




































































































































































usual rationale for bilingual education similarly fails to account for the observed
pattern. This rationale is that children cannot learn in a language they do not
understand and therefore, if there is a home-school “linguistic mismatch,” aca-
demic retardation will almost invariably result. The historical data show that
Scandinavian and German children performed well despite a mismatch
between the language of the home and the language of the school whereas
Irish children instructed in their native language (English, for the most part)
experienced difficulty.

In summary, the historical data reinforce the critical role that inter-group
power relations and the negotiation of identity play in determining language
learning and academic achievement among culturally diverse students. The
major points are as follows:

* Subordinated groups that tend to experience the most severe academic dis-
advantage have never been given the opportunity to assimilate into the soci-
etal mainstream; on the contrary, they were subjected over generations to
segregated and inferior schooling, they were punished for speaking their
home language in school, and their pride in their cultural identity was sys-
tematically eradicated,;

The educational experiences of subordinated group students have reflected
the pattern of interactions experienced by their communities in the wider
society; both children and adults have been prevented from full participation
and advancement in mainstream societal institutions (e.g., schools, the job
market, etc.) through segregation and discrimination;

Although early generations of immigrant children were punished for speaking
their L1 and many groups did tend to experience academic difficulties, they
were not discriminated against nor segregated educationally to the same
extent as involuntary minorities; thus, an ambivalent and/or oppositional iden-
tity was not internalized by the group and later generations assimilated to the
mainstream society and succeeded academically;

Among both voluntary and involuntary minorities, school failure on the part
of culturally diverse students was generally attributed to some inherent defi-
ciency, either genetic or experiential (e.g, “cultural deprivation,” bilingual
confusion, etc.); this focus on inherent deficiencies of the bilingual child
served to deflect attention away from the educational treatment that children
were receiving.















Phase III. 1987-1998. During the 1980s and 1990s, the U.S. English orga-
nization coordinated much of the opposition to bilingual education,initiating and
passing referenda in 19 states to make English the official language (see Cazden
& Snow [1990] and Crawford [1992a, 1992b, 1995, 2000] for detailed analysis of
the US. English movement). Inspired by Senator S.I. Hayakawa’s (1981) preposed
constitutional amendment to make English the official language of the United
States, US. English was formed in 1983 and within five years had grown to a
400,000 member organization with a $6 million annual budget (Crawford,
1992a). By 1995, the membership had mushroomed to more than 600,000.

The urgency of the US. English mandate was enhanced during the late
1980s by publications of a variety of neo-conservative academics (e.g., Dinesh
D’Souza, 1991; E.D. Hirsch, 1987; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 1991) who warned
about the dangers cultural diversity posed to the American way of life. These
authors articulated a form of intellectualized xenophobia intended to alert the
general public to the infiltration of the Other into the heart and soul of
American institutions. Cultural diversity has become the enemy within, far more
potent and insidious in its threat than any external enemy. Most influential was
E.D. Hirsch’s (1987) Cultural Literacy:What Every American Needs to Know
which argued that the fabric of nationhood depended on a set of common
knowledge, understandings and values shared by the populace. Multilingualism
represented a threat to cultural literacy and, by extension, nationhood:

In America, the reality is that we have not yet properly achieved
monoliteracy, much less multiliteracy. ...Linguistic pluralism would
make sense for us only on the questionable assumption that our civil
peace and national effectiveness could survive multilingualism. But,
in fact, multilingualism enormously increases cultural fragmentation,
civil antagonism, illiteracy, and economic-technological ineffectual-
ness. (1987, p. 92)

Hirsch’s “cultural literacy” represented a call to strengthen the national
immune system so that it could successfully resist the debilitating influence of
cultural diversity. Only when the national identity has been fortified and
secured through “cultural literacy” should contact with the Other be contem-
plated, and even then educators should keep diversity at a distance, always vig-
ilant against its potent destructive power.

It is in this context that we can understand statements such as the follow-
ing from Arthur Schlesinger Jr.(1991) in his book The Disuniting of America:









A number of school districts have continued to offer bilingual education by
using a provision of the law that permits parents to sign a waiver requesting
that their child be educated bilingually. However, only 67 percent of districts
formally notified parents of this option (Gandara et al., 2000). Some districts
have set up charter schools that offer dual language or two-way bilingual pro-
grams involving both English-L1 and minority language-L1 (e.g. Spanish, Korean)
students. Despite the negative social climate around bilingualism and bilingual
education, dual language programs increased in California from 95 in 1997-98
to 119 in 1999-2000. According to the California Department of Education
(2000), these programs have increased almost 300% since 1990.

