltle VII funds programs of bilingual educatfon in
order to serve the_educational needs of children with limited
English proficiency and to prepare them to function in all-English
classrfooms. The statute requires that instruction be given with
appreciation for the cultuzal heritage_of the child. All projects
funded must have thase goals.

Senator Kennedy: Could you distinguish between'the transi-
tignal and maintenance approaches to bilingual education?

Answer: As discussed above,.a transitional approach to
bilingual education is designed to enable students with limited
English proficiency to meet a set goal, that 18, to learn sufficient
English {n ordar to be able to participate in all-English classroous.

-
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A maintenance approach to bilingual education, in addition to
enabling children to acquire English language skills, also seeks
to maintain and-énhance skills in the native language'of the child.

Senator Kennedy: Are prdgrams described by Senator Hayakawa.
the only programs that get funded under Title VII?

Answer: As stated above, the intent of Title VII programs is
to help LEA's build the capacity to conduct bilingual education
programs that assist children to acquire skills, as rapidly as
possible, to function successfully in all-English classrooms.

ETHNIC HERITAGE INSTRUCTION

Senator Kennedy: Should ethnic heritage be taught under these
programs? . -

Answer:- Title VII funds programs of bilingual education for
children with limited English proficiency which provide instruction
that includes appreciation for their cultural heritage and of other
children in American.society, but the primary focus is on acquisi-
tion of English proficiency and basic skills. '

NEED FOR MORE FLEXIBILITY IN dNSTngTIONAL APPROACH

Senator Kennedy: Given the vast diversity of programs funded

" under Title VII and and the emphasis on local program design, why

is additional “flexibility"ineeded7

Answer: Under the present law, the LEAs' flexibility in select—
ing instrdctional approaches is limited by the requirement that
school districts use the children's non-English language. A number
of school districts, educators and the Department of Education be~
lieve that approaches which use English exclusively may be warranted
under certain circumstances. The proposed amendment would permit
school districts to be funded to pperate English-only- programs if
they are justified by local circumstances. " 3

Senator Kennedy: Given the proven success of many bilingual
programs, why should the Federal Government support unlimited
experimentation as permitted under the Administration's amendments?

Angwer: The fundamental goal of Title VII is to provide
limited English proficfent children with equal educational oppor-
tunity. A number of different Title VII activities contribute to
this goal, but the primary way it is achieved is by providing ’
assistance to local school districts to build their own capacity
to offer programs which best serve that population. The Administra-
tion's proposal expands the type of approaches which would be eli-
gible for assistance. Depending ‘on the circumstances and the par~
ticular characteristics and needs of the childrem, different
approaches may be more suitable or effective.

The Administration Bgoposal would permit local school districts
to choose the approach which best fitsSlocal circumstances. The *
Department will continue to review and evaluate these approaches
and will provide support only to those districts which justify the
chosen approach. The Department wi}l make sure that approaches

» .



1]

I

meet the needs of children and that projects which merit Support

are of good quality, whatever the chosen approach.

' ©
- ¥
Senator Kennedy: Many States (Massaghusetts, for example)
have legislstion'requiring the teaching of bilingual education. .
Wwhy should the Pederal Government promote instructional methods
that contradict the State laws ard undermfne their requirements? «

Answer: The proposed amendments do not contradict State laws
and undermine their requirements. LEAs can continue to propose
dual language prograns and seek funding under Title VII. We expect
that many will do so. Howe¥er, if permissable under State 'law, &
LEAs would have the option under Title VII to apply for fundipg of ’
progtams which use English exclusively,

. ’e
It should be noted that many States do not réquire use of the }
child's native language. For these States, the current law is re-
strictive, adaing Federal requirements beyond those specified by

the State., Circumstances vary widely among the States and the * 3
Aduministration's proposal will permit greater State and local
determination of the best approag®efor their children. Q"

Senator Kennedy: \iouldn't the Aduinistration's amendments’
encourage States to change their laws? s R
Answer: We do not believe ‘that this amendment woilld pncoprage
States to change their laws, . The intent of our amendment 18 to be -
deutral in regard to instructional approach., The purpose of the
program will continue to be to help LEAs develop their capacity to .
provide programs of special assistance to children of limited
- English proficiency using the approach they feel is mo8t appropriste.

EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT ON REVIEW OF GRANT APPLICATIONS

Senator Kennedy: The Administration's amendment would require
grant applicants to show that their instructfonal methods would
meet the special needs and characteristics of target populations.
What criteria and standard of proof would be employed to evaluate -
the applicstions and’the evidence provided "by the applicant?

.

Answer: The existing criteria in‘pré%ram regulation will be 'y

modified to place, additional emphasis on the quality of the pro-

pbsed approach and how well it addresses the identified needs of

linited English\proficient children to be served by a project.’
. o ‘

Senator Kennedy: WRat monitoring would be requixed to

determine if the local program does meet these special needs?
L4

Answer: Only in rare cases does the Department monitor Title o
VII applicants prior to review of an application or.prior to the
avard of a grant. Monitoring typically occurs after an award is
made and {s accomplished through a site visit, telephone conversa=
tion, or through.correspondence. As a part of the monitoring,
program officials ascertain the status of project objectives, in-
cluding those related to the special needs indicated.-in the
applications. ° .

Senator Kennedy: What specific evidence nmust be submitted
by the ‘grant applicsnt under your bill? ,

.
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Answer: Present program regulations require the applicant to
conduct an assessment of the children iQ the schools and grades to
be gerved by the project in order to identify children, of limited
English profieiency, The assessment must include a d:{ermination'
of proficiency in understanding, spegkﬁggé reading, and writing
the English language and must differentiite between children with
language problems related to learning disabilities and children
who are of limited English proficiency. .

The applicant is then evaluated as to how well the chosen
inst ructional approach addresses the peeds of children identified
in the initial assessment. We expect to modify our regulations to
place additional emphasis on needs assessment and program design.

Senator Kennedy: How will this differ from current require-
ments for the dubmission of information? R

Answer: The difference under the Administration proposal will
be that previously ineligible approaches (English only) may -receive
support so long as the project achieves a high quality scora and
the instructional design meets the needs identified. Therefore,
we expect to increase the emphasis on.information about needs and
require a justification of the instructional design chosen.

Senator Kennedy: Will the Department's evaldation of Title VII
applications consider other benefits of bilingual education aside
from English proficiency (for example, overall academic achievenfent;
increased teacher contact with limited English proficient parents;
lower student dropout rate)?

Answer: Title VII serves several purposes, one of which one
encompasses overall academic achieveément, lower student dropout
rates and other student, classroom, and school related measures.
Other purposes of Title VII include the improvement of the commit-
ment and capacity of the applicant, 'the ilmprovement in the skills
and qualifications of teachers and teacher aides, and the improve-
ment of home and school cooperation. In evaluating applications,
we consider these benefits and purposes as well as achievement data
We will contimie to consider these and other factors in determining
qu311Cy of applications. R

¥
NUHBER OF APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS .

Senator Kennedy: How many grant applications have been
received anmially under Title VII? . °

Answer: In Eiscal year 1981 we récqived nearly 1,700 applica-

‘tions for programs administered by the Office of Bilingual Education

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and Minority Affairs. Of these 1,700 applications, about 970 were
received from local school districts proposing to serve children in
one of three programs -- Capacity Building Projects, Demonstration
Projects, and Desegregation Assistance Projects. In fiscal year
1982., we received nearly 1,450 applications’of which about 850 were
received from local school districts for the same three programs
mentioned:above,

Senator Kennedy: How many grants are made annually?

- -




301 -

Answer: In the three-categories listed above, 651 grants were
made in fiscal year 1981, We expect to make 528 such grants in
fiscal year 1982, " . .

Senator Kennedy: Please provide a list of the 'applications sub-—
mitted and granted for 1981-82 school year. *

Answer: The information requested has been forwarded to your
staff.

.

, VALUE OF BILINGUALISM

Senator Kennedy: 1s bilingualism a beneficial skill in the
United States?

