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November 2, 1995 

Stephen Warnath 
THE WHITE HOUSE 
Old Executive Office Building, Room 224 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. Warnath: 

Pursuant to your request regarding MALDEF's p~sition on Official English/English Only 
legislation, I have enclosed some material that is c"4rrently on hand. As I mentioned in our 
telephone conversation, we are in the process of updating our position papers. I will 
forward additional information to you as it becOlhes available. 

! 

While MALDEF has consistently opposed past and present movements to declare English 
the official language of any city, state or national goyernment, we are particularly concerned 
with this issue in light of the current political climate. These proposals, even in resolution 
form, will have devastating effects on the Latin6 community through the divisive and 
discriminatory message created. Equally important is the immediate threat to the hard 
fought right to vote through a multilingual ballot, should there be passage of such onerous 
and unnecessary governmental legislation. I 

Should you have any further questions or concerns, iplease do not hesitate to call me. I look 
forward to the opportunity of speaking with you r~garding this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

~c.~o 
Regional Counsel 
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION: THE MOST EFFECTIVE TEACHING METHOD 
I 

FOR LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT CHILDREN 
I 

Transitional bilingual education with ~ strong native language component has 
proven to be the most effective method for teaching limited English proficient children 
English as well as other content areas, developing bilingual literacy, and creating valuable 
bilingual Americans who can strengthen our position in the global economy. 

Bilingual Education Encompasses a Variety of Programs 

Contrary to public perception, bilinguc:tl education does not provide instruction 
to limited English proficient (LEP) students exclusively in their primary languages. In fact, 
English is the medium of instruction in "bilingual cltissrooms lf from 72% to 92% of the time, 
depending on the grade level. Bilingual educati~n encompasses a variety of programs, 
including transitional bilingual education, sheltered Icontent instruction, English as a second 
language programs (ESL) and various gradations i~ between. 

, 

Although bilingual education programs may differ in methodology, all involve 
significant coursework in teaching English languagelskills; all hav~ as their primary goal the 
development of students' capabilities in reading, writing and speaking English so they can 
effectively compete with their fluent English peers in both English and other academic 
subjects once they have been completely transition~d out of bilingual education programs. 
All of these programs result in high school gradua~es with a good knowledge of English. 

I 
I 

Despite commonly held misconceptions, children are not kept in bilingual 
education programs beyond the time. when they s~ould be mainstreamed into all English 
classes. The average length of stay in these programs is only 2-3 years. 

I 

Transitional Bilingual Education Works Best 
I 
I 

Reliable comparative studies have fdund that late exit transitional bilingual 
education is the most effective strategy for teaching LEP students. [LEP students in early 
and late exit transitional bilingual education programs receive a portion of their instruction 
in their native language for 3 and 6 years, respect~vely.] For example, in 1991, the most 
definitive comparative study to date was released. 1 (fhis study, which was commissioned by 
the Department of Education and whose findings~ere,validated by the National Academy 

I 

See J. David Ramirez, Sandra D. Yu:en, Dena R. Ramey and David J. 
Pasta, Longitudinal Study of Immersion Strategy, Early-exit and Late-exit Transitional 
Bilingual Education Programs for Language-Minority Children (1991). 
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of Sciences,2 compared the effectiveness of immersi~m strategies (sink -or-swim) to early exit 
and late exit transitional bilingual education progr~ms. The study concluded that late exit 
transitional bilingual education programs are the mpst effective of the three. Students who 
went through the late exit programs performed b~tter in both English and other content 
areas, and they had a better chance of going to college. 

In contrast, studies concluding that ~ilingual education is less effective than 
immersion strategies have been roundly criticized by the research community because of 
flaws in research design. ' 

Bilingual Education Programs With a Stro~g Native Language 
Component are Particularly Effective : 

Because of the nature of language lekrning, longer term bilingual education 
programs with a strong native language component are particularly effective. Although it 
takes only 1-2 years for children to develop converSational English skills, it takes 5-7 years 
for them to develop academic language, or the language of school, science and scholarship. 