Gandara and her University of California colleagues note that the conver-
gence of Proposition 227 and the implementation of new statewide standards
and testing have exerted “an extraordinary effect on English Learner instruction”
(2000, p. 19). The Stanford 9 (SAT9) standardized achievement test is adminis-
tered to all California students who have been in school for at least 12 months
regardless of their English language proficiency. The test is administered solely
in English and no accommodations are made for English learners. The appropri-
ateness of this measure has been questioned on a number of grounds not least
because its norming sample included only 1.8 percent English learners whereas
approximately 25 percent of California students are limited English proficient
(Gandara et al., 2000). Furthermore the SAT-9 is not aligned with the state’s con-
tent standards in reading, mathematics and other curricular areas (Gold, 2000).

Teachers observed and interviewed in the Gandara et al. study felt com-
pelled to teach to the SAT9 test, placing much greater emphasis on “English
word recognition or phonics, bereft of meaning or context” (2000, p. 19):

Teachers also worried greatly that if they spent time orienting the
children to broader literacy activities like story telling, story sequenc-
ing activities, reading for meaning or writing and vocabulary devel-
opment in the primary language, that their students would not be
gaining the skills that would be tested on the standardized test in
English. They feared that this could result in the school and the stu-
dents suffering sanctions imposed by the law. ... Heavy emphasis was
placed on decoding skills (phonics) and vocabulary development
rather than developing broader literacy skills such as reading for
meaning, or writing. (2000, pp. 19-21)






English immersion in all subject areas: reading, language and mathematics.
Between 1998 and 2000, scores for English learners in bilingual instruction grew
by 19% in reading and 24% in mathematics whereas scores for English learners
in structured English immersion grew by only 11% in reading and 19% in math.

Orr et al. (2000) carried out further analysis of the schoollevel data
reported by Californians Together. This analysis confirmed that the 10 bilingual
schools selected for the analysis were superior to the English-only schools. The
authors also point out that “the much-noted rise in Oceanside scores are indeed
not that different from the patterns of increases that can be found in many bilin-
gual schools” and these comparisons show that “there is nothing much at all
remarkable about Oceanside” (2000, p. 4).

A further report issued on December 5, 2000, by Californians Together
(Gold, 2000), compared 63 elementary schools nominated as having “thorough-
ly implemented” bilingual education with more than 1,000 schools closely
matched on variables such as ethnicity, poverty, mobility, percentage of English
learners, and base score on the SAT9 Academic Performance Index (API). [6]
The average Hispanic enrollment in both bilingual and comparison schools was
73 percent. Gold reports that “the bilingual schools exceeded their [API] growth
targets for Hispanic students by almost five times, while the comparison schools
exceeded their targets by only four times” (2000, p. 2). In an obvious reference
to the debate over the Oceanside SAT9 scores, Gold concludes as follows: “In
contrast to widely-discussed anecdotes of student achievement based on the
performance of English learners on the SAT9 in a single school district, the cur-
rent analysis suggests that wellimplemented bilingual programs in many school
districts can lead to academic achievement that is at least as strong as the
achievement in programs provided mostly in English” (2000, p. 5) [7]

Clearly, this debate will continue. In view of the politicization of the issues
and the deep ideological roots that fuel the intensity of emotion on both sides,
it is essential for policy-makers and educators who are committed to providing
a quality education for culturally diverse students to be aware of what the
research is actually saying and what it is not. Results for any individual school
or district, considered in isolation, provide very limited information for policy
until the impact of various factors have been examined and disaggregated (see
Krashen, 2000b). This is equally true for the “success stories” of bilingual edu-
cation as it is for the “success stories” of English immersion. [8] The following
chapters examine what we know about academic language learning and how
we can account for the apparently conflicting research findings.



Conclusion

Two general issues can be raised with respect to the psychoeducational
arguments for and against bilingual education. First, what underlying assump-
tions are implied by these arguments and to what extent are these assumptions
valid in light of the research evidence? Second, to the extent that the assump-
tions on either side of the debate are not valid, what sociopolitical functions do
they serve? In other words, what policies and programs do they legitimate and
to what extent do bilingual students benefit or suffer as a result of these poli-
cies and programs?