Answér: Programs under the National Defense Education Act pro-
vide assistance to college and graduate students in the development
of foreign language programs and foreign language skills on the
basis that these skills are important for the well-being and defense
of our country. The President's Commission on Foreign Language and
International Studies conducted a study in 1979 to inquire into this
{mportént area and my own Commission on Excellence in Education hasg
been concerred with the need to improve the teaching of foreign
languages in our schools. There is no doubt that foreigh language
skills are beneficial and that we need to do much more about: them.

Senator Kennedy: Should the Federal Government promote bilin-
gualism under ‘any circumstance? E
Answer: As indicated®above, the National Defense Act programs
support foreign language instruction. However, programs under Title
VII, the Bilingual Education Act, are focused on a different -pro-
blem -- helping limited English proficient students to achieve com-
petence in English. It is therefore, a program primarily concerned
with provision of equal educational opportunity to assure that ’
achlevement in elementary and secondary school and in American
oriety is not hindered by lack of English language proficiency.

Senator Kennedy: In your opinion, iq bilingualism in the
United States likely to lead v a separatist movement, as suggested
by Senator Hayakawa?

Ansver: Most language minorities in the United States have
believed that {t was important to learn English. There is no evi-
dence that this is any less the case today than’it was at the turn’
of the centurt. In fact, because of the nature of today's job *
market with its educational and technological demands it is much
less likely that .language minority individuals will fail to learn
English. Survey data from several sources support this belief, .

FY 1983 FUNDING FOR BILINGUAL VOCATIONAL TRAINING ¢

Senator Kennedy: The Administration'a amendments would fund
the Bilingual Vocational Education program under Title VII, while
at the same time significantly decreasing the funding for this
title. What will the scope and funding level of the votational
progranm be?

- .
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Answer: In the President's Budget for fiscal year 1983, the
Department indicated that about $2.5 million was earmarked for
Bilingual Vocational Training activities. The same activities
supported in the past will continue to be supported. These activi-
ties include bilingual vocational training projects for out-of—
school~youth and adults; bilingual vocational instructor training
projeqgts to increase the supply of teachers; and bilingual voca-
tional materials and curricula development.

Senator Kennedy: What is the justification for shifting funds
from other bilingual education programs to the vocational programs?

Answer: Punds were not shifted from other bilingualxeducation
programs to the vocational program. The total for Bilingual Edaca-
tion was increased to provide for vocational training.

EFFECT OF LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL ON LOCAL CONTROL -
» : .
Senator Kennedy: What community input and local control will
éxist under programs funded if your amendment is accepted? How will
this differ from the current program?

Answer: The amendments will provide greater local control in
deciding on the instructional approach to be used. Otherwise, no
change? are contemplated in requirements in these areas.

Senator Kennedy: Why are "school districts in the best posi-
tion"to evaluate the needs of their students and to design programs
in response to those needs”?

" Answe'r: It is extremely difficult at the Federal level to
establish policies which take into account the circumstances present
in school districts throughout the country. Local school districts
know their own particular circumstances and ‘are in a much better
position to set instructional policies which reflect those
circunstances.

Senator Kennedy: Does the Federal government have any role in’
. the evaluation of local needs and designing of local programs?

Answer: The Federal role, which we have no intention of ahan-
doning, is to attempt to ensure quality in programs funded under
Title VII and to ensure that programs meet the broad purpose of the
Bilingual Education Act. Pursuant to this role, the Office of
Bilingual and Minority Languages Affairs monitors individual -
projects. Technical assistance and training are provided to
local "education agencies through a variety of means.

E l{lC w / ’ "
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Some Legal and Research
Considerations in Establishing
Federal Policy in Bilingual Education

IR1S C. ROTBERG . . '
National Institute of Education

The federal government has mantained a promment place memuon of policy

\ for bilmgual education Iris Rolberg traces the historical development of tRisinuolve-
ment and its impact upon leguslation, court decisions, regulations, and gutdelines for
meeting the language needs of over 3.5 milhon children of school age The author re
vews vasous mstructional models and such research-assessed outcomes as students’
achtevement, Self-tmage, and inlegration She also discusses the implications for federal ~
policy of these legal and research issues and the problem of fiscal support for bilingual
programs Rotberg concludes by proposing areas of research to be explored in future
studses of bilingual education in the United States .

.‘?'proximately 8.6 million school-age children in the United States have limited ability
1n English. About 78 percent of these children are Hispanic. Large numbers of children
with similar language needs also come from Asian countrics, and there are concentra-
tions of American Indian, German, Italian, French, and middle-European children
with limited ability in English in certain areas of the country. - - 2
. Federal involvement in bilingual education began as a response, to the educational
problems faced by these children, to issues raised by the civil rights movement..and to
the interest of ethnic groups in maintaining their language and cultare In general, the
.- .

The author wishes (o l)rnl ol Kugelmas, Profeuor of Psychology at Hebrew University Jerusalem, and
an Educaniona) Pohicy Fellow at NIE from 1980 81. for hi invaluable contnbutions to the analyss presented
1 the paper The views expressed are those of the author and do not neceuarily reflect the positions or pohicies
of NIE or the U.S Department of Education -

-

- ) Rochelle L. Stanfield, “Are Federal Bilingual Rules 8 Foot in the Schoothouse Door?.” National Jour
nal. 18 Oct 1980, pp 1736-1740 .
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“educate language-minority children.

Harvard Educational ReXew

federal role grew out of the social programs of the 1960s * Although much has changed
1n the last twenty years, one clear fact remains many children whose native language is
not English continue to have considerable difficulty in school. More than 30 percent of
students from Spanish speaking homes are two years behind their age group by the end
of high school. and about 45 percent of thé Spanish speaking population between four
teen and twenty-five years has not completed high school.$

In view of the varied premises underlying federal intervention and the economic 1m
phications of federal policies relating to the process of instruction and the selection of
teachersand administratorsin areas with largenumbers of language minonty stydents,
it is.not surprising that federal policy in this area 1s controversial. Federal decisions
greatly affect the autonomy of local school districts, educational and funding prionties,
and hiring practices For exam ple. in the case of hiring practices, districts must decide
whetherteachers are selected primarily from the language minority community or from
the community at large. .

Controversy about education programs for language minority children centers pn
marily on goals and appropnate strategies for achieving these goals. Some have argued
that programs should focus on English language instruction o that children might com
pete more effectively for education and employment in an English speaking society.
Others believe that English i instruction is academically ineffective and discourages the
preservation of native language and culture. Still others believe that existing bilingual-
bicultural programsiin the United States are so poorly designed orfunded that they have
little impact on language maintenance or cultpral identity— assuming these goals to be
appropriate for federal policy.¢ Federal policy, therefore, reflects a compromise be-
tween a strong social assimilation policy’and one that encourages the maintenance of
children’s native language and culturg, ‘

This paper considers the legal background of federal policy and the relevance of re
search findings to public policy in this highly politicized area. Although a number of po
lincal, soc1al. and economic factors are relevant to an evaluation of bilingual education,
this paper focuses on two issues (1) whether bilingual education programs— that is, pro-
grams which proyide instruction both inthe child's native Janguage and in English — are
the only way to satisfy the Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols,* and (2) whether
research findings clearly indicate that the bilingual approach — ascompared. forexam
ple. with the exclusive use of intensive English language instruction — is the best way to

Legal Background

Federal ifivolvement in bilingual education is based primarily on the Supreme Court.
Lau dccisior\and onthe 1978 Amendments to Title VII of the Elementary and Second”

* See Charles Hamington, "Bilingual Educationin the United States A View from 1980 " ERIC/CUE Ur
ban Diversty Senes. No 68 (New York Teachers College. 1980) (ED 193408).

¥ Noel Epatein, with responses by Jose A Cardenas and Gary Orfield. Language, Ethmcity, and the Schools
(Washington, D C  Insutute for Educational Leadership. 1977).