I 

In addition, studies have shown that LEP children who become literate in their primary 
language are able to easily transfer those literaty skills to the learning of English. 
Therefore, rather than allowing LEP students to fall behind in content areas such as math, 

I 

science and history while they are learning English, the best bilingual programs enable 
children to develop cognitively and academically in: their native language at the same time 
that they are learning English and such programs tfnsure that children learn English well, 
not just quickly. ' 

Nostalgic Success Stories of Yesteryear Do Not Hold Water 

Many opponents mistakenly argue th~at their immigrant ancestors as well as 
non-Hispanic immigrants have experienced success! without bilingual education. Actually, 
most immigrant children who entered English-only classrooms earlier this century were more 
likely 'to fail or drop out of school than to succeed. i In 1908, for example, only 13% of the 
12-year olds enrolled in New York public schools whose parents were foreign born went on 
to high school, compared to 32% of white children whose parents were native born.3 Those 
immigrants with limited English skills who did succeed were only able to do so because of 
the nature of the economy at that time. The industrial and agricultural nature of the 
economy relied on uneducated and unskilled labor. iOur current technological, information 

I 

2 See National Research Council, Asse~sing Evaluation Studies: The Case of 
'Bilingual Education Strategies (Michael M. Meyer & Stephen E. Feinberg eds., 1992). 

3 James Crawford, Hold Your Tongue: 'Bilingualism and the Politics of 

"English Only", at 129 (1992). ' 
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based economy requires strong English skills. These same immigrants would not have 
succeeded today. I 

Those immigrants who have come here more recently and supposedly 
succeeded without bilingual education programs generally received some education in their 
native countries. In effect, many of these immigrantS came to American schools with subject 
matter knowledge and literacy in their primary languages. These children are, in fact, 
walking advertisements for bilingual education. i 

Bilingual Education is a Cost EtTective Tool Necessary in Today's Global Economy 
I 

I 
The position of American companies, and, therefore, the position of the 

United States as a whole, in today's global ecoriomy is strengthened and enhanced if 
I

Americans are multilingual. For this reason, emJ?loyers value multilingual employees. 
Rather than subtracting from LEP students' base o~ knowledge, bilingual education builds 
on their strengths and develops' bilingual literacy, creating bilingual workers in the process. 

I 
I 

In addition, bilingual education pr<j>grams are inexpensive to run. The 
additional cost of running a bilingual classroom ias opposed to standard monolingual 
classrooms is only a few cents per day. I 

For more information, please call Georgina Verdugo Or David Kamer at (202) 628-4074. 
i 
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I 
MALDEF OPPOSES OFFICIAL ENGLISH MOVEMENT 

The Mexican American Legal Defense and ~ducational Fund (MALDEF) opposes 
all efforts to make English the official language of lany city, state or national government. 
Legislation aimed at making English the official lahguage is unnecessary, hinders English 
acquisition, and is of questionable constitutionality! 

English Only Proposals Are Unnecessary 
i 

English is overwhelmingly the dominant language in the United States. According 
to the 1990 U.S. Census, while 13.8 percent of U.~. residents speak languages other than 
English in their homes, 97 percent of U.S. residents above age four speak English "well or 

. I 

very welI." Longtime residents £.lS well as newly-arrived immigrants recognize the importance 
of speaking English, and are learning English at a f.bter rate than ever before. Proponents 
of English Only legislation falsely assert that the primacy of English in th~ United States is 
threatened. However, the facts indicate that the!re is no linguistic "Balkanizationtt as 
proponents would have the public believe. ! 

English Only Laws Will FurthenDivide Our Country
I . 

I 
Rather than promoting the bond of a common language, these proposals will actually 

have the reverse effect. While English is unanimou~ly recognized as the common language 
of the United States, providing services and opportimities to learn English do not diminish 
either the importance of English or confidence iina government that recognizes the 
importance of providing services in other languages. The frustrations of dealing with 
increased administrative inefficiency, exclusion froni voting representation, and attempts to 
suppress language heighten intolerance cause less r~ther than greater national unity. What 
brings us together as Americans are principles enuhterated in the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights, namely the freedom to express our ideas, respect for due process and representative 
democracy, and opportunities to succeed. English 9nly laws go beyond undermining these 
principles, and create an atmosphere of isolation and discrimination. 