The arguments about the educational validity of bilingual education
embody a variety of assumptions that can be tested against the available
research evidence. For example, to what extent does research support the “lin-
guistic mismatch” hypothesis that children exposed to a home-school language
switch will suffer academic retardation? At the other pole of the debate, is it
true that more exposure to English at school increases English academic
achievement,or does less English instruction lead to more English achievement,
as implied by the bilingual education rationale? Is bilingualism an educational
disadvantage (as Arthur Schlesinger Jr. argues) or might it be a positive force in
children’s development under some conditions? Is there a positive or a negative
relationship between children’s L1 and L2 academic skills?

At a more basic level, many commentators on both sides of the issue sug-
gest that lack of English proficiency is the major cause of children’s academic
disadvantage—is there any evidence for this assumption? It is also relevant to
ask what exactly is meant by “English proficiency.” Specifically, how are aca-
demic skills in English related to the acquisition of English conversational skills?
Clarification of these issues is important in order to answer the central question
regarding the most effective methods of promoting English and overall aca-
demic development.

An additional issue concerns the testing of bilingual students in English,
either as part of a statewide testing mandate or in the context of special edu-
cation identification for exceptional status (e.g., learning disabled or gifted and
talented). When do such tests become valid for English learners? Are the infer-
ences regarding school or program effectiveness being drawn by media com-
mentators and policy-makers on the basis of such tests appropriate or do they
entail potentially negative consequences for program quality?



Finally, the research evidence regarding the impact of broader social fac-
tors and patterns of classroom interaction can be examined. In reviewing some
of these factors to this point, I have suggested that inter-group power relations
have played a major role in determining culturally diverse students’ academic
progress. If so, why have these variables not been taken into account in the pol-
icy debate? What is the relationship between sociopolitical and psychoeduca-
tional factors in determining student outcomes?

These issues are discussed in the following chapters. The research on most
of these issues is sufficiently clear to show that the major psychoeducational
arguments against bilingual education are spurious. In fact, massive amounts of
research evidence refute the argument that insufficient exposure to English is
the major cause of bilingual students’ academic failure and the related assump-
tion that maximum exposure to English will result in academic success.

In view of the overwhelming evidence against the maximum exposure
assumption, it is legitimate to ask what sociopolitical function such arguments
serve. I argue that the sociopolitical function of such arguments is very similar
to the sociopolitical function of previous arguments used to legitimate sink-or-
swim (submersion) programs for bilingual students. The argument that bilin-
gualism caused “language handicaps”legitimated eradicating bilingual children’s
L1 and making them ashamed of their cultural identity. In the same way,current
arguments promoting maximum exposure to English serve to subvert bilingual
programs such that they are either eliminated or relatively less effective “quick-
exit” programs are implemented rather than the considerably more effective
programs aimed at promoting biliteracy. In both cases, a patently inferior form
of education has been rationalized as being for children’s own good and nec-
essary to provide them with access to what US. English calls “the language of
equal opportunity” (see Wong Fillmore, 1992, for a discussion of the attempts to
sabotage the implementation of bilingual education). [9]

Endnotes to Chapter 2
1. Any broad categorization, such as Ogbu’s voluntary and involuntary minorities, is likely to
obscure considerable variation within particular groups. There is enormous variation
among different Latino/Latina groups in the U.S.as well as within groups such as Mexicanos
(see, for example, Gibson, 1995, 1997; Suarez-Orozco, 1987, 1989; Trueba, 1988; Vasquez,
Pease-Alvarez, & Shannon, 1994). In critiquing Ogbu’s position, Erickson (1987) and Trueba
(1988) point out that it does not explain the success of many involuntary minority students.
The ethnographic research of Marcelo Suarez-Orozco among recently arrived students from
war-torn Central American countries in the early 1980s also highlights this as an important



issue. He focused not on why students dropped-out or experienced academic problems but
on why they remained in school at all. He argues that “becoming a somebody” was an
important motivation for students:

Among many new arrivals in my sample feelings of desperation give way
to a harsh sense of responsibility that they must now seize upon any
opportunities. Achieving in school and working to ease parental hardships
are intimately related to this psychosocial syndrome of propensity to guilt
over one’s selective survival. (1989, p. 107)

Thus, Ogbu’s distinction between voluntary and involuntary minorities should be
seen as a broad categorization describing general patterns of power relations between dom-
inant and subordinated groups but allowing for considerable intra-group variation within
voluntary and involuntary minorities.

