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INTRODUCTION

Ii.
Overview

Drawing on the 1982 English Language Proficiency Survey (ELPS) and spacial
tabulations of the 1980 Census, this report presents estimates of numbers

and proportions of children from families where a non-English language is

spoken (language minority families) and who are limited English proficient
(LEP). The report provides estimates.at the national and State levels and
for selected languages.

About one-third of all school-age children from homes where some use is made
of a non-English language are distinctly limited in English proficiency.
Proportions of 1imited English proficient children vary substantially across
language groups and among States, and limited English proficient children
tend to be concentrated in just a few States, although the specific pattern
of concentration is different for some language groups.

The data presented represent estimates as of 1980. While most of the patterns
revealed in these estimates are likely to still be valid in 1987, there are
important exceptions to bear in mind. For example, most children from homes
where an Indo-Asian language is spoken (Vietnamese, Laotian, Cambodian and
Thai) were recent immigrants in 1980, and this factor contributes heavily to
the estimate of a 70 percent LEP rate for that group in 1980. Seven years
later, the rate is likely to be substantially lower.

Another important facter is growth in the school-age language-minority
population. Between April 1980 (the Census reference date) and October 1982
(ELPS), we estimate this population increased by a little over 7 percent, or
from roughly 5 million to 5.3 million. Estimates of net growth from 1980 to
1987 are a matter of speculation since they depend largely on assumptions
about the net migration of population from Mexico.

Methodologica’ %oncerns

How the Estimates were Generated. The 1982 English Language Proficiency

Survey administered English language proficiency tests to 8,800 schonol-age
children, 4,000 in language-minority households and the remaining 4,830 in
homes where only English is spoken. Based on score distributions for English-
only children, English proficiency cutoffs were estimated for each single

year of age, 5 through 17. By means of muitiple regression analysis of the
data from language-minority children, models were ¢hen develaped for predicting
differential probabilities of scoring below these proficiency cutoffs, based
on characteristics available in the 1980 Census.

Special tabulations of the 1980 Census data were then obtained which *profiled”
each of the State and language-specific groups on the independent variables

of the predictive models. By applying the models to these data-profiles,
synthetic estimates were obtained of the numbers and proportions of language-
minority children whose proficfency in English could be expected to fall

below the specified percentile cutoffs.




The ELPS Sample. The ELPS sample was drawn from 1980 Census housshold racords,
and the sample was apportioned (er stratified) with a view to estimating
specific language differences accurately. As a group, language-minority
households were over-sampled by a factor of abcut 5, but within this group
Spanish language households were undersampled in order to develop reliable
estimates for each of the other 12 languages. Because of this allocation of
the sample, it is possible to estimate language-specific differences in LEP
rates. Since the primary purpose of ELPS was to identify a broad range of
factors predictive of actual English language proficiency, the resulting
loss of precision in direct estimates based on the ELPS data was judged to
be acceptable.

Test of English Proficiency Used in ELPS.—The Language Heasurement and
Assessment Inventory (LM&AI) used in ELPS was developed earlier for the 1978
Children's English and Services Study. The LM&AI included a test for each
age level from age 5 through 14 (ten in all). In ELPS, the test for 14
year-olds was also given to youths ages 15 through 17.

Census interviewers administered the 20-25 minute tests in the home at the

came time that information on the household was cbtained. For younger children,
most of the test was orally administered, using pictures and flash cards to
assess recognition and English vocabulary. At older ages, the test was
exclusively written, with items designed to evaluate comprehension, punctuation,
understanding of idioms, and mastery of syntax.

The Standard of English Proficiency Used in Developing Estimates. The Depart-
ment believes bilingual education services should be targeted on children from
homes where a non-English language is usually spoker and whose English is
sufficiently 1imited thatthey could not be expected to make normal progress

in school without special help. For native English speaking children,
performance below the 20th percentile on tests of reading or math is often
considered by educators to be indicative of the nead for compensatory education.
In fact, substantial numbers of language-minority chiidren participate in
compensatory education programs such » Chapter 1. The Department considers

it appropriate to apply the same star 'd of English proficiency in determining
need for special bilingual education services among children genuinely dependent
on. a non-English language.

