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Two political events in 1998 mark a new era of English-only language policy in California.  Proposition 227, referred to as "English for the Children," passed by a 61 percent majority in the June 2 primary election.  A week before that vote, Governor Pete Wilson vetoed SB6, a late attempt by the legislature to reauthorize bilingual education.  That bill, after years of negotiation, would have allowed local school districts to determine services for language minority students and would have saved the day for language pluralism.  These two events may ultimately signal an abrupt detour from a generation of bilingual education for English language learners.  

Proposition 227 promotes “English-only” and threatens bilingual government services, including education, for both immigrant and resident language minority groups.  It is viewed by many as evidence of anti-immigrant attitudes, language-based discrimination and racial/ethnic conflict.  English-only policies have polarized communities in the past.  In Monterey Park, Chinese Americans were the target in the 1980s, when language was a pretext to harass new residents by restricting business signs in Asian language scripts and attempting to exclude Chinese-language books from public libraries (Crawford, 1992).  A generation ago, the 1968 East Los Angeles high school walk-outs focused on educational equity, including the right to speak and learn in languages other than English (Rosales, 1996).  

Since the passage of the federal Bilingual Education Act in 1974, bilingual education has been identified with civil rights, self-determination, access and local school control (Schneider, 1976).  In a pendulum swing, the English Only movement in the late 1990s has been strengthened by an initiative to exclude community languages from the schools. This article will review the key portions of Proposition 227 and events surrounding its passage and implementation in Summer 1998.  It concludes with a discussion of alternatives for the uncertain future of dual language education in the United States.

The Proposition:  English Only for Educating Children

Although the benign title of the movement behind 227 is "English for the Children," and the organization’s website documenting important developments is "One Nation (1)," the initiative language actually reads:  Chapter 3 [added to part 1 of the Educational Code] “English Language Education for Immigrant Children.”  Its sponsors, Ron Unz and Gloria Matta Tuchman, have repeatedly stated that they do not intend the measure as an anti-immigrant issue.  The title and its nine articles, however, clearly target language minority immigrant children and families, as can be seen from its contents.  

The first Article declares several truisms.  "English...is the national public language of the US....the language of economic opportunity."  "Immigrant parents are eager to have their children acquire...English."  These incontrovertible statements are followed by two clauses with questionable conclusions.  The first equates school underachievement with bilingual education.  "Whereas the public schools of California do a poor job of educating immigrant children, wasting financial resources on costly experimental language programs whose failure...is demonstrated by...high drop-out...and low English literacy levels of many immigrant children."  The second makes an educational assumption that "young immigrant children can easily acquire full fluency...if they are heavily exposed to that language."  That statement is based on research on structured immersion, treated later in this essay.  The first Article of the statute concludes with a general, but potentially powerful statement, which according to Article 9 contains "the governing intent of the statute:"  “it is resolved that all children in California public schools shall be taught English as rapidly and effectively as possible.” 

_______

1.  The internet address for English for the Children is <http://www.onenation.org> and its subpages include the text of Proposition 227, updated news coverage and links to both supporting and opposition organizations.  My own website <http://www. csulb.edu/~jattinas>, the website of the National Association for Bilingual Education <http://www.nabe.org > and that of James Crawford <http://ourworld.compuserve.com/homepages/jwcrawford/> contain articles and links related to the fast changing fate of Proposition 227.

Article 2 makes specific the general language of Article 1.  “All children...shall be taught English by being taught in English...in English language classrooms...through sheltered English immersion during a temporary transition period not normally to exceed one year.”  There's the rub.  The intent to move as rapidly as possible toward English is prescribed by settings and techniques whose effectiveness are subject to great controversy.  Article 2 also defines terms such as sheltered English and bilingual education in brief, broad strokes that mask great variation and many intervening factors in current educational practice.

Article 3 allows limited dual language instruction through parental exceptions.  The right of parents is recognized as the cornerstone of educational alternatives, and with prior written consent, informed by a description of the materials and program choices available, "children may be transferred to classes where they are taught English and other subjects through bilingual education techniques or other generally recognized educational methodologies."  This statement is the focus of implementation litigation, which was still unresolved as the 1998-99 school year began, and discussed below.  

Further statements in Article 3 confuse the waiver procedure as it enumerates conditions.  Waivers are available only if children already know English, are at least ten years old, or have special needs. Requiring fluency in English before age ten [about 5th grade], fully contradicts the profile of language minority children who are overwhelmingly young, and supposedly the main beneficiaries of this statute.  The provisions regarding English fluent and ten year-old students could be construed as a concession to a growing group of educated American parents who want dual language structured immersion classes for their mainstream children.  The special needs statement is as troublesome as it is vague.  It revisits an unfortunate and long-standing chapter in education, wherein language difference was erroneously termed a disability, minority children were misdiagnosed because they could not respond to English language psychological tests, and teachers found it easier to refer non-traditional children to special needs classes.  To reopen such discussions, whether to include or exclude children in academic programs, is unfortunate.  Indeed, the interpretation of "educational need" is a key arguing point in litigation and merits further discussion.

Articles 4 and 5 provide parents with incentives to support the measure, one generous and the other threatening.  Article 4 declares that $50 million should be dedicated to community English and literacy programs--a wonderful idea in all seasons.  Article 5 states that parents can sue educators who do not implement the statute.  Teachers, school administrators "may be held personally liable" for fees and damages for willfully failing to implement the statute.  In a litigious climate, this article opens possibilities of a lengthy and costly resolution of almost any complaint. 