¢ Sec Joshua A Fishman, "The Social Saence Perspective,” in ‘Biingual Education Current Perspectsves/
Soctat Science, | project coordinator. L Leann Parker {Arlington, Va  Center for Apphed Linguistics.
1977)

 Lauv Nichol. 414U S, 563 (1974) | ’
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ary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965.% Although other federal programs. such asESEA T,
tle 1. allocate funds to bilingual education, the basic thrust of federal policy denives from
th# judicial and legislative mandates which focus specifically on bilingual education

The Lau decision was based on Title VIof the Civi! Rights Act of 1964. which states

No person n the United States shall. on the ground of race. color. or nationalorigin. be

excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of. or besubjected to discnmina
tion under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance ™

In 1970 the Office of Civil Rights (OCR )interpreted Tife Vto encompass the denial
of equal educational opportunity to language minority children A staff memorandum
stated N

Where inability 1o sp}:k and understand the English language excludes nauonal origin

munority group chuldren from effecuve panticipation in the educauonal program offered
by a school dstrict, the distnict must take affirmative steps to recufy the language defi

ciency mn order to open its instructional program to these students

The memorandum also noted.

School districts must not assign nationalongin minority group students to classes for the
mentally retarded on the banis of cntena which essenually measure or evaluate English
language skills Any ability grouping or tracking system employed by the school sys
tem to deal with the special language skill needs of national ongin minority group chil
dren must be designed to meet such language skill needs assoon as possible and must not
operate as an ediicational dead end or permanent track *

It also required school districts to file comphiance plans with the OCR The purpose of
the memorandum was to ensure that school districts develop educational programs to
meet "the special language skill needs of natonal ongin minority group children "* The
memorandum did not, however, specify what types of instructional programs should be
implemented.

In 1974 the position set forth by the OCR memorandum was upheld by the Supreme
Court in Lau v. Nichols The Court found that Chinese American™tion English speak
ing students were denied equal educational opportunity under Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act whed instructed in Englsh, a language they did not understand The Court
ordered that schools must "rectify the language deficiency,” but did not specify how that
should be accomplished Indeed, the Court recognized that there were several alterna
tives. "Teaching English to the students of Chinese ancestry who do not speak the lan
guage is one choice. Giving instructions to this group in Chinese is another There may
be others.™*

Regardless of the remedy chosen, however! the Court made it clear that the federal
government had a .'csponsnbili:)ﬁo ensure that school districts receiving federal funds

* US Cong . Amendment to Tatle VI of the Elementary and Secondary Educauon Act of 1965. P L 95
561. 1 Nov 1978 -
* US Cong , Tutle VI of the Ciwil Rights Acts of 1964, P L $8-352, 78 Stat 252,42US C 2000d, 2 July
1964
* J. Stanley Potunger, “Idenufication of Ducnmination and Denial of Services on¢he Bans of Nationa! On
on." Memorandum. Office of Civif Rights, U S Dept of Heatth, Education and Welfare, 25 May 1970
* Potunger, p 2 s
** Lauv Nichols. p 2.
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provided appropriate services to language minonty children. The decision quoted Sen
ator Hubert Humphrgey's statement made a decade earher during the floor debate on
the Civil Rights Actof 1964 - Slmplc Jusucc requfres that public fundsto which all tax
payers of all races contribute, not be spent in any fashion which encourages, entrenches.
subsidizes, or results in racial discrimination.” "

In 1975 a task force appointed by the then Commussioner of Education, Terrel H.
Bell. now Sccrctary of Education. issued a report which specified procedures for elimu
nating the educational deficiencies ruled in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act " The task force recommendauons, known as the Lau Remedies, went well beyond
a requirement that school districts develop language programs to serve non English
speaking students. they prescribed specific guidelines about the content of these pro
grams, and how they should be designed and implemented The remedies stated that
students should be taught in their native language — only one of the possible aliernatives
noted by the Supreme Court They also proposed that students should receive instruc
tion about their native culture, an issue not addressed by the Court.

The OCR chose to apply the remediesto school dstricts which were found in violation
of Title VI and had twenty or morenon Enghsh speaking studentsin the same language
group The remedies provided directioh on a number of issues, including the idenufica
tion of students’ pnimary or home lahguage, curriculum design, teacher selection and
‘training, and evaluation. For example, school districts

’ must, at a mmimum, determme the language most often spoken tm the student’s home, -

regardless of the language spoken by the student, the language most often spoken by the
studentan the home and the language spoken by the studcm in the social setung (by ob
servation)

These assessments must be made by persons who canspeak and understaqd the neces

N ury language(s) "An example of the latter would be to determine, by observation. the

" language used by the student to communicate with peers between classes or in informal
situations These assessmentsmust cross validate one another. (Example student speaks
Spanish at home and Spanish with classmates at lunch) Observers must &stimate the fre
qu(ncy of use of each language spoken by the student in these situations

‘In'the event that the language determinations conflict (Example. student speaks
“Spanish at home, but Enghsh with classmates at lunch). an additional method must be
employed by the distrnict tomake sﬁc%\ adeterminaton (for example the distnct may wish
to employ a test of language dominance as a third criterion) In other words, two of the
three fntena will cross validate or the majonty of cnteria will cross validate (yield the
aame language).'* . -

K}

<

After students were idenufied. districts had to diagnose their needs and assess “the re
sponsiveness of students to different types of cognitive learning styles and incentive mots
vational styles— e.g.. competitive v. cooperative learning patterns.™¢

\h .

"1 Lau v Nichols. p 6 '
Y Task Force Findings Specifying Remedies Available for Eliminatng Past Bducmonal Practices Ruled
Unlawful under Lau v Nichols, Office for Civil Rights. U S Dept of Health, Educanonand Welfare, Sum

mer 1975 .
' "Task Force Findings,” pp I 251-27 .
' “Task Force Findings " p 1-27 . - .
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}- The Lau Remedies stated that elementary or intermediate level students must re
. ceive dne or a combinauon of the following programs bilingual bicultural, multilin

. gual mulucultural, or tranitional bilingual programs The bilingual bicultural pro

gram 1s defined as "a program which utilizes the student’s native language (example
Navajo) and cultural factors in instruction, maintaining and further' developing all the
. .. - N R
necessary skills 1n thié student’s hauve language and cultdre while introducing main
taining and déxeloping all the necessary skillsin the second language and culture (exam
ple English) The end result is a student who can function, totally, in both languages
and cultures"'® (emphass added) A mululingual multicultural program follows the
same principles as the bilingual bicultural program but uses more than two languages
The transitional bilingual education program also funcuions signilarly “except that once
the student 1s fully functional in the second language (English). further instruction in
the native language is no longer required "'

The Lau Remedies did not pgrmit the exclusive use at elementary or intermediate
«grade levels of an Enghsh as a Second'Language (ESL) program, which gives lan
guage minority students specific language instruction for part of theschoolday and reg
ular clagsroom instrucuon for the rest of tha day It should be noted that the failure to
provide supplemental instruction in Enghsh was the basis for the Lau decision The
Court stated that although “about 1,000 are given supplemental coursesin the English
language . 1,800 however do.not receive that instruction "!” Nonetheless. the Lau
Remedies concluded that "since an ESL program does tiot consider the affective nor
cognitive development of the students inthis category andthe time and maturaticn vari
ables are dufferent here than for students at the sccondasri.levcl. an ESL program & not
appropriate " ’ A L oo .

In 1976 OCR reminded its.regional offices that the Lau Remedies were only guwde
lines and that it cou}d not prohibit ESL instruction and r,ctiuirc school districts to pro
vide bnlnnguabbnculf‘ural snstruction.'* However, school distnicts not previding bilin
gual bicultural instruction would have to prove that their program was equally effec
tive The OCR currently has comphiance agreements with more than 400 school dis
tricts Very few have raceived approval to use ESL instruction for the entire district *° At
the secondary level. school districtscould use any of the programs permitted at the cle
mentary or intermediate Jevel, as well asESL or High Intensive Language Training - an

- “immersion" program designed for language minornty students In whichmostof the in
struction is given in the'second langudge = T .

Finally. the Lau Remedies stated that all the program design features had to be ac

comphshed without creafxng “racially,ethnically 1dentifiable” schools or classes In
,other worfis.\lhc bilingual programs were not to result 1n segregated environments

" “Task Force andmp. pl4s

" Task Force Findings p [-44

V" Lauv Nichols.p 1 .