Factors that Predict Performance on the Test. In developing the model for
estimating performance on the test {and thus numbers of children by State

and language), the follov"ng variables are the principal ones used. These
variables generated model-based predictions of whether a language-minority
child was likely to score below the specified standard of English proficiency:

o Education of household or family head.

o Family income.

o Child's relative progress in school--a comparison of the child's age with
the grade in which the child was enrolled at the time of the Survey.

o Nativity and recency of immigration.




o Origin of Spanish language households--whether native U.S. or Cuban,
Puerto Rican, Mexican, or other foreign origin.

o Household respondent's judgments of how well the child and the household
head speak English--"very well" and "well" versus "less than well,"
including “not at all.*

o Membership in specific language groups--selected language groups, including
American Indian, whicn exhibit significantly above or helow-average LEP
rates when controlling for other variables in. the predirtive equation.

Why the Estimates of LEP Children Must be Described as Synthetic. Humbers

of language-minority children are directly available from published tabulations
of the 1980 Census data, but our estimates of LEP children are synthetic

because they are generated by applying findings from tested children in ELPS

to children represented in the 1980 Census who were never tested. In this
respect our estimates may be understood as an answer to the following hypothetical
question:

Assuming that the factors found to be predictive of limited
English proficiency within the 1982 ELPS data were uniformly
operative in 1980, how would the language-minority children in
each of the 714 combinations of 51 States (including D.C.) and
14 home languages have performed on the same tests?

Detailed synthetic estimates are vulnerable to two types of errors: some of
the Tactors that influence the characteristic being estimated may not have
been identified (errors of omission in the predictive model), and certain

of the identified factors may operate differently within particular subgroups
(errors attributable to the heterogeneity of the population b2ing estimatedg.
For example, the model predicts low score rates in cases where the household
respondent (usually a parent) expressed the judgment that the child speaks
English “not well.® Some parents judge their children by relatively lenient
standards while other parents are more exacting. If there were large
differences in this respect among State and language-specific subg oups --
differences not systematically correlated with other predictive variables in
our model (such as the parents' educational attainment) -- our estimates of
LEP rates would be correspondingly distorted. In fact, however, much of the
variance in severity of parental judgment is captured by other variables in
our model, including specific language differences and, for Spanish speakers,
the Spanish oriain variable.




11. ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBERS OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT CHILDREN BY
HOME LANGUAGE

Table 1 provides direct estimates from the 1980 Census of the number of
language-minority chiidren in each langiage group.

As the table shows, children from Spanish-language homes outnumber the next
largest group (French) by a factor of 14. This means that the accuracy of

our estimates of total LEP children for individual States is largely determined
by the success of our model in predicting the performance of Spanish-language
children. Of interest in this connection is the Spanish origin variable
{Mexican/Puerto Rican/Cuban/Other) in our predictive model. Relatively

large and highly significant differences were observed in ELPS among tested
Spanish-language children by type of origin, and these differences contribute
to-the probabie acsuracy of the State-specific estimates. -

Table 1

Number of School-Age Language-Hinority Children
by Language Group, U.S., 1980

Language Number Percent of Total
Spanish 3,113,100 62.8%
Frerch 222,600 4.5%
Italian 215,000 4.3%
German 184,700 3.7%
Chinese 133,630 2.7%
Filipino 130,700 2.6%
Greek 78,400 1.6%
Portugese 75,700 1.5%
Korean 66,000 1.3%
Polish 61,600 1.2%
Japanese 44,100 9%
Amer.Indian languages 109,000 2.2%
Indo-Asian languages 91,300 1.8%
Other 429,100 8.7%
Total, all languages 4,955,000 100%

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the 1980 Census (i5 percent sample data).

Note: Children ages 5-17 are counted as language-minority 1f the Census
reference person (generally the household head) and one other household
member (not necessarily the child in question) are reported to speak a
non-English language.
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Practical Limitaticns On the Amount of Detail. The U.S. Census Bureau recog-
nizes about 400 different larguages, and Census publications provide data
for up to 70 language groups. In this repert, we present estimates for the
11 largest language groups, plus two composite rategories and a residual.
Considering the tendency for language groups to cluster in particular States,
even 14 language categories is probably excessive., For exampie, the smallest
of our specific language groups (Japanese) is represented by just 44,000
school-2ge children, and 60 percent of these children are located in just
three states -- California, Hawaii, and New York. This means the average
number of Japanese children represented in the Census Bureau's sample in
each of the remaining states is ahout 50, a perilously small sample for
applying a complex model to estimate the number of these children who might
have tested out as limited in English. -~ -

State coordinators of bilingual education programs might desire greater
detail. For example, Arabic, Turkish, and other Middle-Eastern and African
languages are included in the large “all other* residual category. In some
States, the residual is estimated to account for more than a quarter of all

LEP children. The Indo-Asian category poses similar problems, since it
embraces four or five distinct languages and accounts for significant fractions
of the LEP population in ten States (see Appendix Table 5). Some 200 languages
are subsumed under the American Indian category. Finally, one of the “specific*
languages included in our analysis -~ Filipino -- is arguably a collection

of discrete tribal languages. Given statistical constraints, however, such
detailed estimates cannot be provided.