Article 6 states that if any part of the initiative is in conflict with federal or state law, it "shall be severed," from the statute.  Another task of educational organizations and legal defense advocacy groups surrounding the implementation of 227 has been to find such conflicts in intent and detail especially regarding Articles 2 and 3.

Finally, Articles 7, 8 and 9 state briefly that the proposition becomes effective in the school term beginning 60 days after passage (that date occurred August 2, 1998);  that a two-thirds vote of the Legislature would be necessary to amend provisions;  and that, as mentioned, Article 1,  stating that children shall be taught English rapidly and effectively, is the core of the law.  Here again are contradictions.  The statute became effectively after two months, sending schools into a frenzy and many children, parents and teachers into dismay.  Amending the statute was made nearly impossible, given the 2/3 majority needed.  But after all is written, Article 9 protests innocently that Proposition 227 only intends to teach the children English.  

The implementation work that has followed passage of Proposition 227 by both proponents and opponents is an important story to tell.  First let us turn to features of the genesis and promotion of the proposition.

The campaign 

Proposition 227 and the debate over English-only vs. bilingual education became heated in early 1998.  The bilingual education controversy grew over ten years into an increasingly visible polarization of society into monolingual English and language diversity camps.  Immigration and globalization mushroomed during the years after the expiration of the California Bilingual Education Act in 1987.  The "sunset" provision of the law allowed precedent and federal regulations to direct the implementation of bilingual education in the state (California Department of Education, 1994).  In fact, as we shall see, many procedures are still operative.  The implicit nature of the carryover allowed both proponents and opponents of bilingual services to propose replacement bills which ended in stalemates.  A compromise was achieved in the last few days before the primary, only to be thwarted by Wilson's veto.  

Proponents continued to implement, expand and improve a variety of English and home language programs.  The designation of children as Limited English Proficient (LEP) remained the official label, but many referred to students as English Language Learners (ELL), to reflect the language goal positively rather than focus on a deficit.  Meanwhile, public resentment increased and several school districts sought to waive bilingual compliance requirements and teach only in English. Education was an arena for the political struggle.

The language issue became a surrogate for the racial, cultural, and economic sentiments of many monolingual, native-born Americans.  California is a test case for the nation, especially regarding language and education.  The restrictions proposed by Proposition 227 affect 1.4 million children and their families in the state which is host to half the nation's immigrants and operates half its bilingual programs, including many exemplary ones.  Proposition 227 added to the anti-equity, anti-immigrant trend in California, represented by Propositions 187, outlawing services to undocumented persons, and 209, which ended Affirmative Action to promote equity among cultural groups.  All three of these "strikes" against underrepresented and newcomer populations are under appeal. (As this essay was nearing completion, Proposition 187 was found to be in conflict with federal immigration law).

The English-only campaign spoke of providing "legal protection" for the language, yet provided no documentation that English is endangered.  In fact, English is spoken well or very well by 97% of U.S. residents and by 94% of the 32 million speakers of other languages in the US (Wiley, 1996).  English has displaced French as the language of international science, commerce and diplomacy, and after Chinese (Putong-hua), is the second most spoken language world-wide (Comrie, et al., 1996). 

The campaign invoked historically popular appeals for immigrants to become Americans and argued for "maximum exposure" during one-year of structured English immersion. Proposition 227 states that children will be taught "English as rapidly and effectively as possible."  While some educators recommend advancing this goal through the use of home languages, this is only possible through appeal.  

The statute does not reform instruction for English language learners.  Instead, it proposes placement for 30 days in a mainstream classroom, during which diagnosis occurs.  After that, a child may be placed in a structured English immersion classroom with a mixed-age group of children.  After one year, the child, whether fluent in English or not, will be sent to a mainstream [traditional grade level] classroom. Statutory rigor in 227 makes it cumbersome for schools either to continue practices that are working, or to seek alternative models.  Little is said about the need to develop teachers' skills, which has been a key factor in all educational underachievement and an acknowledged need in bilingual programs (Darling-Hammond, 1997;  Macias, 1996).  

In early 1998, the power of issues surrounding English, bilingual programs and immigration brought the debate on Proposition 227 into its proponents' court.  Anti-227 opposition leaders, formed by educators in state and national organizations for bilingual education, determined that the strong, simple appeal of the words English and Children would make it impossible to reopen the debate regarding complex and volatile concepts like bilingual education and immigration.  Education was sidelined and politics, weekly polls and sound-bites became central.  The initiative process has become a substitute for educational decision-making.  Setting their course by the momentum of conservatism and the generalized wishes of parents, proponents of the initiative thwarted the judgment of educators, the legislative process and the authority of elected school boards.  

The provision permitting citizen lawsuits was viewed as a sensitive area which would rally the opposition.  Article 5 targets teachers, administrators and school board members who could be held personally liable for financial damages if they used a language other than English to assist a child.  The potential to intimidate educators into strict adherence to the English-only policy was seen as unfair, because of the financial repercussions on a not-particularly-wealthy profession. 

The circumstances regarding parental applications for waivers were also seen as extremely limiting.  Under the waiver provision, parents must apply in person, risking clerical difficulties and administrative delays.  Moreover, if a child must demonstrate "physical, emotional, psychological or educational special needs" in order to qualify for waivers.  This feature strikes at the pride and values of many parents, who would be reluctant to admit that their children are "not right," as a condition for a bilingual waiver. The burden of transporting students to schools offering waiver programs would also fall on parents.  In any case, administrators would have no obligation to approve waivers if they were to determine that “an alternative program would not be better”  (California Rural Legal Education Task Force, 1998: 2);  parents would have no right to appeal.  These provisions tend to frustrate, rather than facilitate, parental choice.