W Task Force Findings  p.1-32

" Epstein

® Telephone interview with James M Luttleohn  Chief of Legal Standards and Pohcy Development
Branch in the Elemefitary and Secondary Division. Office for Cril Rights U'S Dept of Education 1 Oct
198) . -
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Hanard Edcational Review

It1s notsurpnsing that many school dustricts considered these detailed observational,
diagnostic, and programmatic requirements of the Lau Remedies unworkable, As an
alternative, in 1980, The Secretary of Education, Shirley A. Hufstedler, proposed regu
latons intended to give more easily implemented guidance to educators.?* The pro
posed regulations set forth procedures for assessing English proficiency and for provid
ingservices Asinthe Lau Remedies, the regulations required that students be taught in
both languages in required subjects while simultaneously leaming English. School dis
tricts believed that the proposed regulations, if implemented, would be burdensome
and very costly. although some argued that the regulations were considerably less intru
sive than the Lau Remedies ** There was more opposition to the proposed 1980 regula
tions because. unlike*the Lau Remedies which were guidelines only, the new regula
tions, if adopted. would have the force of law. In any case, both the Lay Remedies and
the 1980 proposed regulations made program design requirements that went well be
yond the Supreme Court ruling The original decision stated that a school district re
cewing federal funds "must take affirmative steps to sectify the language deficiency in
order to open ts instructional program to [language minority] students.”®

Shortly after his appointment by President Reagan in 1981, Segretary of Edlication
Bell withdréw the proposed regulations issued by former secretary Hufstedler, and an
nounced that they would be replaced by new regulations giving school districts more
flexibilityon how best to educate students.?* While the new standards are being devel
oped. theLau Remediesare currentlyin effect. However', OCR'sapphcauon of therem

dies is quite different from what it was in the past. Now OCR reviews school dustricts
plans based on evidence that they are likely to work, rather than on their consistency
with the specific educational methods described in the Lauy Remedies.

«  Tutle Vil of the Elementary and Secondary Act (1978 Amendments)

T he Title VII legislation, or the Bilingual Education Act, was first enacted by Congress
1n 1968 Itwasone of several major pieces of educational legislation passed by Congress
during the 1960s and 1970s designed to serve students with special educauonal needs -
%\ studentd who are low achieving, have physical or mental handlcaps .come from low 1n

‘come families. or have hmited English proficiency, In contrast to the Lau Remedes,
whith did not provide funds for their implementation, Ttle VII prov:dcd discretionary
grams to school districts to develop programs for language minonty students. These |
progam funds have increased over the years — from $7.5 million n fiscal year 1969 to . |
-$157 5 million in fiscal year 1981. ‘“wt : ‘

‘ The purpose of Tide VII'was to fund bilingual educayon programs. Its educational ‘
philosophy followed a transitional bilingual bicultural approach, encouraging the use \
of "bilingual educational practices. techniques, and methods.”** In order to avoid seg |
regated classes. Tutle VII permitted the participation of children whose native language .

e

" US Dept of Educauon “Proposed Rules “ Federal Reguter 45. No 152, 5 Aug 1980

" The Detegulation That Wasn't ' Washmgton Post, 19 July 1981. p C2.
+ " Lau v Nichols p 5

¥+ Bell Withdraws Proposed Bilingual Ed unhuom &’ly:auon Times.- 9Feb 1981, pp 1. 4

# Litlejohn

" US Cong, Amendmentto Title VIl of the Elementary and Secondary Educauon Actof 1965, P L 95
561 92 Stat 2268 20U S C 3222. 1 Nov 1978 » . .
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1s English — though their percentage could not exceed 40 percent The Act stated "The
objective of the program shall be to assist children of imited English proficiency toim
prove their English language skills. and the parucipation of other children in the pro
gram must be for the principal purposeofcomnbuung to the achievement oflhat objec
tive ¥
Sectetary
cal program. sepd
continuing resolution bu
1981 appropnation 0f-$157

1 has maintained the Title V11 bilingual program as a distinct categori
from the administraugn’s educational consolidation plan The
et levelf r ﬁscalyear 1982 15 $134 4 million - down from the

-

Research Findings

There s Lite controversy about the need to provide children of imited English ;;roﬁ
ciency with special services to enable them to parucipaten the regular school program
or about the federal government's responstbility under the Lew decision to ensure that
school districts provide appropniate services There 1s disagreement, however, about
how federal programs should be designed and the specific mstrucnonal approaches
wipch should or should not be required

The main point of contention 1s whether emphasis should be placed on English lan
guage mstruction or on bilingual bicaltural education The Lau Remedies and Tutle
V1l favored bilingual bicultural education They also suggested that ESL, when used
outside of a bilingual program, either was not effective or, if it did increase Englishpro
fiency, could not help children understand their natuvelanguage and culture and was
theiefore 1nadequate

Deciding whether the goal of federal education prograrhs should be to teach children
their native larfguage and c'un_lture or to encourage assimilation is a political and value
judgment, not a research question However, research can help to determine whether or
not a bilingual bicultural approach 1s the most effective way to teach children English
and other academic skills Studies’have been conducted to assess the effects of variousin
structional modelson student achievement as well as on other policy considerationssuch
as student integrauon. cost and feasibility, and the extent,to which needy children are
served This paper does not address other issues, some Of\éhlch have evoked grcat con
troversy, for example, whether bilingual education programs will or should assist inthe
preservasion of native languages or cultures, ! L N

Student Achievement

There 1s an extensive internauonal literature which compares the effectiveness of vars
ous types of educational programs for language minority children One of the most
comprchenswe overviews is presented by Christina Braw Paulston, who concludes that

“at the world level, the field of research on bjlingual education is characterized by dispa
rate findings and inconclusive results “** The studies compare programs where instruc

" US Cong Amendment to Tule VII. 92 Star 2270, 20U S C 3223

#* Fishman *

™Chrisuna Bratt Paulston, "Bilingual Bicultural Educaton,” in Rewtew of Research in Education ed
Lee S Shulman (Itasca. HI Peacock 1978). p 187

«
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tion 13 given in both the child's mother tongue and the second language, intially in the

natsve language until the child is fully functional jn the second language, and primarily

inthe second langgiage. The studiesevaluate the effect of the programs on language and
reading,skills, achievement in other subjects, such as, mathematics. science, and social .
studies, and general cogniuve development. Paulston concludes.that “a study can be

found ro support virtually every possible opinion.™s* b

Thus cohclusion 1s supported by a number of other researchers who have analyzéd the
results of ingernational studies Although these researchers, like Paulsion, advocate by
lingual education. they have concluded that it is not possible to select an optimum edu
cational approach for all situations #* A World Bank review of selected international
case studies found that “there 15 not one answer to the question of what lahguage to use
for primary school. but several answers, depending on the characteristics of the child, of
the parents and the local community, and of the wider community."st «

Simular intonclusive results were reported in 1978 in the American Institutes for Re p
search (AIR) evaluation of Title VII programs for the 1975-76 acadefnic year.’* Asof
fall 1975 AIR evaluated all Ticle VH Spanish.'English projects in either their fourth or
fifth year of funding. The study compared students enrolled in Title VII p/?jgg‘_i_g,gi,th a
cuntrol group of students not enrolled in these projects. In general, across grades, Title
VII students perforrfied slightly lower in English language arts than did non Title VII
students and atabout the same level asthe non Title ViIstudentsin mathematcs. Rela
tive to national norms, Title VII Hispanic students scored at about the 20th percentile in
English reading and at the $0th percentile in mathematics. s

Although unusually large achievement.gains were reported in certain classrooms in
the AIR evaluation. these gains were found in both Title VII and non Title VII class
rooms. There was also evidence that students in some bilingual classes did not do as well
aslanguage minority students in more traditional courses Critics of the AIR evaluation”
have argued that the research unfairly estimated the potential value of transitional bi
lingual education Title VII and non Title VI students and programs may not have
béen comparable. students may not have participated in bilingual programs for a long |
enough time to determine any positive effects, and there were problems with program
implementation, teacher training. and the availability of appropnate curricula.?s Cer
tainly. these problems existed. The achievement results of Title VII programs which |
were evaluated in their fourth or fifth year of operation, however. do not show that tran |

EN

.