Deperidence on a Non-English Language for Language Minority Children. A

common mistake among casual readers of reports on language minority children
i5 to assume that all such children make use of the non-English "home" language
(i.e., that they commonly speak and zre spoken to at home in that language.)

As a result of a series of specific language questions in the ELPS survey, we
know that this is not true, and the detail is sufficient to construct an
approximate scale of dependence on the child's “hame" language. We put home
in quotes here because by ordinary standards, the child's home language is

the one usually spoken. As Table 2 shows, however, for 40 percent of language-
minority chi]d;§n, the usual language spoken at home is English (Line 4: 100%
- 6001% = 39.9 3

Relative to the 11 indicators in Table 2, the questions of particular interest
in assessing non-English l1anguage dependency are these:

o Does the child speak the non-English lanquage at home? As line 2
shows, 19 percent do not. .

o Is the non-English language the one usually spoken at home? As
already noted (line 4), for 40 percent of language-minority children,
only secondary use is made of the non-English language.




Table 2

-

Eleven Non-English Language Indicators, Their Prevalence
Among Language-Minority Children, and LEP Rates under the
20th Percentile Associated with Each of t:hese Indicators

(English Language Proficiency Survey, 1982)

Percent of all

Percent scoring

. language minority under the

Non-English Language Indicators children 20th percentile
1, The non-Engiish language (N.E.L.)

{s the usual or second-often

spoken household 1anguageeeeecesssescess 100,0% 45%
2, Child speaks N.E.L. at hOMEeceeoocscasss 81.1% 49%
3. N.E.L. is the mother tongue

(age 14-17) or N.E.L. is the usual

household 1anguage (5<13)cceccccsccocccs 64.6% 52%
4, N.E.L. is usual household language

(a]] 3935, 5'17)oooooooooooooo..oooooooo 60:1% 53%
5. Household head speaks N.E.L. with

children in the householdeseeceacosesses 59.3% 54%
6. Chi]d born outSide U.S.................. 25.2% _57%
7. English not a household 1anguageeceeeese 15.8% 72%
8. Chi]d speaks N.E.L. With friend......... 13.8% 70%
9. Child entered U.S. in last 5 yearS.eeee. 11,5% 69%

10. Cnild judged to speak English

"not well" (by household respondent).... 5.7% 94%

Child judged to speak English

“not at all" (by household respondent).. 7% 98%

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the English Language Proficiency Survey

file, OPBE/PES/PTAD, November, 1985

11.
\
|
|
|




l=

o Is English not often used in the home? This is the case for just
16 percent of the language-minority children {1ine 7). Thus, for
84 percent of the children, English is at least a second often-
spoken household language.

Just 6 percent of all language-minority children are judged by the household
respondent -- usually a parent -- to speak English "less than well® (Line 10).

Developing Estimates by State and for Language Groups. The 1980 Census did

not include questions about usual and secondary languages, but only whether
each individual member spoke a language other than English at home {as opposed
to only speaking Eng]ishg. In consequence, when developing the estimates by
State and language, which use 1980 Census data, we have had to employ a
dirferent definition of language minority. In place of detailed information
on language dependency, we relied on ELPS for estimates of the proportions

of Tanguage-minority children who are both 1imited in English (using the 20
percentile standard already discussed) and genuinely dependent on the non-
English home language). In both cases, we have striven for equivalence of
results. Specifically:

0 Definition of Language Minority. Our 1980 Census definition of
language minority (children in households where the head and at
least one other member is reported to make use of a non-English
language) yields approximately the same population estimates as
would have been obtained if information on usual or second
household had been available. Direct evidence on this point
comes from ELPS, since both types of questions were asked in
that survey.

o Limited Proficiency in English and Dependence on a Non-English
Language. The Department believes that bilingual education
services should be targeted on children with a significant
degree of dependence on a non-English lanot:age defined as at
least five non-English language indicators as set forth in
Table 2 above. As the table shows, 59.3 percent of all
language minority children meet this standard of dependence,
and 54 percent of these children are LEP under the recommended
20th percentile standard of English profi_.iency.