The debate had elements of reason when its consequences were exposed.  In limiting special English-language instruction to one year, the statute contradicted evidence that children cannot learn a second language for academic purposes in 180 school days.  A comprehensive study of structured English immersion programs by Ramirez (1992) found that only 4% of students were mainstreamed after one year.  After 4 years, only 67% were mainstreamed.  Under the initiative, after one year of special help, 1.4 million English learners would be mainstreamed into regular classrooms, where most teachers would be unprepared to cope with their language needs.  This would create a chaotic situation for everyone, including English-proficient students and English only teachers.

Any of the above points would justify a no vote on Proposition 227--had voters been aware of them.  Instead, the public opinion surveys reported that a majority of likely voters, including Latinos, favored the initiative.  The popular media reported that over 80% favored the measure, and masked subtleties in the campaign.  Although Latino support was publicized in early stages of the campaign, 63% of Latinos actually voted against the measure according to exit polls (Pyle, 1998).  The response was modulated toward the end of the campaign when the opposition vote reached 39%.

In the pre election polls, the wording of questions provided few details of the initiative, including its effect of dismantling virtually all bilingual programs in the state.  The Los Angeles Times polled a random sample in October, 1997 and represented the initiative as one which "would require all public school instruction to be in English and place students not fluent in English in a short-term English immersion program."  It did not state that it would prohibit native-language instruction.  The repetition of the word English three times and omission of key facts undoubtedly influenced respondents;  it is no wonder that 80% of all respondents and 84% of Latinos at that point  favored this characterization of the initiative.  The actual text of the question did not appear in the story describing the results, but only in the newspaper's web site.  The Times pollsters may not have been biased in favor of Proposition 227, but the results may have been very different if the question had been posed as follows:  

"Should the state of California eliminate bilingual education and mandate an English-only approach for teaching children whose English is limited;  with provisions restricting local options and parental choice, dismantling programs designed to cultivate bilingualism, and threatening teachers with financial penalties if they violate this policy?" 

In fact, when a San Francisco organization asked two versions of the question to over 600 registered Latino voters, the outcomes were strikingly opposite.  Half were asked if they would vote [today] for a measure for:  "placement of students lacking English fluency into structured English immersion programs for a maximum of one year."  Sixty-five percent of over 300 persons asked the first question said definitely or probably yes.  Another 300 persons were asked if they would vote that:  "all public school instruction be conducted in English.  In other words, this initiative would eliminate all bilingual education programs from public school curricula."    Sixty four percent of respondents to the second question answered definitely or probably no. (Latino Issues Forum, 1998).

The initiative was inspired by many political agendas.  The campaign may reflect collective perceptions of many Californians, but did not settle issues of what is best for children, what will happen in schools as the measure is implemented and what may be the future of bilingual education.  These are the remaining topics for discussion.

Collective perceptions

"What Immigrant Parents Want" became a key point of contention in the campaign, and will continue to be argued as parents send children to post-227 schools.  Ron Unz repeatedly stated that immigrants want English instruction and not bilingual instruction for their kids.  One of the signature examples for this point was Los Angeles Ninth Street Elementary School in which Latino parents boycotted bilingual programs.  There  parents opposed to bilingual education staged a boycott in 1996.  As political theater, the Ninth Street story could not have been more useful to English-only advocates if they had scripted and stage-managed it themselves, which some believe they did, according to Crawford (1998b).  Ninth Street is the only example where Latino parents have staged a boycott against  bilingual education.  Similar boycotts and protests to retain bilingual education in Orange and Santa Barbara received much less coverage.  

Ninth Street Principal Eleanor Vargas Page arrived in 1993 and helped raise children's scores on English-language achievement tests 35% in four years.  The bilingual program was providing at least two hours of English each day, with most students transitioning to all English classrooms by fourth or fifth grade.  The head of a community center on which the parents heavily depend for child care repeatedly made statements to parents that bilingual education was to blame for the problems they perceived. The boycotting parents at Ninth Street represented fewer than 100 of the 460 children enrolled, and the principal did not refuse to recognize the parents' legal right to transfer their kids to English-only classrooms, according to Crawford.  Prior to the boycott, each parent had consented to bilingual instruction, and by request could switch their children in the school's alternative, intensive English program.  The parental right to choose is guaranteed under the "sunset provision" of the California law.  This peaceful solution would not have produced a confrontation --or the sensational headlines that followed.

The boycott occurred after the school invited parents for a consultation before choosing a program. The community agency director repeatedly advised them to stay away rather than face "harassment" by school personnel, and circulated a consent form in English among Spanish-speaking parents.  Principal Vargas Page invited the boycotting parents into the school to talk about bilingual education--its rationale and its results in developing English--so they could make an informed decision for their children.  She objected to the community agency director acting as the parents' agent, collecting their signatures on withdrawal forms, essentially insulating them from hearing the school's point of view.  In the end, the school gave in--in large part because of withering press criticism, and the students entered the English immersion program.  A year after 74 children had been pulled out of bilingual classrooms, only two--less than 3 percent—had been redesignated as proficient in English.  Some predict this may be a preview of what 1.4 million California children could expect under Proposition 227 (Crawford, 1998b).