" Paulston "Bilinguals Biculural Education.” p 188

' See Wallace E Lambert and G Richard Tucker. Bilingual Education of Children (Rowley, Mass . N
bury House 1972). p 216. and G Richard Tucker, "The Linguistic Perspecuive,” in Bilingual Education ..
Current Perspectives’ Linguustscs. 11 (Arlington, Va  Center for Apphed Linguiducs, 1977), p 40

** Nadine Dutcher, TheUseof First and Second Languagesin Pnmary Education Selected CaseStudies ,
Draft réport prepared for the Education Depanment of the World Bank, June 1981, p 25. -

" Malcolm N Danoff. Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Tutle VII Spanuh/English Bimgual Education
Program (Palo Alto, Cahf  Anferican Institutes for Research, 1978). .

4 See Cardenas  Response 1, 'in Epstein Language, Ethnicity and the Schools. Joan S Bissell 4 Reuew
of the Impact Study of ESEA Tutle VII Spanish, English Bilingual Education Programs. Office of the Autiiror
General. California Staic Legislature March 1979, and Center for Applied Linguistics, "Response to AIR
Study Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title V11 Spanish English Bilingual Education Program " Arling
ton. Va . Memorandum 18 Apnl 1977
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siional biingual education programs — as implerpentcd by school districts — were bet
ter or appreciably worse than regular school pregrams .

These results are not surprising when one consiters the large number of variables
which affect comparnisons of this type ** Several impolgant societal factors — values with
respect to assimidation and cultural diversity, the language of the surrounding commu
nity, and the status of language minority groups in the coum%'- affect the outcomes

_ Paulston argues that the instructional model selected is a result of these societal factors
rather than the cause of children’sacademic achievement and that these factorsare con
siderably more important 1n determining children’s achievement than is the pérticular
instructiona) approach used ¥’ )

lo addition, a number of other.variables affecting student achievement are difficult
to control for n comparisons of different program models Students” socioeconomic
status, the length of time they have lived in this country, their general language skills,
and their proficiency in various subjectsclearlyinteract with the effects ofalter\nitive in
structional models. Moreover, the models as actually implemented may be mort, alike
than theiur labels imply. For instance, bilingual components aretypically included injm
mersion programs, and almost every bilingual program uses some ESL techniques

Finally, program characteristics generally associated with program quality, such
time on task, clear instructional objectives, strong leadership by the scheol principal,
and well rained teachers, clearly play a more important role in student achievement
than does the initial language of instruction As Paulston observes, "It should bg reas
suring to educators that children do better in good programs.™’

. These findings are consistent with results in other ficlds of education ** Few studies
show one theoreucal teaching technique to be clearly superiorto another Rescarchon
Follow Through, a federal dem onstration program designed to compare different edu
cauonalmodels for childrenin the primary grades, found more variability in outcomes
from siteto sute for the samemogel than between models within sites ** Thus, a model's
theoreucal base had only a limited effect on the way the actual program was imple
mented in sdhools and on student achievement. Other studies comparing the phonics
and whole-word approaches to teaching reading have had similar yesults ¢ All of this
.suggests that there 1s no educational basis for selecting an optimum instructional model
for a country as large and diverse as the United States and that current findings do not
indicate that the transitional bilingual bicultural approach advocated by the Lay Rem
cdies and Tatle VI1is better onthe average th an other models. Analyses of different edu
cational models, however, suggest that it may be possible to identify factors in certain

.

» See Fithman Willlam Francis Mackey. "The Evaluaton of Bilingual Education ™ in Frontiers of Bilin
gual Educetion ed Bemard Spoliky and Robert L Cooper (Rowley, Mags  Newbury House 1977) Barry
Mclaughin, Language Learning in Bilingual Irstruction Laterature Review,” Graduate School of Educa
tion. Univ of Califorma. Berkelcy, June 1981, Paulston, "Bilingual/Bicultural Education®, and Bemnard
Spotity. "The Establishment of Language Education Policy in Multilingual Societses.” sn Frontiers

% Paulston, “Bilingual/Bicultural Education.” .

" Paulston, “Bilingual/Bicultural Education.” p. 190

“ Ints C Rotberg. Federal Policy Issuesin Elementaryand Secondary Education.” in The Federal Rolem
Education New Directions for the Exghties. ed Robert A Miller (Washingion, D € Inststute for Edura
tional Leadership, 1981)

" Rotberg ’

“ Rotberg
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communities which would favor one educational approach over another. For example.
researchers have compared internauonal studies which have produced apparently con
tradictory results — some favoring learning initial reading in the natve language. others
in the second language.*' From these and similar studies, theyhave noted charactenstics
associated with studenss, programs, and communities which may account for thésuc
cess of one or another educational approach in particular situations.

Studies which found initial learning in ghe second language to be effective include the
followng

The St Lambert Study in Canada*?

The research evajuated animmersion program for Enghsh Canadian children who were
taught exclusively in French in kindergarten and first grade. and pripanly in French
from grades two through four except for one hour of English language arts instruction
cachday Attheend of the fourth grade. the children read as wellin English as the Eng
lish control group They also performed extremely well in French when compared with
French Capidian childreniin a regular French program.

The Redwood City Study m California®
The research examined a bilingual program for Mexican Amencan children in which
readmg and other subjects. such as mathematics, science. and social studies, werentro *
duced in both Spanush and English The children were compared with a control group
4aught exclusively in Englsh, someumes with ESL instruction. Resultsindicated that the
bilingual group scored better in Spanush language skills while the control group scored
better in English language skills Results for mathematics were mixed.

<
The Ruzal Study in the Philippinestt
Children in Tagalog speaking areas were instructed in the locat vernacular in the early
grades The grades at which English reading and English subjectmatterinstruction were
introduced vaned Results indicated that the grade at which English reading was intro
duced and the sequencing of vernacular and English reading made no difference in Eng
lish reading achievement However, English proficiency was directly related to the num
ber of years tngluh had been used as the medium of instruction The group taught ex
clusively in English did bestin all content areas. The average level of literacy in Tagalog
was not closely related to the number of years English had been used asa medium of in
strucuon ) '

Other studies favored initial learning in the native language:

The Chupas Study in Mexico®* g
Indian chiidren who learned to read in the vernacular and then in Spanish scored higher

v See Dutcher, Chnstina Braw Paulston  Ethnic Relations and Bihingual Educauon Accounting for Con
tradictory Data  Working Papers in Bilingualism, No 6 (Toronto Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa
won 1975, James Cummins., The Role of Primary Language Developmentin Promoting Educational Suc
cess for LanguagefMinonty Students. 1n Schooling and Language Minonty Students A Theoretical Frame
work Evaluation Disemination and Amcusment Center. Cahifornia Slale Untv . Los Angeles. 1981, Fish
man Lambert and Tucker and Tucker

™ Lambert and Tucker

* Tucker

“ Tucker

* Dutcher
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on tests of Spanishrreading comprehension after third grade than those who had been
taught in §panu}r:r:ly' .