As applied to the population of all language-minority children,
this yields a net LEP rate of 32 percent (54 percent of 59.3
percent). Our detailed LEP estimates for the 714 combinations
of 14 languages and 51 States yield a national total of 1,752,000
children. This amounts to 35 percent of the Census-estimated
language-minority population, or slightly over the benchmark
figure of 32 percent estimated from ELPS.

10




Estimated Numbers and Proportions of Limited-English-Proficient Children by

= Home Language. 1able 3 displays synthetic estimates based on the application
of our predictive model from ELPS to special tabulations of the 1980 Census.
Note that expected LEP rates vary widely across the 14 language groups, from
a low of 14 percent to a high of 70 (Italian versus Indo-Asian). In addition
to language-specific effects observed in the ELPS data (and incorporated
into our predictive model), these rates reflect differences in the statistical
"profiles” of the various groups on the other Census variables in our
model, such as nativity and recency of immigration.

Tabie 3

Numbers and Proportions of Language Minority Children
Who Are Limited in English by Home Language

Total Limited LEP as
Language English Proportion
Minority Proficient of Total
Spanish 3,113,000 1,271,000 .41
French 223,000 51,000 .23
Italian 215,000 30,000 .14
German 185,000 37,000 .20
Chinese 134,000 38,000 .28
Filipino 131,000 35,000 .27
. Greek 78,000 14,0390 .18
Portugese 76,000 24,000 32
Korean 66,000 17,000 .26
" Polish 62,000 - 11,000 .17
Japanese 44,000 8,000 .19
Amer.Indian languages 109,000 57,000 52
Indo-Asian languages 91,000 64,000 .70
Other 429,000 96,000 .22
Al 4,955,000 1,752,000 .35

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education -- estimates based on the application
of a model (derived from results of the 1982 English Language
Proficiency study) to special tabulations of the 1980 Census data.




111, GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT CHILDREN

Evidence of Concentration. Table 4 shows that the distribution of LEP children
by State 1s strongly skewed: at the high end three States account for 61
percent of all LEP children, while the 31 States with the fewest contribute

only 7 percent to the naticnal total.

- Table 4
Geographic Concentration of Limited-English Proficient Chiidren
U.S., 1980
State share of Mumber Percent Number of
national total of States share LEP children
10 percent of more 3 1/ 61% 1,078,000
2 to 5 percent 6 2/ 20% 354,000
1/2 to 1.9 percent n 3 12% 202,000
Under 1/2 percent 31 7% 118,000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education -- estimate based on the application of
a model (derived from rasults of the 1982 English Language Proficiency
study) to special tabulations of the 1980 Census data.

1/ California, New York, and Texas

2/ Arizona, Florida, I11inois, Massachusetts, New Jersey and New Mexico

3/ Colorado, Connecticut, Hawaii, Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin.

o

The reader may note that there is a aissing interval in the "State shares"
categories; no State has a share amounting to from 5 to 10 percent of the
national total. I11inois, ranks fourth with 4.6 percent, and New York, the
third ranking State has 12.4 percent, preceded by Texas with 21.6 and
California with 27.5 percent at the top of the 1ist. Totals for all the
States are presented in Appendix Table 2. }
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Language Composition of LEP Children in the Nine Largest States. The Spanish
Tanguage group accounts for 72.6 percent of all LEP children. In Table 5,

we see that the Spanish group is predominant within all nine of the largest
States.