On arriving in the US, immigrants are quick to grasp the importance of English in the USA.  In surveys over the past twenty years (Attinasi, 1985; Torres, 1996), Latinos and others are unanimous in wanting English for their children.  They also want cultural continuity and the economic potential of professional literacy in more than one language.  Given a simplistic choice:  "either bilingual education or English-only," as stated in some polls and often perceived by the public, there is overwhelming support for English-only.

Few parents are acquainted with the three stated goals of bilingual education in the US, which are:  1)  to teach English through second language learning techniques;  2)  to use the language of the home to provide an academic foundation;  and 3)  to develop positive attitudes and socialization regarding schooling.  A fourth goal, literacy and formal development of the first language may be a means to each of the three explicit goals, and is often the point of contention. 

Unfortunately, schools are often ineffective in explaining to parents how bilingual instruction works and how it can benefit their children.  If, however, immigrant parents receive an accurate portrayal of the underlying principles of bilingual education, especially its role in promoting second-language [English] acquisition and in developing valuable academic and bilingual skills, mody support bilingual programs (Krashen, 1996 summarizes several recent studies to this effect) 

Despite numerous examples of successful programs for English learners in California and elsewhere at every level of schooling (Lindholm, 1990;  Lindholm & Aclan, 1991; Collier & Thomas, 1998;  Crawford, 1997;  Cummins, 1996).  the public reads front-page reports that urban schools are failing to serve marginalized children (Woo, Colvin, et al., 1998).  Meanwhile, the business pages highlight the success stories of multilingual auto dealerships and companies recruit bilingual professionals for international businesses.  

What do immigrant  parents really want for their kids? A recent poll by Los Angeles' Spanish-language media found that 88 percent of the city's Latino parents with children in bilingual programs believe the programs are beneficial (Crawford, 1998a).  

Implementing Language Education in the Post-227 Era

Within two days of the primary election, lawsuits were filed to block implementation of Proposition 227.  Plaintiffs were from many groups, including the California Latino Civil Rights Network, Chinese for Affirmative Action, National Council of La Raza (NCLR) and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC).  The legal corps included the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF), the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), Multicultural Education Training and Advocacy (META), the Asian Law Caucus and others.  This is clearly not simply a Spanish speaking issue.  The Governor, State Board of Education and State Superintendent of Public Instruction were among the defendants (California Tomorrow, 1998).  Within two weeks Delaine Eastin, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, wrote to school superintendents and clearly explained that whatever the outcome of the lawsuit, certain legal requirements would continue, including the need to identify, assess, provide instruction, and reassess for redesignation any child who needs English language services.  Parental notification also must continue.  Data is to be gathered and reported regarding English language learners, according to existing language development compliance procedures.  Credentialing statuses of teachers, programs to prepare teachers and the need to hire qualified teachers for English language learners also continue unchanged.  Meetings with advisory committees, and parent notification in "a language which the parents can understand," also remain the obligation of schools and districts.  In fact, most aspects of Compliance and Coordinated Review, the operative policy for California language minority instruction, remain (Eastin, 1998).  In brief, all English learners are to be diagnosed, provided an appropriate program, and assessed before being redesignated as Fluent English Proficient.  Instructional program options are restricted by the new statute;  but resources, professional development and parental advice and consent remain as policy.

Eastin noted anticipated changes as Proposition 227 is implemented, and her letter summarized the articles of the statute.  She affirmed that all English learners shall be enrolled “in English language classrooms with sheltered English programs;”  and instruction is to be “designed for English acquisition, and nearly all in English.”  On the third page of the letter, Eastin outlined several key points needing further clarification.  These touch the most sensitive nerves of the controversy, because many phrases in the statute have no clear operational guidelines.  For instance:

· What services are required in structured English immersion?

· What transfer criteria will be used to mainstream English learners?

· What educational services will be required in mainstream classrooms?

· What are criteria for a "good working knowledge of,” or "reasonable fluency in," English?

· What determines the time frame of "not normally intended to exceed one year" for English immersion programs

· How much primary language instruction and support is allowed in "overwhelmingly in the English language." and "nearly all" in English? (Eastin, 1998: 3).

An issue not raised in the letter, but which arose in an August briefing by the California Rural Legal Education Task Force (1998) is the nature of the waiver.  Since the language of emergency regulations, effective July 23-November 20, 1998, specify waivers for certain programs determined to be "better suited for the overall educational development of the pupil," the regulatory language allows a broad scope for administrators and staff to determine placement programs.  Additionally, among the waiver's three categories--[311(a)] if a child is above grade level average in English; [311(b)] if the child is 10 years old and another program is considered better suited; and [311(c)] if the child has special needs--(c) is most problematic.  On the one hand "special needs" may simply be an informed belief that the child needs primary language instruction or support.  In a stricter interpretation, it may be necessary to establish new categories of "special physical, emotional, psychological or educational needs" and establish procedures to determine such needs.

By far the most volatile issue of the summer following the passage of Proposition 227 was whether a district could initiate a blanket waiver for children whom it had assessed as having "special need" for primary language services and for whom parental consent had previously been obtained.  On this point hung the existing practices of bilingual and language minority support offices in districts whose work has traditionally been to assess, seek permission and place students in appropriate classes.  In one view, such district waivers would make unnecessary the huge effort of new individual parent contact, information and consent.  In another view, the blanket waiver would absolve many of the offices the promoters of the initiative were out to eliminate.  The summer's rulings were therefore closely watched.