I 
!

English Only Proposals Endanger Public Health 
I 
I 

Proponents of English Only misguidedly call for all government business to be 
conducted in English. The effect of such legislatiqn would be catastrophic in emergency, 
employment, and virtually all public arenas. To ;the detriment of those seeking urgent 
assistance, emergency personnel would be prohibited from communicating in other 
languages. Doctors and nurses would be prohibi,ted from effectively communicating to 
obtain proper diagnosis and treatment. Dangerous 'conditions and hazardous environments 

I 
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would be concealed from those who do not understand English, and whose employers are 
prevented from posting adequate warnings in languflges other than English. People unable 
to obtain bilingual services may fail to seek necessary medical attention or immunization 
against contagious diseases, further endangering public health. 

! 

Official English Laws Are Unconstitutional 
i 
I 

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has ruled that the state of Arizona's official 
English law violates the U.S. Constitution. The court found the law unconstitutional 
because it unlawfully infringed on freedom of speech. 

I 
I 

Language minority individuals, like other c~tizens and residents, contribute to our 
country through their work and their tax dollars. !They are entitled to the full range of 
interactions with their government. We agree that government should operate in English-­
but not English only. 

I 

For further information, please contact Georgina Verdugo, Christa Manzi Schacht or David 
Kamer at MALDEF, Washington D.C. (202) 628-4074. 
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I. 	 Introduction 

The Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund 

(MALDEF) is a national civil rights iorganization established in 

1967. Its principle objective is to secure, through litigation and 
I 

education, the civil rights of Latinos' living in the United States. 
I, 

Language discrimination has adversely ~ffected Latinos in the areas 

of education, employment, voting rights, as well as myriad other 
! 

areas. The breadth of this discrimination has substantially 
i 

impeded, and in some instances precluded, Latinos from the full 
I 	 ' 
, 

exercise of constitutional and civil rights. Because of this 

history, MALDEF' s Language Rights pro<fram seeks to oppose language 

discrimination and protect the rights of language minorities.
! 	 ',' 

II. 	 MALDEF Opposes The Declaration ,of Official Language Act of 
1993 

The proposed legislation would r~quire entities of the federal 
I", 

governmental to treat non-English speaking citizens and residents 
I 

differently than their English speaking counterparts by denying 

them governmental services to which they are entitled and for which 
I 

they have contributed through their w?rk and taxes. ' Not only would 

the Declaration of Official Language Act of 1993, introduced as 
. I 

I 

H.R. 739, deny equal services in v:iolation of federal law and 

policy I but it also would illegitimately prohibit non-English 

language communications by governmen~ personnel in the conduct of 

their, duties, it would single out, language minorities for 

discriminatory treatment, and it would encourage private
I 

I 

discrimination against language minorities. Because these are 
I 

:.•~::''l ' 
,.,~.t:ld'i:..~9.~.!~~eable outcomes of this legislation and because the , 

~~.. .".' '+,:~:::~~-. <":' ·~~f¥.~~m~). ' '. :'~f~' . ) , ' 

leqislatioi~"~d~"" conflipts with current federal laws 
. ~~" : 

I ' 

I 



a! language other than English, 
Bilingual persons jare those who speak prima~ 

language ability i,n··another.:' 
I)',' - ~ 

.. 


I 

I 


I 

.. 


. , ~,. 

~, ,~ 

and policies favoring access of vitai services to all citizens and 
I 
I 

I 
residents of this country including those whose primary language is 

other than English, MALDEF strongly ,opposes H.R. 739. 