The Rock Point Indian School i’ Arizona*

Indian children who received bilingual instrucuon with English reading introduced in
grade two were e compared with children given ESL wnstruction and then taught in Eng
lish for al} sub)ecu The children 1n the bilingual school did beuer than the controls in
both English reading and in malhcmaucs

Studies of Finnish Migrant. Children in Sweden®

Two swdies compared the effects of programs which taught only in Swedish with pro
. grams taught in both Finnish and Swedish Finnish achievement was best for students
who had some instruction in Finnish, whereas Swedish achievement was lowest for those
who had nonstruction 1n Finnish. The results of the second study also favored bilingual
instrucuion Children who were taught pnmarily in Finnish 1n grades one through three
a_nd in Sweduh in grades four through six achieved well in bbth Frnnish and Swedish

Based on areview oftf\ese ahd dmilar studies, researchers have hypothesized that cer
tain conditionsanay be related to the success of particular program models Programs .
that teach initially iy the second language may be more hkely to succeed when

~ children come from middle: or upper-class homes
— children’s linguistic development in the native language is high
—the home language has high status in the community

-

~—there is a srong incentive for the children to leamn a second:language

© —thefeare positive ex‘:pectalions for student success
—there is strong community and parent support for the program
— children remain in school past the first few grades

.~ program quahty is high and'is spec-iﬁcally designed for children who are learning 2
second language , i . ) ,

Conversely, some observers sugge;t that initial learning in the native language might
be more desirable, both academxcally and psychologically, fof children who come from
low in¢ome families and who are pot proficient in their t1ative language, in communi
ues‘whete the home language has low status,*for students likely to leave school in the
early grades, and where gachers are not members of the same ethnic group as the stu
dents and may be insensitive to their values and traditions.*

Typically cited as evidence for these hypotheses are the Canadian immersion pro
grams, which teach using the second language, and programs like those for Indian and
for Finmishimmigrant children which favor initial native language instruction The Ca
nadian immersion programs are considered effective for children from high socioeco
nomic backgrounds and the programs for Indian and Finnish children thought to be
more appropriate for children from low socioeconomic back_grounds and with lmually

* low levels of language developmem . .
“ Dutcher N SN

¥ Dutcher RN ’
& See Dutcher, Paulston. and Tutiﬂiln. 41 ™~
. Y .
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But the distinction is not always clear For insténce, the Canadian immersion pro-
grams were successfully rephcated for low ability children and for children from work
ing class families Similarly. in the Redwood City, California study. low mncome Mexi
£an Amencan children, taught exclusively in English. performed better in English lan
ghage skills than children in bilirigual programs. Neither finding would have been pre
dicted from the generalizations drawn above, However, these gc'ncralizalions. if not
taken too literally, can be helpful to communities considering altefnative educational
programs for language minonty children They certamly do not support one particular
approach for the entire nation. )

Even at the school district level. where information about social factors and students’
special needs is available, one particular instructional approach may not be best for all
students The policy statement adopted 1n 1980 by i'hg\Momgomcry County. Maryland,
Board of Education is relevant here The statement concludes that “there isno single 1n
structuional approach which meetsthe needsof alllimited English proficient studems."!
1t encourages a variety of programs, including ESL., modified immersion, transitional

bilingual, and tutorial.
4

- . . d

Nonacademic Outcomes

Giventhat researchresultsare ambiguous. it may be usefui to determine whether partic
ular educational models produce results other than achievement, suchas increased self
concept or decreased absenteeism and dropout rates. student integration, and greater
.economy and feasibility. . -

3

Attitudinal and Behavioral Results

. Discussions about the educational benefits of different instructional approaches often
. refer to measures other than achievement scores~ such as attitudes toward school, self
concept, retention in grade, absenteeism, and dropout rates — as important reasons for
advocating bilingual bicultural programs. Jose Cardenas, for example, noted.

-

Though few studiés document the success of bilingual education, there is an abundance

of studies which adequately evaluate the effect of past immersion programs [thatss. reg

ular classroom programs)- In such programs, anywhere from 50 percent to 100 percent

of the language minorities dropped out of school prior to the completon of the 12th
. grade . In Texas. the result of immension programs produced such a high level of
[grade] retentions that 86 percent of ali Mexican Ametican children in that state had re -
peated at least one grade prior to the completion of the third grade.*

Carllenas also feared that such programs m ighr‘ac{vcrscly affect children’s psychologn
cal adjustment: -

In my opinion. and not contradicted by research findings. sucl;: immersion pro}rams. al
, though adequate for adults and for higher grade levels, produce too much of a psycho

-

** Montgdmery County {Maryland] Public Schools. Boardof Education. ' A PolicyStaternenion Education
of Limited English Proficient Students.” 21 Jan 1980 p |
' “ Cardenas pp 78-79 RN
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l6gical trauma in young ¢hildren Placement in a language immersion program today
would constitute for me a fun acuvity, though I can still remember the horror of this ex
\ perience when | was uix years old !

It 1s one thing to note real and disfressing educational problents, st is quite another to
tface their cause to a particular instructional model and to introduce asa solution an al
ternative model such as bilingual education Studies 1n atutudinal and behavioral ef
fects encounter the same problems as research on student achiesement. Not unexpect
edly. societal factors appear to be more important in determining students’ attitudes
and adjustment than does choice of instructional approach.’? Accérdingto Norman Se
galowitz, "Many factors determine what the language chosen as medium of instruction
will mean to the student - personality, home attitudes. community senuments, political
environment "**

Moreover, very few atutudinal studies have adequate control groups, and there are
added difficulties in measuning outcomes such as students’ psychological wellbeing *¢
No clear pattern emerges from the research Some researchers have reported positive
findings for students in bilingual programs, where others havc found little difference in

, students’ arutudes or behavior. .

Paulston concluded from a survey of several American studies that “all of the re
scarchers reported that bilingually taught childrenshowed self concepts as positive as—
and, more often, more positive than — monolingually instructed pupils. This wasuucof
minority group children as well as of Anglo children " Paulston noted that Amencan
Indian students atending a bilingual bicultural school in Chicago had considerably
lower dropout rates than Indian, students in Chicago public schools ** Joshua Fishman
found positne results in school attendance, atitudes, and self concept for students 1n
bilingual programs in several studies conducted in the United States and Canada ¥

The AIR study, however, found no difference in attitudes toward school and school
related activities between students in Title VIl and non Title VII classes.®? Slmila}ly. a
study of a comprehensive bilingual bicultural program for Mexican American students
in Texas, speaifically designed to increase students’ psychologica) as well as cognitive de
velopment, found no difference between experimgntal and comparison students on a
range of measuresincluding attitudes. self concept, motivation, social values, absentee
sm. grade retehuon, and dropout rates ** Ricardo Chapa also found no difference in
self concept between children in a bilingual program and a control group. and Wendy
.Oxmanfound thatstudents from bilingual schools scored significantly higher on testsof
alienation than did those in a limited bilingual or a nonbilingual school.*®

. 4
v

Y Cardenas p 79 '
* McLaughlin “Language Leaming .,
"' Norman Segalowitz * Psychological Perspectives on Bilingual Education ' in Fronuers p 157
% McLaughlin : .
% Chnsina Braut Pauiston, "Research.” in Bilingual Education, 11, p 123 .
* McLaughlin
Y Fishman

i * Danoff
* Earl Jones and Peter B Dawis, eds . Final Summary Report on the Expenmental Schools Project, Edge

«wood lnd:pmdml School Dutrict (San Antonio, Tex - Developmerit Associates. 1977)
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The important point 1s that 1n most studies the, Funbxguitics in research design, out
come measures, and in the results themselves. do'not support generalizations from the
research that has been conducted. In her review of attitudinal studies. cited above,
Paulston noted:

Two imponant factors must be considered in evaluating these conclusions First of all.
cach researcher has a parucular bias whlch influences huis research design (e.g . 1n terms
of hischoice of experimental and control groups, independent and dependent vanables.
tesung instruments and procedures, etc.). Whether st1s due to faulty research design or

. . ‘merely an mnadvenent omission 1N the dissertation, important background information
(e g . children s previous educational expenence. parents’ education, children's degree
of bilingualism and sociohinguistic factors) frequently 1s not included Secondly. the
authors themselves admit that the favorable results of innovauve educational programs.

such as bilingual ones. may be nothing more than manifestations of the “halo” or Haw
thome effect ¢

-~

Student Integration
The 1970 OCR memorandum prcvnou.fly noted specifically advised school districts to
avoid programs that resulted in,a “permanent track” for language minority students
Recent work by Peter Rossi has suggested that, for some school systems, Title VII may
become another segregated track for Hispanic students. Districts may prefer to place
students in these programs instead of in regular classrooms.*? The AIR Title VIl evalua
uon reported that, although 75 percent of the students enfolled in the Title V11 Spanish
English classes were Hispanic, fewer than a third of the students were there Yecause of
limited proficiency in English as judged by the classroom teacher ** Students appear to
have been assigned to classes based on their home language or ethnic background rather
than on their profitiency in English. |