In July, the State Board of Education denied districts the option of mass waivers based on records and previous parental permissions.  But in the last week of August, Alameda County Superior Court Judge Henry Needham, jr. gave a tentative ruling that the State Board of Education must hear district waiver requests.  Bay area schools in Berkeley, Hayward, Oakland, San Francisco and San José would immediately benefit from the ruling (DeFao, 1998).  Other districts in Southern California, such as Long Beach, Los Angeles and San Diego, would also benefit from the rulings on district determination of special needs and programs better suited for students.  In Santa Ana, a city with 71% of its 50,000 students designated as English language learners, the school board on August 25 voted to eliminate bilingual programs (Kendall, 1998).  The pressure to comply was magnified by the need to implement changes by September 1 for year-round and September 10 for traditional-year schools.  

Each day new interpretations are emerging, concerning waivers, definitions of terms and rulings.  The impact on children will be the most telling result of the implementation of Proposition 227.  If the experience of the past debate on educational effectiveness is any indicator, short term results will dominate the headlines, and long term effects will be painstaking, most revealing and perhaps unnoticed.  The neglect of research on language alternatives will derive from its complexity, as well as the tendency of many to use findings only to confirm what they already believe.  But more significantly, the findings will be inconclusive because powerful sociocultural factors of poverty, powerlessness and lack of access are beyond, and only partially reflected in, the issue of language choice.  

The Past and Future of Bilingual Education

Whatever the political spins on initiatives or policy, there is a deep discontent with education generally, especially the education of marginalized and poor children.  Certainly the majority of English language learners fall into marginalized categories.  At the Ninth Street school nearly half of the children were living in shelters, cars and other impermanent circumstances;  over 90% were classified in poverty and eligible for food programs;  the other social disruptions of families would read like a social problems litany.  Many residents in Santa Ana are newcomers, fleeing collapsing economies and political instability.  Bilingual Education is officially a program with the mainstream as its goal.  But its clientele has come from traditionally marginalized populations.  And although fully half of California’s 1.4 million English learners were in English-only programs (ELD or no program at all), and less than a third in bilingual programs, the high profile of bilingual education creates either a clearly promising alternative, or an easy scapegoat.  The same has been true for most of the nation's history.

The implementation of Proposition 227 will be watched as more than a legal struggle regarding the interpretation of key phrases and the ruling of courts on appeals.  The wider view focuses on the fate of education that advocates for the disenfranchised.  On the one hand, legal, educational and research efforts in the aftermath of the election are using appeals and the legal process to continue the democratic project of public education.  These advocates seek to broaden the interpretation of the statute’s provisions, based on the rights of children, ethnic cultures and linguistic groups which have been established at the federal level.  On the other hand, a conservative victory has been declared in California and will be taken soon to other states, such as Arizona, Colorado, Massachusetts and New Mexico (Roos, 1998).  In early September 1998, the House of Representatives passed H.B. 3892 with a 54% majority.  This bill, referred to as the “English Language Fluency Act,” would redirect federal bilingual education funds for English programs of no more than three years duration (Crawford, 1998c).  Whether the bill survives the next hurdles of Senate passage and Presidential approval, it is clear that the lines are drawn.  English programs must improve, but at whose bidding and at what sacrifice?

Ultimately the question is about plurality.  Can we maintain diversity at all levels and still join our plurality into a national unity?  Is there a role and place for plural languages and lifestyles within a shared common language and macroculture?  These are issues at the root of the American enterprise.  History shows that there are errors and major pitfalls in a single-culture and  single-language view, whatever its claim to benefit new or existing sectors of the society.  The heart of the argument is not English--all agree that English is a goal.  The questions are who is welcome, and what does one have to do, display, or hide to be welcome.  

Education in a welcoming society means an open invitation for many cultures and mutual learning of cultures and languages, regarding both native born populations and the newcomer guests in a society.  American businesses expect to be guests in other lands to sell, work and buy, so being good hosts will ultimately make traditional Americans good guests worldwide.  Bilingualism opens the world to both guest and host.  Such a future would include sociopolitical goals that many mainstream Americans are uncomfortable with--the legitimization of linguistic pluralism in public contexts and the use of public funds to help maintain ethnic languages.  Some view public support of any type of pluralistic empowerment, especially for the lowest and most silent sectors of society, as politically bold and potentially risky.  The business community might consider public funding for multilingual development a valuable economic subsidy, but the private sector is usually silent regarding public education except on the most back-to-basics themes.  These are among the reasons for the rapid growth of English-only sentiment.  Meanwhile, the foundation of political support for bilingual education has changed;  in fact, it has seriously eroded over the years.  The largely untold story of bilingualism in America may help explain why this has happened.

Despite focusing primarily on the European immigrant experience, neglecting Native Americans and groups Spanish-speaking Californios, Heinz Kloss’ The American Bilingual Tradition (1977, soon to be reprinted by ERIC) is valuable in refuting popular myths, such as the notion that bilingual education was an invention of the 1960s.  In fact, bilingual education dates back to the colonial period.  In the late 1900s, there were 600,000 elementary-school children, public and parochial, receiving all or part of their instruction in the German language, probably a larger proportion than receive Spanish-English instruction today. 