2. A particularly vicious example of punishment for speaking the home language comes from
the Welsh context. The “Welsh not” came into existence after the 1870 Education Act in
Britain as a means of eradicating the Welsh language. Any child heard speaking Welsh in
school had a heavy wooden placard attached by rope placed over his or her shoulders. The
placard reached to the child’s shins and would bump them when the child walked. If that
child heard another child speaking Welsh, he or she could transfer the “Welsh not” to the
other child. The child carrying this placard at the end of the day was caned (Evans, 1978).
Richard Llewellyn gives an account of this type of punishment in his autobiographical novel
How Green Was My Valley:

I heard crying in the infants’ school as though a child had fallen and the
voice came nearer and fell flat upon the air as a small girl came through
the door and walked a couple of steps towards us. ...About her neck a
piece of new cord, and from the cord, a board that hung to her shins and
cut her as she walked. Chalked on the board, in the fist of Mr. Elijah Jonas-
Sessions, I must not speak Welsh in school. ...And the board dragged her
down, for she was small, and the cord rasped the flesh on her neck, and
there were marks upon her shins where the edge of the board had cut.
(Llewellyn, 1968, p. 267)

3. This same variability in academic performance among immigrant students is evident in con-
temporary data from a number of contexts. For example, Canadian data show many groups
of first and second generation immigrant students from non-English-speaking backgrounds
performing as well or better academically than English native speakers of the same social
class (see Cummins, 1984, for a review). However, involuntary minority groups such as First
Nations and francophone students outside Quebec show considerably lower levels of aca-
demic performance.

4. Many American commentators who cite the Canadian French immersion programs as
counter-evidence to bilingual education and as a means of arguing for “English immersion”
for bilingual students fail to realize that French immersion programs are, in fact, fully bilin-



gual programs. These programs are taught by bilingual teachers, the goal is bilingualism and
biliteracy, and children’s L1 (English) is strongly promoted after the initial grades so that
about half the instruction is through L1 in grades 4-6.It is highly illogical to use the success
of these bilingual programs to argue for monolingual programs, taught by monolingual
teachers, whose goal is to produce monolingualism.

5.The message of the demographic projections has been internalized by the socially-powerful
establishment. Poor people currently tend not to vote in the United States. What if bilingual
education were to be successful in promoting high levels of critical literacy among the
rapidly increasing culturally diverse population and what if these people were to vote?
Social control is at stake; hence the escalating campaign on a number of fronts (media, leg-
islative, political) to get rid of bilingual education and revert to traditional forms of assimi-
lation and exclusion that allegedly served the nation well for more than 200 years (see
Macedo, 1993, 1994).
Paranoia about the growing Latino/Latina population was vividly illustrated in a mem-
orandum written in the fall of 1988 by John Tanton, chairman of US. English, who warned
about a Latino-Latina political takeover as a result of high immigration and birthrates:

Gobernar es popular translates ‘to govern is to populate. In this society,
where the majority rules, does this hold? Will the present majority peace-
fully hand over its political power to a group that is simply more fertile?
...Can bhomo contraceptivus compete with bomo progenitiva if borders
aren’t controlled? ...Perhaps this is the first instance in which those with
their pants up are going to get caught by those with their pants down.
(quoted in Crawford, 1995, p. 68)

An example of the rhetoric directed against bilingual education is an advertisement
that appeared in some editions of TIME magazine (March 20, 1995) which read as follows:

Deprive a child of an education. Handicap a young life outside the class-
room. Restrict social mobility. If it came at the hand of a parent it would
be called child abuse.

At the hand of our schools and funded primarily by state and local gov-
ernment, it’s called bilingual education. A massive bureaucratic program
that’s strayed from its mandate of mainstreaming non-English speaking stu-
dents. Today more money is spent teaching immigrants in their native lan-
guages than teaching them in English.

The claims that more money is spent on L1 instruction than on instruction through
English and the equation of bilingual education with child abuse are so patently inaccurate
and extreme that they should instantly undermine the credibility of the argument against
bilingual education. Unfortunately, as Macedo (1993) has pointed out, “big lies” such as these
are often more persuasive than rational debate. This kind of blatant propaganda set the stage
for the passage of referenda against bilingual education in California and Arizona in 1998
and 2000 respectively.






grams and refused to approve parental waivers. This completely flies in
the face of the claims made in the ballot arguments by the proponents of
Prop. 227, that Prop. 227 “gives choices to parents, not administrators.”
...The report specifically noted that “in many cases, staff were either not
qualified and/or not trained to provide either English language develop-
ment or academic instruction to English learners” ...It also found that as
a result of the District’s violations of the law “significant numbers” of lan-
guage minority students at the high school were “doing poorly academi-
cally” and that “large numbers” of these students were placed in remedial
classes and were receiving “grades of Ds or Fs.” (META Press Release, post-
ed by Dr. Jill Kerper Mora on the BILING Listserv, October 2,2000).