Somye support for this hypothesis is also provided by Gary Orfield. who cites HEW sta
ustics showing that by 1974 Hispanic children were more likely to attend pfedominantly
mindrity schools than were blacks.** Although segregation of blacks has declined signifi
cantly during the 1970s. segregation of Hispanics has been increasing * In a study of
federal programs. Jackie Kimbrough and Paul Hill also found that segregation was par
ucularly pronounced in schools with large enroliments of Hispanic children ¢ Although
the causal relationship between bilingual programs and Hispanic segregation has not
yet been fully researched. the 1978 Tutle VII Amendments recognized a potcn(ial prob
lem. "In order to prevent the segregation of children on the basis of national origin in
programs assisted under this title, and in order to broaden the undcrstandtng of chil
dren about languages and cultural heritages other than their own, a program of bilin ‘

’ i
“ Paulsion, ‘Rescarch ™ p 125 M : |
t PeterH Rossi  Comments on Tide VI Evaluation 'Memorandum Soculand Demographic Research ‘
Institute. Univ of Massachusetts. Amherst, 10 Apnil 1979
> ***Danoff ‘
# Orfield. ‘Response i1, in Epstesn, Lan(uag:. Ethnicity and the Schools,
* Orfield <
® Jackie Kimbrough and Paul T Hill TAe Aggregate Effects of Federal Education Programs (Santa Mon
o ica Cahf The Rand Corp. 1981)
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gual instruction may include the parucipation of children whose language 1s English, /
but 1n no event shall the percentage of such children exceed 40per centum.”*?
Advocates for bilingual bicultural education, however, say that bilingual programs
have been more successful than traditional approaches for language minonity students.
They refer to histonical patterns of discrimination and harassment against language mi
nority children in which children received little or no help in the regular school pro-
gram, were punished for speaking Spanish. or were assigned to classes for the mentally
retarded They believe thata trend away from bilingual education to ESL would simply
Ievive these old patterns Cardenas putit this way “Perhaps Hispanic minonties are so
overwhelmingly in favor of bilingual education regardless of lack of evidence of 1ts suc-
- tess because the experiences with past programs have been so negativé that any alterna-
tive 15 @ stepin the right direction 1f. as documented by the Texas Education Agency.
the dropoutrate of Mexican Amencan children in a South Texas school system 1s 90 per -
cent the parents cannot be blamed for strongly recommending an untested alterna
tive "% Further. he suﬁicsxed that certain school districts have highly segregated bilin
gual educauon programs because the districts themselves are highly segregated.
Nonetheless the objectives'of bilihgual education and school desegregation may be
inconsistent in certain circumstances, in many school districts Spanish speaking stu
* dents must choose between segregated bilingual education or integration without bihn
gual educanion * From a legal point of view, there currently is no clear Supreme Court
statement on what approaches are permissible. and federal courts have handed down
inconsistent decisions ** Clearly, further research is needed to assess the effects of differ
ent types of programs for language minonty children on student integration and to
identify programmatic opuons for educating language-minonty children in desegre
gated settings

Cost and Feasibility .

Bilingual programs have practical imphications for school districts beyond their effects
on student achievement, attitudes, and integration The Lau Remedies. like many
othér federal and state requiremeots. must be financed from local revenues rather than
from categoncal federal or state funds The combination of requirements unsupported
by funding decreased local fiscal capacity. and decreased federal funds oftencreates fi
nancial difficulties for school districts.”

In addition to fiscal considerauons, there are practical problems in selectuing ag{d
training teachers and designing appropnate curricula.” Districts with muluple lan
guage groupshave more problems The Lau Remedies require that districts withi twenty
or more students of the same language group provide bilingual bicultural programs for

“US Cong Amendmentto Tatke VII 92 Stat 2270. 2007 S C 3228 *
® Cardenas p 79 N
* Betsy Lewin Salvador Casteneda. and Mary von Euler. "Legal Issues Related to School Desegregation

and the Educational Concerns of the Hispanic Community. in Desegregation and Education Concerns of the

Hupantc Community Conference Report (Washington, D € Nauonal Institute of Educauion. 1977)
* Levin Casteneda and von Euler
" Rotberg
* Spolsky
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each group This means that the district must establish separate programs. hire and
train bilingual staff in each language, and integrate the students’ curriculum with the
regular school program. Chicago, for example. must provide instruction not only in
Spanish but in seventeen languages. including Assyrian, Gujarti. Indic, and Serbo

_Croauan ™ The difficalty of staffing these programs 15 llustrated by a study conducted

in New Mexico in 1976.” A random sample of 186 bilingual education teachers and
ades, many of whom had done university work in bilingual education, was tested on a
standard third grade curriculum frfim Mexico. Only 18 of the 136 teachers could read
and write Spanish at the third grage level.

tficult problems in establishing criteria for selecting
and reta:ning students 1n progr#fns Existing tests of language proficiency are of ques
uonable value and reliability,’ and the detailed observational criteria described in the
Lau Remedies are generally considered unworkable. .

There 1s at present no nationally representative informaton which describes the cost
and practical implhications of implementing different types of programs for language
minornity children, although there are studies of selected programs The AIR Title Vii
classrooms. for example, recewved anaverage of $376 more per student when compared
to classrooms 1n the control groups.” However, this figure reflects the comparison be
tween students 1n bilingual and regular programs and does not indicate the comparative
costs of different types of speail services for language minority children A recently
completed study of #x school districts conducted-by the Rand Corpdration estimated
that the added cost of special programs for langage rpinority children ranged from
$200 to $700 per student ’" These esumates include instructional, ®dministrative, and
staff development costs. The added costs depend on average teacher salary, the extgnt to
which “pull out” programs are used. and the extent to which aides are added to bilin
gual. self contained classrgems The study found no clear relationship between instruc
tional methods — ESL or bilingual instruction ~ and cost.

implications for Federal Policy and Research

The preceding review of legal and research issues hdsrather direct im plications for fed
eral pohicy. It points to several mportant findings indicating that there is no require
ment under the Lau decisign, nor is there research evidence, to support a federal re
quirement that school distnicts use a particular instructional approach, thatthe federal

government does have a clear responsibility under the Lau decision to ensure that lan

guage minority children receive some type of assistance to enable them to participate in
the regular school program. and thatnationallyrepresentative research is needed on the
expenence of different kinds of programs for language minority children to provide a

v .

1 The Deregulation That Wasn't  Washington Post

s Eptiein

" Elien J Rosaniky A Review of the Bilingual Syntax Measure " in Papers in Applied Linguustics - Ad
vances in ‘Language Testing Seres | ed Bemard Spolsky (Arhngton Va  Center for Apphed Livguistics
1979) -

'* Danoff

1 poily Carpenter Huffman and Marta Samulon ‘Case Studies of Dehvery and Cost of Biingual Educa
tion.” Monograph (Santa Momica. Cahf  The Rand Corp . 1981)
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.
resource base for Congress. for those who draft regulations. for state and local admunis
trators, and for teachers to assist in the decision-making process .

»

<

Flexpbility n the Chorce of lmtructx;cml Approach ’

Thisreview hasshownthat an analysis of federal policy as represented by the Lau Reme
dies and Tutle Vi1 program shows a strong preference for bilingual bicultural programs
over alternative approaches which rely pnmanly on Enghsh language instruction In
the case of the Lau Remedses, this policy considerably extends the 1970 OCR memoran
dum and the 1974 Supreme Court decision on which the remedies are based Neither
OCR nor the Supreme Courn specified the instrucuonal remedy .