III. 	The Declaration of Official Language Act of 1993 Discriminates 
Against Non-English speaking Persons by Denying Them Services 
Provided to All Persons ' 

In 1980, there were 23 mill ion :. persons who spoke a language
i 
I 

other than English at home. During:the decade, Latino and Asian 
! 

populations increased in much greater percentages than did the 
I 

general population. The Latino popul:ation rose by 53 percent: from 
I 

14.6 million to 22.3 million pers:ons. Asians jumped by 108 
I 

percent: froin 3.5 million to 7.2 mill:ion persons. Both Latinos and 
I 

Asians have large portions of their populations that speak non-

English languages. 
I 

Despite the large undercdunt of·Latinos and other minorities, 

data from the 1990 Census reveal that a large portion of the U.S. 

population continues to consists of ,bilingual or limited-English­

proficient ("UP") persons.' In tdtal, 31 million persons over 

five years of age spoke a language ?ther than English at home in 

1990. This figure represented 13;.8 percent of the country's 
I 
f .;..... 

population. Of these persons, 43 pefcent, nearly 14 million, also 

identified themselves as not speaking English "very well." 
I 

Spanish-speakers comprise the i largest subcategory of this 
; , 

minority. Of the 31 million persons; identified by the 1990 Census 
i 

1 Limited-English-proficient persons are those who identify 
themselves as speaking primarily 
such as Spanish. 
English and yet retain some 
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as speaking a language other than English at home, over 17 million, 
I 

55 percent, spoke Spanish. Approximately 8.3 million persons 

identified themselves as speaking Spanish and having limited-

English proficiency. This figure r~presented 49 percent of the 
i 

nation's Spanish-speakers. Linguists ~proj ect that by the year 2000 

the number of non-English languag7 speakers could reach 40 

million,2 while the number of Spanish-speakers could rise from 17 

million in 1990 to 22 million in 2000 .. 3 

These persons contribute to our ,?ountry through their work and 

their taxes. They are entitled to the full range of interactions 

with their government afforded any o~her citizen or resident. In 
, 

recognition of this contribution, the~federal government explicitly 
I 

requires that a number of interactions between government and its 

citizenry be conducted in the language best understood by some of 

its citizenry. These interactions ihclude voting, education, and 
I ' 

access to justice.4 This legislation would discriminate agai~st 

non-English speaking citizens and residents by seeking to limit the 

range of those interactions. 

The proposed legislationstan<;ls in stark contrast to the 

current policy favoring equal access to services. Further, it 
, \ 
\ 

i 

l discriminates against non-English speaking citizens and residents 

2 R.F. Macias, "Language and Ideology in the united 
States," Social Education, 97 (Feb. '1985) • 

, 
3 R. F. Macias, "Language Diyersity among u.S. Hispanics:

Some Background Considerations f9r Schooling and Non-Biased 
Assessment," 110-36 (1982). I 

see,': section IY, infra, at page 7. , '" ..}.';,;;,' :'::t 
~:" , ,Pagle 4' 

,), 



I 

by denying them the full range of interaction afforded all citizens 
i 

and residents of our country. 

IV. 	 The Pro~osed Legislation Dehies services to Lanauaae 
Minorities in contradiction with Federal Laws and policies 

i 
,The proposed legislation single~ out language minorities for 

unequal treatment in the delivery of services by the federal, state 
I 

and local governments. This unequal ~reatment current~y is subj ect 
I 

to challenge under federal constitut~onal and statutory law. The 

judiciary, in many instances, has recognized that language can be 

a basis for national origin identification. Hernandez v. Texas, 

347 U.S. 475 (1954) (recognizing Spanish surname persons as a group 

are protected by the Fourteenth ~endment); United States v. 
I 

I , 

Alcantar, 897 F.2d 436 (9th Cir. 1990) (reversal and remand for new 
I 

trial once defendant made out a prima facia case 'showing of 

discrimination in the selection of jurors, by eliminating fluent 
I

Spanish-speaking jurors because tape's of the defendant in Spanish 

would be introduced as evidence); Gutierrez v. Municipal Court of 

S.E. 	 Judicial District, 838 F.2d 10,31' (9th Cir. 1988) (striking 
I 

down 	 an English-only rule), vacated: on grounds of mootness, 490 

U.S. 1016, 109 S.ct. 1736, 104 L.Ed.~d 174 (1989); Zamora v. Local 

11, Hotel and Restaurant Union, 817 F.2d 566 (9th Cir. 1987) 

(requiring translators at monthly union membership meetings for 
, 

Spanish~speaking union meetings); olagues v. Russoniello, 797 F.2d 
! 