Gandara et al. (2000) also note that English learners are much more likely to be
taught by a teacher without any credential and “in the districts we studied, we encountered
no systematic professional development for teachers of English learners to strengthen their
skills at working with these students in either a bilingual or a monolingual English context
during the first year [of Proposition 227 implementation]” (p.26).

Peter Schrag in an editorial published September 6, 2000 in the Sacramento Bee
(www.sacbee.com/voices/news/voices05_20000906.html) notes that there was actually a
decline between second and fourth grade for individual cohorts of students:

And if you take the reading scores for certain cohorts of LEP kids—say the
second-graders of 1998 who, presumably, were fourth-graders in 2000—
you actually see a decline. Fifteen percent of them scored over the nation-
al average in reading in 1998; only 13 percent did in 2000. (In the
meantime, second-graders as a whole had gone from 40 percent at or
above average to 45 percent.). (2000, p. 2)

6.Delia Pompa, Executive Director of the National Association of Bilingual Education, in an edi-
torial written in USA Today (08/28/00, www.USATODAY.com) notes that:

In Arizona and Texas, bilingual students consistently outperform their
peers in monolingual programs. Calexico, California, implemented bilin-
gual education and now has dropout rates that are less than half the state
average and college acceptance rates of more than 90%. In El Paso, sys-
temwide bilingual education programs have helped raise student scores
from the lowest in Texas to among the highest in the nation.

The Calexico program (located close to the Mexican border in California) is featured
as exemplary in the report Transforming Education for Hispanic Youth: Exemplary
Practices, Programs and Schools written by Anne Turnbaugh Lockwood and Walter G.
Secada (1999). It is worth quoting at some length from this report to illustrate the transfor-
mation in outcomes that can occur when a philosophy of both cognitive challenge and
identity affirmation is infused into programs for culturally diverse students:



When Emily Palicio, Calexico’s Assistant Superintendent of Instructional
Services, looks back at the Calexico schools she saw when she arrived in
the district as a teacher in 1969, she remembers a time of low expectations,
dismal student performance, and scant understanding of students’ native
language and culture. Despite Calexico’s proximity to Mexico and its con-
stant influx of immigrant students, not only were bilingual teachers virtu-
ally nonexistent, immigrant and LEP [limited English proficient] students
rarely reached college or achieved even a modicum of academic success.

Teachers, Palicio recalls, didn't expect LEP or non-English-speaking stu-
dents to succeed in academic work. Primary instructional strategies were
remediation: an instructional pace slowed to a crawl, and plenty of drill.
Not surprisingly, these approaches failed to yield positive results. ...

Palicio credits the development of a strong research-based bilingual edu-
cation program—in tandem with a commitment to hiring well-qualified
bilingual staff—as the foundation for Calexico’s shift to high expectations
and academic rigor for all students. In fact, bilingual programs served as
the catalyst for substantive reform throughout the Calexico schools.

The presence of bilingual staff throughout the district provides practical
and symbolic testimony that students’ native language and culture are val-
ued, Palicio explains. It also serves to reflect the district’s “value position”
that staff respect and understand students’ cultural and linguistic back-
ground. ...“Today, 85% of our elementary school teachers are bilingual
[and] approximately 40% of our high school teachers are bilingual. All our
elementary school principals are bilingual [and] one of our two junior
high school principals is bilingual as well.” (1999, p. 30)

In the bilingual program teachers team-taught with one teacher as the English model
and another as the Spanish model. Long-held staff attitudes about the low capabilities of
English learners began to change as a result of the implementation of bilingual programs.
Palicio notes: “We saw our students as active learners, ...the hids who never participated
began to participate. Suddenly they could read, because Spanish is a very easy, phonetic lan-
guage in which to develop literacy. That created an excitement in all of us” (1999, p. 31).