Reviews of research findings companing the effects of alernatve instrucuonal ap
proaches onstudent achievement have shown that bilingual programs are neuther better
nor worse than other instructional methods Similarly. the few studies which have exam
ined other implications of the approach used - such as effects on student integration, *
costs. or student attitudes toward school - do not provide clear evidence to support one
model over another

There 1s. therefore. no legal necessity or research basis for the federal government 1o
advocate or require a specific educational approach Moreover, past research on a
range of federal education programs has suggested that regardless of the menis of a par
ticular approach. it is not productive for the federal government 1o interfene inlocalde
cisions about instructional models ™ The evidence comes from a number of studies. For
example. Arthur Wise's research has shown that federal attempts 1o require speaific in
structional approaches do not result in positive programmatic changes but simply in
crease the complexity of running an educational system.™ The National Institute of Ed
ucauon study of compensatory education concluded. "Although local distrits have
many pressures to'use funds more generally than the funds allocation regulations allow.
they have httle inCentive to dehver infenor or jneffective services. Moreover. even if
LEAs follow the procedures established in the program development regulatons. there
1s no guarantee that they will produce high quahty services.”** Similarly, the NIE Voca
tional Educaton study found that the complex planning requirements did “'not signifi
cantly influence local program decsions "*' Finally the Rand Corporation’s change
agentstudy and the education voucher study 1n Alum Rock. Cahforma indicated a wide
8ap betweren federal expectations and local educatnon programs as actually carried
out " *a

Ingeneral, there 1s httle evidence that program regulationshave had asignificant im
pacton the quality of instrucuon at the local level. Further, federalinvolvementin local

v

" Rotberg N

" Arthur E Wise Legulated Leaming The Bureaucratization of the American Classroom {Berkeley
Uni of California Press 1979)

* Paul Hill and Ins Rotberg, eds  Admnutration of Compensatory Education Report of the NIE Com
pensatory Educanion Study (Washington. D € Natonal Instutute of Education. 1977), p. 14

'' Henry David and Gerry Hendnckson. eds . TAe Vocational Education Study The FmalRtpo'n Report
of the NIE Vocational Education Study (Washington D C  Natonal Insttuteof Education. 1981), P xXxxut

** Paul Berman, Peter W Greenwood. Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, and John Pincus. Federal Programs
Supporting Educational Change V. Executive Summary (Santa Monica. Cahf  The Rand Corp_. 1975).
Eleanor Farrar John E DeSanctis and David K Cohen. "The Lawn Panty The Evolution of Federal Pro
gramsin Local Setungs.” Pkt Delta Kappan. 62 1980. 167-171 .
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planning or instrucuional methods may detract from more appropnate federal objec
tives of ensuring that intended beneficianies receive supplemental educational services.
It may also weaken the political support of even carefully designed programs.*

Prousion of Appropriate Seruvices

Although the Supreme Court’s Lau decision did not require a specific instructional ap-
proach, the federal government does have a responsibility under thatdecision to ensure
that school districts provide appropnate services for language minonty children. How

ever, emphasis on specific program requirements may have detracted from this basic
objective There hasbeenextended debate about the relauve ments of ESL versus bilin

gual bicultural approaches and about the perceived federal intrusion into local school
policy However, the essential requirement of the Lau deaision that languagc minority
children receive some typeof specialassistance to enable them to participate in the regu

lar school program has received consldcrably less attention.

We know from experience with other education programs that ‘the federal govern
ment can ensure that specific population groups receive services without extensive direc
uveson how subject matter is taught * However, we needa clear delineation of the fed
eral role 1n particular educational matters, specific regulations to implement federal
objectives, and careful management Collecting data in connection with comphance
agreements with school districtsis not enough, we need systemauc research informauon
which describes how the needs of language munority children are served in xhc context of
the Lau decision.

Research Issues ~

In addition to providing data on the extent to which language minonty children aré
currently being served, such research should examine the effects of alternauve federal
policies Currently. we do not know the implications of allowing school districts more
flexibility in the way they serve limited English speaking students because we do not
know what school districtsin fact are now doing or who isbeing served Wedo not know
what changesin programs, staffing patterns, or fiscal constraints 3§uld result from less
federalinterventionin program design. Nor dowe know how demogtaphic and polmcal
factors in different communities would affect those changes. The actions at the local
level are also affected by court decisions and state laws imiting freedom of action which
mught otherwise résult from more relaxed federal standards. Moreover, the unavailabil
ity of research data makesit difficult for state and local authonues to 1denufy their op
tons and to use this i ation to implement appropnate pograms. Much can be
done to remedy these brob ms by describing the experiences of other school districts in
a logical and comprehensive manner.

An analysis of previous evaluations of major education programs suggests certain re
search strategies that are likely to produce information useful to policymakers.* Al

** Rotberg

* Ratberg
+ % Sue E Berryman and Thomas K Glennan, Jr . AnImproved Strategy for Evaluaung Federal Programs
in Educauion, snEducational Evaluation in the Public, Policy Setting. ed John Pincus(SantaMonica Calif
The Rand Corp 1980) and Paul T Hill Evaluaung Education Programs for Federal Policymakers Les
sons from the NIE Compensatory Educauon Study. 1n Educational Ewluation ed John Pincus
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though this paper 1s not designed to descnbe in detail the charactensucs and methodol
ogy of a well designed piece of policy research. it 1s useful to set out the basic parameters
of such astudy In particular evaluations of large programs should include 2 broad
range of interrelated studies on all aspects of the program (resource distribution, pro

gram management. and educational services) as well as on student outcomes. specify
how the program operates in practice and how 1t might change if alternatives were
adopted conduct studies that are designed to meet the needs of the intended audiences
and describe how the results might be interpreted for use in educauonal practice and
policy formulaton. and present the implications of various policy alternatives. rather
than making recommendations based on pohitical and vilue judgments.

Although numerous individual studies of bilingual education have been conducted
and some have prodiiced useful information. there has not been a comprehensive eval

uaton of the type suggested here Existing studies (such as the AIR Title V11 evalua-
tion'* and an evaluation of the classroom component of the Title VII programs. cur

rently being conducted by thre Department of Education®’) focus on Title V11 programs
and do not provide a national oversiew of the services received from all funding sources
by language minority children Generally, descriptive information has not been avail

able for most federal programs Forexample. in 1974. almost ten years after Tatle I was
imimated the NIE evaluauon of the program found no systemauc information about
who was served and what services were provided * The informaton subsequently col
lected was essential 10 an understanding of the Title | program and recommendauons
for possible improvements

There1s 2 n&¢d for national studies of school districts describing the actual operation

of bilingual programs and how they can be improved. Future research areas might in
clude

—the extent to which language minonty children are served — charactenstics of
children receiving services. critena used to place children in programs, percentage of
ehgible children served

%
"
—the characteristics of services provided - type of instructional approaches used. in
structional ime 1n native language and 1n English, time spent on various subjects.
gToupINg practices

- the language skills and lraln{ng of teachers
~ the distribution of resources to target populations

- the expected consequences of alternative federal policies, such as gving school dis
tnets more flexibiity in instructional approaches

.
— theeffectson student achievement of well implemented programs. andthe character
utics of programs that are effective for particular students and communities

~ the effects on outcomes not directly related to student achlcvcmcm.-guch asintegra
uon. cost. and feasibality

* Danoff

*" Rene F Cardenas and Elizabeth C Proper Evaluation of the Classroom Instruction Component of the
ESEA Tule v11 Bl{(n‘ual Education Program_Study in progress by Development Assocates. Athngton Va
and AbtAsociates Cambndge Mass -

** Paul Hilland Ins Ratberg eds . Compensatory Education Senuces Report of the NIE Compensatory
. Educanion Sydy (W;:hmpon D C National Insutute of Education 1977)
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* - thedescnpuon of effective programs for language munority children in integrated set

e tings

.
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— the idenufication of exemplary foreign language instructional techniques in the
United States and other countries, both in elementary and secondary schoolsand in se
leced foreign-language institutes and universities

These studies would assist legislators. administrators. and tcachcrs in dgcision mak
mg Congress and state legislators would have descnptions of current programs as they
consider, future legislauon for funding bilingual education programs. The executive
branch would have data on the extent to whichlanguage minority children are served.
in order to assist in developing procedures for implementing the Lau decision And.
mostimport ant. research findings would be available to state and local educators about
instructional alternatives and their implicatiops for student achievement, integration.
and program costs. This type of information will be essential to any reexamination of b

lingual education policy during the next decade. ' .

"Senator Starrorp. Thank you all very much indeed, and the
meeting stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:35 am,, the subcommittee was adjourned.]