1511 (9th eire 1986) '(en banc) (re<j:ognizing that adverse action 
I 
I 

against Spanish-speaking persons iconstitutes unconstitutional 

discrimination on grounds of nation~l origin), vacated on grounds
I 

of mootness, 484 U.S. 806 (1987); ~erto Rican·' org~ri'ization' fO~ 
j • 	 • ,:::t., '" :)i~~ 

~ge 	5: .:', ".' ;'~f",;iI~,';': 
I , 



· Political Action v. Kusper, 490 F.2d 575 (7th Cir. 1973) (upholding 

use of bilingual materials and assista'nce in voting); United states 

ex reI. Negron v. state of New York, 1434 F. 2d 386 (2nd Cir. 1970) 

(Puerto Rican defendant has a sixth Amendment right tQ.interpreter 

in felony criminal trial) i Yniguez ,v. Mofford, 730 F.Supp 309 

(D.Ariz. 1990) (state constitution ptovision declaring English to 

be official language declared unconstitutional); Perez v. FBI, 707 
I 

F.Supp. 891 (W.D~Tex. 1988) (finding additional terms and 

conditions of employment applied ito Spanish-speaking Latino 

employees constitutes illegal discrimination). 
I 

Two Supreme Court decisions point out how the relationship
I 

between language and national origin and. linguistic classifications 
1 . 

can violate the federal constitutiona+ and statutory law. In Saint 
I . 

Francis College v. AI-Khazraii, 481 U.S. 604, 107 S.Ct. 2022, 95 
I, 

L.Ed.2d 582 (1987), the Supreme c4>urt rejected Saint Francis 

College's argument that the plaintiff was barred from filing a §, 
I

1981 claim because he was not a racial minority. The Court held 

that Mr. Al-Khazraji, an Arab prof'essor, could file a § 1981 

discrimination claim 'on the basis; of his ancestry or ethnic 

characteristics including linguistic 6haracteristics,· finding that 
I 

national origin discrimination includtas discrimination on the basis 
, 
I 

of "physical, CUltural, or linguist~c characteristics..• " Id. at 

614 (quoting 29 C.F.R. § 1606.7) (B~ennan, J., concurring). The 
i 

Supreme Court has reaffirmed the close nexus betweenlangtiage and 

national origin most recently in Hernandez v. New York. 500 U.S. 

111 S.ct. 1859, 114 L.Ed.2d 395; (1991). The Court noted the 



i 

I 

r 

!
! ' 

following in connection with it~' decision that peremptory
! 

challenges to Latino potential jurors by a prosecutor were not 
i 

language based challenges: 
i 

It may well be, for certain !,ethnic groups and in some 
communities, that proficiency ih a particular language, like 
skin color, should be treated as; a surrogate for race under an 
equal protection analysis •... And, as we make clear, a policy
of striking all who speak ,a giv~n language, without regard to 
the particular circumstances of the trial or the individual 
responses of the jurqrs, may be ~ound by the trial judge to be 
a pretext for racial discrimina~ion. 

! ' , 

Id. 114 L.Ed.2d at '413-414. Bedause the Supreme Court has 
I 

recognized that language can be a national origin characteristic 
I ' 
I ' 

and the basis for protection under tqe equal protection clause and 
i ' 

federal employment law, the proposed legislation directly conflicts 
I 

1 

with the Court's treatment of language minorities., , 

Congress has similarly recogn,ized that remedial statutes 
I 

intended, in whole or in part, to rec~ifY historical discrimination 
i, 

and benefit Latinos must address their linguistic identity. The
I ' , I 

statutes include the Voting Rights: Act, of 1965, as amended in 
. ;. 