Language policies in the Southwest deserve special mention;  they contextualize the current controversy.  Although Spanish-speakers were a conquered population following the Mexican-American War, California's first constitution, written in 1849, incorporated some minority language rights, such as a guarantee that all state laws would be translated into Spanish.  But the Gold Rush brought a very rapid demographic shift.  Nativism soon flourished, and the legislature started passed laws designed to harass the Spanish minority.  In 1855, the state Bureau of Public Instruction decreed an English-only policy in the public schools.  Still, this was difficult to enforce in Southern California, where the population remained largely Spanish-speaking.  Santa Barbara defied the state directive for several years, continuing instruction largely in Spanish.  Los Angeles got around it by using public funds to support Catholic schools taught in both English and Spanish (Crawford, 1998a). 

German-language instruction was quite common in this country until World War I.  In the overheated patriotism of the time, other non-English-speaking immigrant groups also became suspect.  Within the space of a few years, 35 states passed laws mandating English-only instruction.  Bilingual education was virtually wiped out overnight--except in a few isolated rural areas--not to reappear until the early 1960s in Dade County, Florida.  Miami was transformed by the influx of Cuban exiles, after the Revolution of 1958, many of whom were wealthy, educated, and desired dual language literacy for their children.  Coral Way school became famous as an innovator in two-way bilingualism, educating Spanish and English speakers in the languages of both.  Bilingual education at Coral Way is flourishing--though not without controversy.  The results have been socialization, integration, academic education and economic contact with Latin America (Anderson, 1998).  

Within the bilingual tradition in the US, the recurring themes of parents' rights, assimilation of ethnic minorities, and equal educational opportunity have evolved as public education has been recognized as a civil right.  In Lau and other rulings non-English speaking students were entitled to appropriate help in overcoming language barriers, but the Supreme Court did not specify bilingual education as the only permissible alternative for English language learners.  Several states, including California, followed the lead of the federal government and made bilingual programs the preferred, indeed the mandatory, approach wherever practical.  Gradually, various forms of bilingual education, but mostly the transitional variety, were embraced by practitioners, studied by researchers, accepted by school boards, and supported by a corps of experts, lawyers, and government monitors.  The key legislation in California passed in 1977, with a 10 year lifespan.  As mentioned earlier, at its expiration in 1987, program implementation and compliance have continued, and although their validity is in question, current policies have been upheld following the veto of bilingual education legislation and the passage of Proposition 227.

Beginning in the late 1970s, federal and state mandates for bilingual education provoked a political backlash especially against native-language maintenance.  Led by the late Senator S. I. Hayakawa of California, the English-only movement went through several stages (Crawford, 1995).  To the extent that ethnic militants had asserted language rights in the classic sense--the right to public support for maintenance of minority languages--they were marginalized and labeled un-American.  At about the same time, the Reagan Administration ended the policy of requiring school districts to adopt specifically bilingual instruction to remedy their civil rights violations.  In a clear oxymoron, alternative English-only programs were funded under the bilingual education act.  Models of instruction proliferated: using only-English, including a monolingual version of structured bilingual immersion which had proved successful in Canada.  Several dual language models were also developed, including primary language reinforcement, academic subjects in primary language, with goals ranging from quick assimilation to full literacy in both languages.  A fierce debate ensued over the pedagogical effectiveness of “bilingual education,” which was viewed as a whole despite the wide variation just described.  Sorting out the question of which form of language services is the most effective pedagogy for promoting equal opportunity is increasingly difficult, since the models are multiple and the debate depends on complex research findings.

The Present Debate: Bilingual Education, Bilingual Immersion and Structured English Immersion

It is misleading to cite statistics for all language minority children as an indictment of programs that reach less than one third of identified English learners.  The 1996 California analysis of LEP students by services listed 30 percent in English Language Development programs, 30 percent in primary language (bilingual) classes, 20 percent in English Language Development classes with part-time bilingual support (usually aides), and 20 percent receiving no services (Educational Demographics Unit, 1996).  Thus, the nonbilingual programs which educate 70 percent of English learners may also be responsible for the undereducation of language minority students. 

A more realistic look at who actually constitutes the bilingual education pool would show that most Latino and Asian children are not LEP.  In fact, 49.6% of an identified 2.1 million Hispanic K-12  students in California were designated LEP in 1996, as were less than 34% of Asian students.  Children in the LEP population are learning English as they grow older, or so it seems, by looking at grade level composition.  Among all English Learners in 1996, the K-3 component was just over 32 percent of the 1.3 million counted.  The grade 4-8 component was 23.4 percent and the high school component was 16 percent.  Immigration and dropout may add or subtract from the overall trend, but it seems apparent that more students are fluent in English as they progress through school, even under the flawed status quo (Educational Demographics Unit, 1996).  If each year 6 percent are redesignated to fluent English proficiency, over 12 years, 72 percent of the students would be redesignated.  Such numerical speculation loses value, however, without more rigorous longitudinal study of specific students in actual programs. 

Although the numbers involved in bilingual programs are instructive to connect the political debate to the lives of children, numbers alone do not distinguish quality programs from inadequate ones.  The types of programs and their effectiveness are even more crucial in determining how Proposition 227 will affect children.  What is structured English immersion, and why is it endorsed as a one year panacea for English learners?

Actual bilingual programs may use the primary, home or heritage language of children as a reference point, a reinforcement, a bridge to second language literacy, a basis for initial literacy or a fully developed academic language (Baker, 1996;  Garcia & Baker, 1995).  English mastery is always a paramount goal, and in fact, most instructional time is spent in English (Ramirez, 1998).  Each of these models requires teacher preparation and materials appropriate to its goals.  Nearly every program which has been evaluated indicates that instruction in a minority language has no negative consequences for academic development in the majority language (Cummins, 1998;  Cummins & Corson, 1998).  The connection between first and second language skills, called common underlying proficiency, even operates in English only programs where ESL learners were found to use native language knowledge in reading English (Fitzgerald, 1995).  

