





The Students

There are upwards of 6 million school-aged children in the United States who live in homes where a language other than English is
used, corresponding to roughly 14 percent of the entire school-aged population.

About 45 percent of these children are Limited-English-Proficient (L.E.P., aso called English Language L earners), and would not learn
at their full potential without special assistance.

most of the students are in early elementary grades, although the numbers in middle and high schools are growing;
about three-quarters are from Spanish language background;
about three-quarters are poor and attend high-poverty schools;

socioeconomic indicators such as income and parent background are much lower among Spanish-background than other language
background students;

the students are geographically concentrated in several states (California, Texas, New Y ork, Florida, Illinois) and in school districts.
To give one statistic, 40 percent of L.E.P. students can be found in just 6 percent of the school districts nationally.

in short, the major issue about the education of L.E.P. students is the education of Spanish-background elementary grade students
concentrated in high poverty schools.






Program Types

Typically, the programs are classified with respect to the ways in which English language
development and academic content devel opment are coordinated. Some major approaches
are:

English asa second language (ESL): Students receive specified periods of instruction
aimed at the development of English language skills, with a primary focus on grammar,
vocabulary, and communication rather than academic content areas. Academic content is
addressed through mainstream instruction, where no special assistanceis provided.

Structured immersion (or “sheltered instruction” in secondary grades): All studentsin
the program are Limited-English Proficient, usually though not always from different
language backgrounds. They receive instruction in English, with an adjustment made to the
level of English so that subject matter is more easily understood. Typically, thereisno
native language support.

Transitional bilingual education: Most studentsin the program are English language
learners. They receive some degree of instruction through the native language; however,
the goal of the program isto transition to English asrapidly as possible, so that even within
the program, there is arapid shift toward using primarily English.

Maintenance bilingual education: Most students in the programs are English-language
learners and from the same language background. They receive significant amounts of
instruction in the native language. These programs aim to devel op academic proficiency in
English and the native language.

Two-way bilingual programs: About half of the students in these programs are native
speakers of English, and the other half are English-language |earners from the same
language group. The goal of the program isto develop proficiency in both languages for
both groups of students.

There is considerable local variation even within these types of programs, as might be
expected since policies are set at state and local levels






Effectiveness

Transitional bilingual education is offered mostly in Spanish, in the early grades, and in
places where there are sufficiently large numbers of studentsto make it practical. Students
from other language backgrounds and Spanish speakers in schools where they are not
numerous receive ESL or other alternatives. In short, programs mirror the demographic
composition of students.

On average, students receiving bilingual education are socioeconomically disadvantaged and
are more likely to attend high poverty schools compared with students receiving ESL.

When strict comparisons are made that control for the background factors, children learn
English at the same rate regardless of the kinds of programsthey arein. It takes most
students 2 to 5 yearsto attain alevel of proficiency in English that does not put them at a
disadvantage. Their rate of acquisition of English depends on the level of development of the
native language — children with strong native language skills learn English rapidly.
Motivation to learn English is uniformly high both among parents and the students.

With respect to academic achievement, the best and most careful comparisons of program
types show modest-sized benefitsin favor of bilingual education programs. None of the
program effect sizes, however, approach what it would take to close the gap in student
achievement between poor and middle class populations. Thetypical program for L.E.P.
students, regardless of program type, does not promote high levels of academic learning.

Attributes of effective schools and classrooms have been identified that refer to school factors
that go beyond the program types with respect to language. Typically found in descriptions
of good schools for language minority students are the following attributes: a supportive
school-wide climate, school |eadership, a customized learning environment, articulation and
coordination within and between schools, some use of native language and culture in the
instruction of language-minority students, a balanced curriculum that incorporates both basic
and higher-order skills, explicit skills instruction, opportunities for student-directed activities,
use of instructional strategies that enhance understanding, opportunities for practice,
systematic student assessment, staff development, and home and parent invol vement.






Number of English Learner (EL) Students
and Students Redesignated as Fluent-English-Proficient (FEP)
in California Public Schools, 1981-82 thr ough 1998-99

Due to the passage of Proposition 227 in 1998, Limited English Proficient students are
now referred to as English Learner (EL) Students.

Growtk(l Eo[ )Egglézhn tI_Sear ner :\leggb;a?g;sgg;
Number of [ . Per cent ’\Igumdbeenrtgf redpggggied
EL mcrgasefrom redesignated as of previous
Y ear students previous year FEP year EL
1998-99 1,442,692 2.6% 106,288 7.6%
1997-98 1,406,166 1.2% 96,545 7.0%
1996-97 1,381,393 4.4% 89,144 6.7%
1995-96 1,323,767 4.8% 81,733 6.5%
1994-95 1,262,982 3.9% 72,074 5.9%
1993-94 1,215,218 5.5% 63,379 5.5%
1992-93 1,151,819 6.8% 54,530 5.1%
1991-92 1,078,705 9.4% 55,726 5.6%
1990-91 986,462 14.5% 49,001 5.7%
1989-90 861,531 16.0% 53,223 7.2%
1988-89 742,559 13.8% 54,482 8.4%
1987-88 652,439 6.4% 57,385 9.4%
1986-87 613,224 8.0% 53,277 9.4%
1985-86 567,564 8.3% 55,105 10.5%
1984-85 524,076 7.4% 50,305 10.3%