Table 5

Estimated Language Composition of Limited English Proficient Children
for States with 2 percent or more of the National Total, 1980

AZ CA FL  IL  MA N NM NY  TX

Spanish 64% | 81%| 80%| 74%] 42%| 72%] 68%] 73%| 95%
French -o -- 5 1 9 1 -- 3 -
Italian -- -- 1 2 § 6 -- 5 --
German -- 1 2 2 1 2 - 1 .-
Chinese -- 3 1 2 3 1 -1 4] --
Filipino -- 4 1 21 -- 2| - 1] -~
Greek -- -- 1 2 3 2 o= 2 -
Portuguese - 1 -- -- 25 4 - 1. -
Korean -- 1 -- 1 1 1 -1 1 -
Polish -- -- .- 3 1 2 -- 1 -
Japanese -- 1 -- -- -- 1 -e | o= -
Amer. Indian 33 -- - - .- - 0| -- e
Indo-Asian 1 4 3 3 2 1 1 1 2
Other 1 4 4 7 5 6| --1 8 1

A1l languages 1007 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Kumbers of
LEP children

(in 000s) - 63 482 55 81 37 69 49 217 379

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education -- estimates based on the application
of a model (derived from results of the 1982 English Language
Proficiency study) to special tabulations of the 1980 Census data.
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Texas ranks first in this respect with 95 percent of all LEP children in the
State belongirz to the Spanish language group. Arizona and New Mexico are
distinquished *-« substantial fractions of American Indian children (33 and
30 percent, re.gectively) and Massachusetts is distinguished by Portugese
children who amount to one quarter of all LEP children in the State. For
detail on other States, see Appendix Table 4.

Patterns of Seographic Concentration by Language. Table 6 extends the 1ist

of states to include an additional five with appreciable shares of particular
languages, and expresses the LEP children in each State as & percent of the
total! U.S. language group. Thus, for example, Table 6 tell us that the
Portuguese children who comprise 25 percent of ali LEP children in Massachusetts
(from table 5 above) amount to 39 percent of all Portugese LEPs in the country.

California is clearly the standout State in this table with a predeminant
share of 7 of our 14 language categories. Nine States are distinguished by
ten different languages within their LEP populations. Along with
California, New York, I11inois, and New Jersey are especially notable

in this respect. Systematic detail for ail States is presented in
Appendix, Toble 5.

14
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TABLE 6

Geographic Distribution of Limited-English Proficient
Children by Home Language: U.S., 1980

Percent of Specified Lang:zage Groups

States with 10 percent of more of a iangquage group or

with at least 35,000 LEP Children (2 percent of the AN

total) Other
Language AL CA FL HI IL LA MA NJ NM NY UH PA Rl TX|States
Spanish 31 311 4] --| 5/ --1 1] 4| 3] 12| 1| 1f --} 28} 7
French --1 4] 6] == 1} 34} 7| 2| --]1 13| 1} 1} 2| 2} 27
Italian -=| 5] 2| --] 6] ==} 7] 14] ==} 39} 3} 7} 1] 1] 15
German 1f 71 3] --] 5] 1} 1} 3] ==} 7} 10f 7{ --] 5] 50
Chinese 1] 42} 2| 2| 3| --] 3] 2] --f 21] 1] 2} --| 4| 17
Filipino -~} 48] 2] 19| 6] -=| ==} 3| --| 4| 1] 1} --] 2] 15
Greek 1{ 6] 3| =--] 13] --| 8} 7] --] 30| 4} 5] --1 2| 21
Portugese e=| 16] 1| ==| ==| ==} 39| 13| -=] 6| ==} 1} 14| --{ 10
Korean 1] 34 1| 4] 7| --| 1] 4| --} 9] 1] 4| --} 4| 30
Polish 1} 2] 1| --} 21} =<} 5] 11§ --} 18] 4] 6f 1} 3{ 27
Japanese -=-1 36} 1] 13| 4] --}] 1] 5] --f 121 1| 1} --] 4| 22
Amer. Indian |36] 2| ==| ==| ==]| ==]| ==] ==] 26] 1] =-| -] == 1} 34
Indo-Asian 1 31y 31 1y 4; 4 1 1} 1} 27y 1} 3| --] 11} 36
Other 21] 2} 2| 6] 1} 2] 5| --| 18} 5] 7} --] 3| 28
ANl 4} 27y 3|1 11 5 { 2] 4] 3j 12} 1] 2| O} 22] 13

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education -- estimates based on the application
of a model (derived from results of the 1982 English Language
Proficiency study) to special tabulations of the 1980 Census data.




VI. PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF THESE ESTIMATES

Comparison with the Judgments of Language-Minority Parents. From our analysis

of the ELPS data, we know that parental judgments of how well the child
speaks English make a significant contribution to predicting the child's
actual performance on a test of English proficiency. Nevertheless, this is
merely on2 of many variabies that figures in our predictive model, so it is
a matter of some interest to compare simple tabulations of this 1980 Census
question with the much more complex estimates of LEP children derived from
our model. Table 7 offers such a comparison just with respect to State
shares of English-1imited children, and only for the nine largest States.
In this connection, the first thing to observe is that the same nine States
have the largest shares on both measures.