This does not imply that every program of bilingual education is valuable.  In fact, quick exit from any program, whether one year of primary language teaching or one year of intensive English, is considered extremely disruptive and ineffective by nearly every researcher.  Of all the forms of bilingual education which have been developed, most experts agree on the value of "immersion" programs.  The term is applied, however, in two senses, with serious distinctions.  

The notion of structured immersion derives from fully bilingual programs in French Canada, taught by bilingual teachers, to middle class English speaking children, with a goal of promoting bilingualism and biliteracy  (Dolson & Lindholm, 1995; Lambert, 1972;  Lindholm, 1990).  Language learning through academic subjects rather than grammar and repetition, and situational separation of the languages are keys to second language learning, as is the use of multi-sensory modes and other communicative language learning techniques.  The goal was additive bilingualism in the earliest immersion programs, and the results were astonishing.  Having mastered the fundamentals of reading in French, students learned English reading nearly automatically in their English-speaking home, through bedtime stories, siblings, and middle-class lifestyles surrounded by print.  (Even in Montréal, English is the language of power and prestige).  They were also positively oriented toward French society and demonstrated cognitive benefits on psychological tests of divergent thinking.  

The notion of structured immersion became a password for effective second language development--and then the notion was turned on its head.  Neglecting the interesting twist that mastery of French yielded benefits in English, sidestepping the teachers' bilingualism and the goal of full competence in both languages,  English immersion was born.  The reasoning was this:  let us use communicative techniques, early and extensive time on task in English to achieve English mastery for LEP children.  The success of bilingual structured immersion programs, in which bilingual teachers develop two languages was used to endorse a false English-only structured immersion, using monolingual teachers with monolingual goals (Cummins, 1996;  Wong-Fillmore, 1992).  

Structured English immersion is quite different.  There is likely to be little acknowledgment of the home language and limited academic reinforcement at home.  The homes of many English learners in the US contrast sharply with the homes of middle-class Anglo-Canadians in the pioneer immersion programs.  The discontinuity between school and home and coercive rather than collaborative interactions regarding education best explain the lack of English mastery and underachievement among linguistic minorities and the woeful lack of widespread professional bilingual skills among students in the US from all groups (Cummins, 1996).  Moreover, even in the successful French bilingual immersion programs, after one year students have only mastered the very early stages of a second language.  No bilingual immersion [or any structured language immersion] program works in one year.  In fact, the linguistic, academic and psychological benefits usually show a growth leap in the sixth or seventh year in the program.  Why should an incomplete monolingual immersion method be expected to succeed in one year?  A closer look at the arguments in the debate may be instructive.

Rossell & Baker (1996) are among the strongest proponents of the benefits of structured English immersion over transitional bilingual education (TBE) in the United States.  Their large-scale review of the research carefully examined 300 studies. The authors analyzed only 72 studies, however, which met validity criteria for appropriate methodology. The number becomes even smaller when crucial comparisons are in question.  For example, in the key comparison of reading achievement in TBE v. Structured Immersion (Rossell & Baker, 1996: 20 [Table 1]), only 12 studies are considered.  Ten studies were found to demonstrate that Structured Immersion was better than TBE (83%), and 2 found no difference (17%).  Ten programs constitute a very modest number on which to base this finding, given the amount of power they are ascribed.  What is more, the discussion clearly states regarding the Immersion studies that:  “Most of these studies were from Canadian immersion (1996:  20-21).  Therefore, the most powerful evidence for structured immersion derives from evaluations of bilingual and trilingual immersion programs, not monolingual structured English immersion programs.  Of the four studies conducted in the United States, two can be clearly identified as comparing structured bilingual immersion to transitional bilingual education.  Thus nine of the ten studies in this important portion of the research, proving the benefits of immersion, are of successful dual language immersion, not English immersion programs.

The key finding in reviews by carefully critical proponents (Christian, et al., 1997;  Cummins, 1998;  Glenn, 1997;  Hakuta & Pease-Alvarez, 1992;  National Research Council, 1997), and opponents of bilingual education (Baker & Rossell, 1996;  Gersten, 1985), is that well-designed, long-term interventions work, and that instructional effectiveness should be the focus, not how many languages are used for instruction.  Glenn voiced irritation with, 

“the preoccupation with language of instruction…[rather than] the essential concern that instruction be effective. …Bilingual education is a way to teach children to be bilingual, but it possesses no magic answer to the challenge of educating children at risk” (Glenn, 1997:  15.)  

Glenn agrees with Hakuta and others of the National Research Council that any effective program for language minority students should a) utilize some native language instruction, b) introduce English early and c) insist on the professional development of teachers for instructing English language learners.

There is no quick fix.  A single year in any program is not effective pedagogy.  A study of English learning in Santa Ana, California recently found that English learning for academic purposes may take as long as 7-10 years (CERC, 1997).  What seems reasonable--that investing in children's native-language development should ultimately pay cognitive and academic dividends--has now been borne out in practice.  This conclusion has been documented by large-scale studies and reviews by both clear supporters of bilingual programs, (Krashen, 1996; Ramirez, 1992), and also a close look at the statements by critics of bilingual education (Porter, 1990;  Rossell & Baker, 1996).  The reader should beware of those who confound the issue by using bilingual immersion studies as the rationale for promoting structured English immersion.