1975 and 1992, 42 U.S.C. § 1973 et seq. (1992); the Bilingual 

Education Act of 1968, 20 U.S.C. §§ :3221-3262 (1982); the Court 
i
1 

," 
' 

lnterpreters ' Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1827 (1988); and the Equal
I 

Educational Opportunity Act, 20 u.~.c. § 1703(f) (1982). The 

federal government recognizes that ditizens and residents deserve,'
I ' 

the full range of interactions with "their government irrespective 

of their primary language. 

Despite this overwhelming evidence of federal law and policy, 
, ' ' , " 

i
I 

,proponents 'of ,the proposed legislat~on:t:efuse ,to acknowledge the, 

unique relationship between language 
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i ' 

discriminatory burden theY'::reek to ~mpose on non-English speaking 
I i 

persons. The proposed, legi:slation directly conflicts with these 

legal and policy precedents. Adoption of this legislation in 
, 
i 

direct cont~adiction with these precedents would evidence a direct 

intent to disenfranchise '!identifiable categories of persons I 
I ' 

I i 
language minorities, in violation of their rights as citizens and 

i
residents of the United Sta~es. 

1
I ' 

I ' 1 
V. 	 The Proposed Legislatidn Seeks to' Illegitimately Prohibit Non­

English Language Communications'by Federal Personnel in the 
Conduct of Their Duties ' 

I ' i 

The prohibitive sections ,of this legislation require federal 
, . 	 i 

officers and employees to ~ct SOlelyiinEnglish. This aspect of 
,I : . 

the proposed legislation could not ;be legally enforced by the 

government since it viola1tes the' !equal protection and First 
I ' 
I 

Amendment provisions of the united! states constitution. Many 
I 	 , 

states have enacted through legislation or referenda laws declaring
: i ' 

I . 

English their officiallangrlage. Many of these laws were supported 
. ~ j

by the electorate because of their IIs~oliclI nature. However, the 

most 	stringent ·official En~lish" la4 was passed by initiative in 
. . 	 Ii' 

Arizona .. Article XXVII of t.he Arizo~aconstitution sought, inter 

',' alia, to limit the ability olf state ~P10yeeS from com:nunicating in 

non-English languages. 

This 	article was declated uncons~itutional as violative of the 

First Amendment in Ynigueziv. Mofford" 730 F.Supp. 309 (D. Ariz. 
,I 'I. 	 . 

Hofford, 1301990), pending appeal, ,amendment denied by, Yniguez v. 
I I 

F.R.D. 410 (D. Ariz. 	
i 

727 

Paq.e 8 

" 1990) 	I! aff'd in part, denied in part, Yniguez 

(~th 	Cir. 1991). The court in 



.. 


I 
IYniguez recognized that,th~re are many instances in which a non-
I 

English speaking citizen seeks the as~~stance of her government or 
I 
I 

seeks to address her government. Proh:ibiting a government employee 
I i 

from interacting with that citizen :in her language places an 
I • 

I 
employee in the precarious iposition of performing her duties and 

, 	 I 

thereby subject themselve~ to potential sanctions and private 
I 
I 

suits. Yniguez, supra, 1730 F.SU~p. at 314. The proposed 
I I 

I ' 


legislation would likewise be subject; to challenge both because it 
I . 
I < 

singles out minority langua~e speakeis for differential treatment 
i I 

based upon a linguistic characterist~c and because it potenti~lly 
I 

infringes upon the First Alriendment, <is in Yniguez v. Mofford.· . , , 

vz. 	 The Proposed Legislation Invites Discrimination Against 
Language Minoriti'es by the PUblic and Private sector 

I 

I 

Intolerance of ethnic.minoritie!; is not new in our country. 
, I 

The growth of the IfEnglish-6nlY" move~ent during the past decade is 
, 	 i ~ 

the latest form of this iritolerance J Though proponents of this 
: ! 

movement claim that a national langUage will unify our country, 
I 

: 	 I i 
their movement has fueled division an~ discrimination, rather than 

I 

fostering a unifying principle. supporters of this movement refuse 
I 

to accept the rich cuitural diversity of our country and instead 
. I 

practice the politics ,of e~clusion. : < 

I 

Proponents of IIEnglish~onlyll leg:islation such as H.R. 73'9 have 
. 	 I ; 

long sought to deny equal opportunit~,to language minorities under 
I • 

the guise of promoting Enqlish-langhage acquisition. Yet, just 
I <, 


I ' 


like H.R. 739, English-only! legislatitm is not about helping people 
I : ~-

to learn English, but about making' .itinore ,difficult .fornon-
I ' :. 