English Proficiency Development (Redesignation to FEP) - California, 1998 data

Criterion: FEP / ELS > 1.0

Language |[Typ K 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Tot a
Ar abi c 554 529 406 395 349 408 339 282 226 6077
Ar abi c 561 557 542 546 556 554 488 499 506 7041
1.02 1.05 1.33 1.38 1.59 1. 36 1.44 1.77 2.24

Ar meni an 863 893 859 933 821 664 534 12726

Ar meni an 951 1064 1088 1260 1106 1130 1055 9945
1.10 1.19 1.27 1.35 1.35 1.70 1.99

Cant onese 1476 1182 1184 1475 1486 1383 1023 25556

Cant onese 2413 2469 2719 2658 2742 2925 2796 27992
1.63 2.09 2.30 1.80 1.85 2.11 2.73

(Persi an) 299 271 340 337 332 303 256 4985

(Persi an) 977 872 983| 1,071| 1,150| 1,089( 1,173 12202
.27 3. 22 2.89 3.18 3. 46 3.59 4.58

Hi ndi 290 310 289 325 336 270 176 4101

Hi ndi 364 391 397 394 430 457 466 4757
. 26 1.26 1.37 1.21 1.28 1.69 2. 65

Hhong 755 29474

Hhong 895 6453
1.19

Il ocano 152 134 120 101 132 112 78 1724

Il ocano 209 206 239 196 224 201 208 2344
. 38 1.54 1.99 1.94 1.70 1.79 2. 67

I ndonesi an 88 61 64 67 62 89 87 71 1021

I ndonesi an 93 74 88 87 87 88 86 99 1027
1. 06 1.21 1.38 1.30 1.40 0.99 0.99 1.39

Japanese 358 328 299 256 228 231 221 167 4969

Japanese 476 479 467 462 440 470 483 572 5656
1.33 1.46 1.56 1.80 1.93 2.03 2.19 3.43

(Canmbodi an) 1252 1004 846 660 17637

(Canbodi an) 1261 1245 1401 1487 10610
1.01 1.24 1.66 2.25




Kor ean 899 744 15761

Kor ean 2,656| 2,673 26256
2.95 3.59

Lao 405 265 7703

Lao 603 572 4772
1.49 2.16

Mandari n 923 681 10388

Mandari n 2,013 1,817 23248
2.18 2.67

M en 149 4930

M en 156 1396
1. 05

Pi |l i pi no 1147 928 19041

Pi |i pi no 3706 3786 37977
3.23 4.08

Por t uguese 204 163 2299

Por t uguese 354 393 3670
1.74 2.41

Punj abi 349 7762

Punj abi 363 5101
1.04

Rumani an 55 63 1309

Rumani an 129 144 1512
2. 35 2.29

Russi an 462 359 8143

Russi an 579 513 6395
1.25 1.43

Sanoan 69 61 1667

Sanoan 134 98 1657
1.94 1.61

Spani sh 37240( 26190(1181553

Spani sh 44811 41059| 479102
1.20 1.57




Thai 1613
Thai 2203
Tongan 1963
Tongan 1046
Ukr ai ni an 1942
Ukr ai ni an 462
Ur du 116 86 76 2023

217 225 224 227 233 225 199 216 173 190 2691
1.31 1.29 1.43 1.58 2.12 1.63 1.46 1.86 2.01 2.50

Ur du

Vi et namese 2630 2298 2572 2830 2898 2607 1870 41456

3012 2981 3701 3543 3609 3762 3451 34443

Vi et nanese

1.15 1.30 1.44 1.25 1.25 1.44 1.85

totals 69069| 51915| 37331|1442692

totals 76091| 72626| 68335 758363

1.10 1.40 1.83

totals Al'l (198883 208499]|203638|197287|180645(175836|164297 (157847 152925]| 163456| 145160|124541|1056662201055







English Language Development

...varies by aspect of language proficiency.



Figure8. English ord proficiency, reading and writing development and redesignation
probability from LEP to FEP asa function of grade level. District A.
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English Language Development

...Isespecially difficult to catch up with norms
based on native English speakers.



Figure 10. Norm-referenced English reading scores, District B. LEP student mean age
equivalent score is represented by the shaded portion of the bar; the white unshaded portion
shows the expected age-equivalent for the norming population.
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English Language Development

...varies by socioeconomic status.
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Figure 13. English proficiency attainment as a function
of grade level, separately by school poverty level.
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Figure 14. Norm-referenced English scores by parent educational level, District B.
L EP student mean age equivalent score is represented by the colored portions of the bar; the
white unshaded portion shows the expected age-equivalent for the norming population.
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English Language Development

...needsto bearticulated in relation to
English Language Arts (ELA) for all students.



Model 1 Model 2

Sequential Approach Simultaneous Approach
A
Proportion
of ELD/
Standards ELA
¥
Beginning Advanced Grade Beginning Advanced Grade
Level Level Level Level Level Level

fie-

Development of English Proficiency



English Language Development

...needsto be conceptualized as part of a continuum
from basic skillsto opportunitiesto learn to
fairnessin test taking.



*How long does it take L EP studentsto learn basic oral English
skills?

*How long does it take L EP students to learn academic English
skills to no longer be handicapped in their opportunity to learn in
Instructional settings that do not accommaodate to their language
needs?

*How long does it take L EP students to |earn academic Englisn
skills to no longer be handicapped when they take high-stakes
assessments such as STAR, state grade promotion requirements,
access to gifted and talented programs, and graduation
requirements?