But a wider perspective is needed to complete the picture (Attinasi, 1997;  Darder, 1991;  Dicker, 1996;  Gradol, 1997;  Ogbu, 1978;  Wiley, 1996).  Are we defining educational success with an early 20th-century paradigm of assimilation for an isolated, industrial America?  If so, then we need to prepare for the 21st century by looking at the failure and limitations of the melting-pot ideology.  Rather than homogenize, American society has diversified and internationalized.  Economic stratification, community differences, and the persistence of prejudice (perhaps because anti-racism is not taught vigorously enough in schools), continue to divide the country in its private life, attitudes and many of its values.  Work in the US at the turn of the 21st century is not based in production with a strong back, but in the development of a strong mind.  America is a global society, enriched by persons and by trade worldwide.  Linguistic demographics motivate the LA Times to publish in Spanish and English the text of a pre-election gubernatorial debate, a back to school guide to parent participation, (Educación: la tarea de todos, Education is everybody’s task), and to change the name of its Calendar section to Calendario to highlight the Latino entertainment market (Los Angeles Times 1998).  But most salient is the experience of students and teachers in schools.

Conclusion

A student teacher at California State University working in an Orange County district that had officially declared English the only language acceptable in the classroom was visited by the principal during a demonstration lesson.  The lesson was only in English and went badly.  The second grade Vietnamese children understood some English but could not grasp the point of their math lesson.  Later, in conference with the principal, the university supervisor mentioned that student teacher had abandoned the usual mode of teaching, fearing that the principal might see her violating district policy.  That mode was to preview the lesson in Vietnamese, then teach in English, and follow up by individual clarification in Vietnamese.  When he heard this, the principal said he would return to see another lesson presented in the preview-review pattern.  What he saw at the second observation amazed him.  The children were engaged, the ideas made sense and the student teacher looked like a skilled young professional, able to direct her class and work with both the group and individuals.  The principal left convinced that a preview-review method in Vietnamese was the preferred way for children in his diverse district to achieve both academic success and mastery of English (Nguyen-Lam, 1998).  

Education structured for the English learner, whether in bilingual or only English programs, must cultivate support within the entire school, build connections with parents, and acknowledge the value of students' personal and cultural experiences, or it will ultimately fail the children.  This point raises the level of the debate from the best way to get kids to English, to the best way to educate all children in the US for a better society.  Jim Cummins, a seminal theorist of bilingual education, has recently asserted that the debate should not revolve around favoring or opposing an undifferentiated "bilingual education." The education of language minority children is clearly more than their language education.  Achievement and educational success for all students is a societal project on which the future hinges:

It seems obvious that if one diagnoses that the roots of the problem of  minority student underachievement are to be found in the low status of the subordinated group in the wider society, then surely one would acknowledge that a significant rationale for promoting students' primary language in school through bilingual education is to challenge this subordinated status and the coercive power relations that gave rise to it.  The evidence is overwhelming that strong promotion of literacy in the primary language will result in no adverse consequences for literacy in English (provided there is also an equally strong program for literacy promotion in English which any well-implemented bilingual program will have).  (Cummins 1998:  12-13).

Public opinion has taken a much narrower aim than researchers and educators.  When critical researchers say that bilingual education is not the entire issue, and insist that quality of instruction, community development and relations of subordination must be addressed, many cannot hear it.  The public, including language minority parents, hear that public education, including bilingual education is a failure. Politically speaking, the research findings are hard to condense into sound-bytes.  The public turns to simplistic answers such as English-only. This allows nativist and other falsely-threatened members of society to vote their prejudices, while convincing themselves that they are offering a helping hand to the disadvantaged.  They pretend they are practicing a "tough love" that forces immigrants to learn English, for their own good.  In the end, polarization will result and underachievement will continue.  In language-minority communities, which clearly recognize the importance of English, the simplistic answer of teaching in English sounds like the best way to accomplish the teaching of English.  Thus, educators who advocate for multiple and long-term solutions find themselves mired in the political debate, attempting to respond to public opinion, struggling to implement or appealing Proposition 227, and continuing to work with the challenges that remain unchanged.  We find ourselves in a monolingual climate, although successful programs, proven techniques and dismal failures all point to the need to involve home languages and the culture of families in education.  

There is no reason to think that Proposition 227, despite its detailed impact of language minority children is just a reform.  Rather, it is a justification for monolingualism and monoculuralism that at best reserves bilingual schooling for very special circumstances.  Pedagogically speaking, bilingual education for everyone makes excellent sense. The ability to converse and work in more than one tongue is valuable socially and economically.  The development of intellectual resources of underdeveloped populations is educationally efficient.  Psychological research has found that bilingual thinking aids other aspects of divergent thinking.  The research on bilingualism confirms that developing fluent bilingualism and cultivating academic excellence are complementary, rather than contradictory, goals.  If these values are good for the children of the upper classes who go to language academies or study abroad, then sacrificing English learners’ “native language” is either unnecessary, mean-spirited, or reveals a double-standard.   
Where does this leave language minority children?  Unfortunately, it depends on several interpretations within the new education code.  It also depends on the district in which children reside, the energy of professionals who serve them and the consciousness of their families.  The truly interested public should engage in a close monitoring of education, not only at annual test score release time, but in school decision-making and the implementation of new language policies for instruction.  The final results of Proposition 227 are still to be written.
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