Table 7

State Shares of National Totals of Children Limited in English
under Two Different Definitions: U.S., 1980

Percent of national totals Rank on

Parent’s #odel-based Parent's Rank on
Judgment* LEP estimates Judgment* Model
Arizona 2.5% 3.6% 7 6
California 31.1% 27 ..5% 1 1
Florida 3.5% 3.2% 6 7
I111nois 6.0% ~ 4,6% 4 4
Massachusetts 1,8% 2.1% 8 9
New Jersey 3.8% 3.9% 5 5
New Mexico 1,6% 2.8% 9 8
New York 11,7% 12.4% 3 3
Texas 20.3% 21.6% 2 2
Subtotal 82.2% 81.7%
Remainder 17.8% 18,3%
Total U.S. 100.0% 100.0%
Number of )
children 653,600 1,752,400

SOURCE: 1980 Census of Population, Vol. 1, Chapter C, and Appendix, Tablie 2.

* Children reported in the 1980 Census to speak English ™less than well,”
as Jjudged by the household respondent.
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At *east for the larger States, it .appears from Table 7 that parents' judgments
of how well the child speaks English, as reported in the 1980 Census, provide
a relatively good indicator of relative shares of the LE? population. State
ranks on the two measures never differ by more than one step, although the
numbers from the model-based LEP estimates are two-and-a-half time higher

thag Ehe numbers of chiildren judged by parents to speak English “less than
well,

Comparisons with LEP Children Identified by State Education Agencies.

Table 8 provides a comparison of the numbers of limited English proficient
children reported to the U.S. Department of Education by State educational
agencies with estimates by State derived from the ELPS model,

Table 8

Comparison of Numbers of Limited English-Proficient Children
Identified by State Education Agencies and Estimated by Model

SEA Hodel=-based

State reports* estimates
Arizona................ 32’000 62’000
Californi@ececessccsess 568,000 482,000
Floridacececcocececsece 38,000 55,000
I11in01Seeccceccccccase 54,000 81,600

- MassachusettSeecoccoces 25’000 37,000
Mw Jerseyoooooooooooeo 37’000 69’000
New mxico?............ 51’000 49’000

N New YOrKeeeeooooososees 141,000 - 217,000
Texas......"........... 27“’2009_- 379,000
Top 9 States Total 1,220,000 1,432,000
(Average of top 9) (135,000) (159,100)
Next 11 Model States** 124,000 202,000
(Average of next 11) (11,300) (18,400)
Remaining SEA States 84,000 34,000
(Average of other 22) (3,800) (4,300)

9 non-SEA States*** 24,000

(Average of 9) (<) 2,700)

Total, U.S. 1,428,000 1,752,000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Bilingual Education and Minority
Languages Affairs (compilation of State reports) and Appendix Table 2.

* Latest reports available as of March, 1987. These were predominantly
for the 1984-85 school year, with some for 1985-86 and a few for 1983-84,
** These States are identified in the note accompanying Table 4 on page 12.
*** Alabama, Arkansas, Del:ware, Maine, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South
Carolina, Utah, and West Virginia,
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There are at least two reasons why we should expect smaller numbers of LEP
children from State Education Agencies: only children enrolled in public
school are covered by these estimates, and very small language groups may
escape notice at the school ievel. In contrast, our model-based estimates
cover the entire age-group 5-17 without rejard to school enrolliment, and
include even the smallest numbers of children wherever they are found in the
1980 Census.

State Education Ageacy estimates of LEP children are not available from
every State, but ncae of the nine missing States is estimated by our model
to have a significant number of LEP children. Once again, the same nine
large States appear at the top of both lists.

Hith respect to estimates from large States, California is the main exception
to our hypothesis that SEA-reported figures would be lower. In all other
respects, however, the comparisons accord with this hypothesis: both
distributions are strongly skewed, with sharply descending averages for the
four groups of States on the two measures. As a group, the nine States not
reporting LEP enrollments account for just 1.4 percent of the total estimated
by our model.
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Appendix Table 3
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ESTIMATED LANCUAGE COMPOSITION OF LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT CHILDREN

Appendix Table 4-

BY STATE (Percent of State Total)
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