In their overview of program characteristics common to the exemplary schools for
Hispanic students reviewed in their report, Lockwood and Secada note that:

School staff accepted their students at whatever point they came to
school—whether they came from poverty, with less than proficient
English, or with other intervening variables often cited for lack of success
in school. ...these adults prodded and encouraged their students to con-
ceive of productive futures for themselves. They provided numerous men-
toring opportunities, both structured and informal, so that these
youngsters could benefit from high expectations and personal warmth of
appropriately nurturing relationships with adults. They were available to



answer—and to provoke—their students’ questions. When students need-
ed extra help with coursework, staff at these schools had a structure to
provide support and a core set of values that insisted upon it. Finally,
through an almost inexhaustible supply of inventiveness, they refused to
allow these students to fail. If one approach was not effective, they
regrouped and tried another. (1999, pp. 17-18)

The centrality of teacher role definitions and the identity options teachers reflect to
their students is very evident in this description of successful schools. Also evident is the
commitment of educators to challenge the societal power structure that has typically
attributed students’ academic difficulties to characteristics of the students or their commu-
nities (e.g, bilingualism, low parental literacy, etc.) rather than to school policies and
instructional practices.

9.In late March 2001 Dr.Maria S. Quezada was interviewed together with Ron Unz on National
Public Radio (a WRNI-Providence show called One Union Station).Below is her summary
of the debate (posted on the BILING Listserve, March 22,2001 by Luis O. Reyes):

Unz stated.:
“After 227 there was a rapid shift to intensive English when bilingual edu-
cation was eliminated”

My response:

Not so—more than 70% of students were already in English-only programs
and many districts did not have to change their programs very much
because they never offered bilingual education.

He stated;
“The majority of Hispanic parents wanted 227

My response:

Not so—63% of Latinos defeated the measure as did African Americans
and many precincts in California overwhelmingly defeated the measure.
The only voters who passed the measure were those that did not even
have children in schools— only 15% had children in the schools and their
children were not impacted by the measure.

He went into his usual tirade about those programs that did not really
work. That only researchers who were “bilinguals” said it was effective.

( countered with the fact that researchers from the American Educational
Research Association [AERA]—not your usual “bilinguals” refuted his
claims. He then went into the success story of his program in Oceanside.
Since I had all testing information from Oceanside in front of me I was able
to tell the audience that his figures were meaningless. That he was com-
paring 1999 school year 2nd graders to 2000 school year 2nd graders and
that was totally misrepresenting the information because they were not the



same children. I [also] had information of Limited English Proficient (LEP)
students who took the test and were here less than 12 months.I told them
that these would be the students in his style of sheltered English immer-
sion classrooms and those second graders scored at the 23rd percentile-

a full 10 percentage points below other LEP students in Oceanside at the
2nd grade. And furthermore—the success of the students was not evident
in the higher grades—they keep dropping lower.

He then went on to say that “bilinguals” were the ones most interested in
keeping the program alive because we profited from having bilingual
education and that bilingual education costs more. My response was that
in my research on the shortage of qualified teachers I found that only 14
districts of the 137 that I looked at in California offered any kind of
stipend. I stated that I was a bilingual teacher that could teach in English
and Spanish and that as a bilingual teacher I never received a penny more
for the work that I did.

He then stated to the audience that we shouldn’t believe him or me, who
represented the Association for Bilingual Education but we should believe
the New York Times, Newsweek etc (he had his usual list)—to which I
responded that since when had newspapers conducted valid educational
research—at this point the program ended.



Chapter 3
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ppropriate ways of conceptualizing the nature of language

proficiency and its relationship to other constructs (e.g.

“intelligence”) have been debated by philosophers and psy-

chologists since ancient times. However, the issue is not

just an abstract theoretical question but one that is central

.to resolving a variety of controversial issues in the educa-
tion of culturally diverse students. Educational policies are frequently based on
assumptions about the nature of “language proficiency” and how long it takes
to attain. For example,funding for English as a second language (ESL) and bilin-
gual education classes in North America is based (at least in part) on assump-
tions about how long it takes bilingual students to acquire sufficient English
proficiency to follow instruction in the regular classroom. Proposition 227
explicitly claimed that one year of intensive English support was sufficient to
enable English language learners (ELL) to catch up academically.Is this assump-
tion valid or not?

A related contentious issue concerns the validity and appropriateness of
administering state-mandated standardized tests to ELL students. Clearly, to
administer English reading and writing measures to a grade 5 ELL student who
has been learning English for only a few months is unlikely to yield any useful
accountability data regarding the quality of instruction in that student’s class-
room. It is also ethically problematic to require a student to take a high stakes
test that she has no possibility of passing. Such a procedure is likely to damage
the student’s academic confidence and self-esteem. But when does it become
reasonable to administer state-mandated assessments to ELL students—after
one year, or two years, or three years? What accommodations in administration
procedure or interpretation are required to make the test more meaningful?














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