English speakers to participate in' society",! 	 " . " 
I
[- Paqe 9 ,;.' 

I 
I 

'n ::.~,:j>:; ..::" 
integrate,'; ,... 



has made inflammatory comments about Latinos, citing their "greater
I 

reproductive powers" in his 

control. "perhaps 

ultimately to learn English. Rather than exclusion, a better 

approach, such as the current approach by California, is found in 

recognizing the linguistic 'and cultural diversity of our society.
, , 

See Cal. Gov't Code § 7290: (recogniiing linguistic diversity and 

need for democratic societY: to commuAicate effectively within the 

framework of this diversity). 

Two national organizations are ;currently advocating for the 
,i 

establishment of Engl~sh aj the Offfcial language of the united 

States: u. S •. English, founded in 198?, and English First, founded 
, 
I 

in 1986. Both groups have;expressed,their opposition to language
I 

I 

assistance in education an~ voting, and both support the denial of , 

other government services ito person:s who are not yet fluent. in 

English. Both groups also have tie's to other organizations who 

propose severely limiting: immigration into the United. States. 

Various themes have been used to support these legislative efforts, 

SL.S.:.., a common language can unify, :while separate languages can 
. " 

fracture and fragment so6iety. a;owever, proponents of these 
I i 

legislative efforts· have eXhibited m'ore concern over limiting the 
! I t 
I ' 

; .' i 
presence of other languages rather t~an promoting knowledge of the 

English language. These groups prom¢te racial animosity more than , 
, I 

'I •they foster unity. In fa~t, one of,the founders of U.S. Engl~sh 

, 
statement about losing political 

I 

first instance in which those with 

be caught by those with their pants 

, , 

, 

I 

19 

~" , 
, 
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Reflecting their , fear: at the growing numbers and potential 

electoral strength of the L~tino commUnity, English-only proponents 
I 

have consistently sought ~o abolish requirements for bilingual 
: ' , 

election materials and bi~ingual edpcation as a "neutral" means 

towards the racially motivated end o~ excluding large segments of 
I 

the Latino community from I the twin: means of its empowerment 

education and political:, access. For example, at a 1992 

congressional hearing on! language
I 

assistance in voting, a 

representative from English First c+aimed that bilingual ballots 
I 

and other forms of language assistance in voting were somehow 
I 

"dangerously divisive. ,,6 :A recent 'study by the National Latino 
i 

Political Survey stands ~n direct: contradiction to claims by 
I 

English-only advocates that
, 

language
I 

assistance should be limited 
I ' 

because, Latinos refuse to learn English. It revealed that Latinos ,, 
overwhelmingly (90%) suppprt the proposition that citizens and 

residents of the United States should learn English. 7 

I 
I 

H.R. 739 would establish a public policy requiring English 

language proficiency to participa1:;e in a free and democratic 
, \ 

society. This proposed poiicy statement misstates ccrrent federal: ; 

i 

5 Tanton, "Memora~dum to WItAN IV Attendees," Octob'er 10, 
1986. 

6 Statement of P. iGeorge TrYfiates before Subcomm. on the 
constitution of the Senate Comm. c:m the Judiciary, Hearing on 
voting Rights Act Language! Assistan~e Am~;jdments of 1992 (February ;>,' 

26, 1992). t !,. ~$ ,t.\.:>.Jf::':,:,~"'\-:':\':~'·;'~'~'~" '::':"'" ... i'~:~.~·:~.::.:' 
7 By contrast tho'7gh, the majority ,of ,·the',Latinos.:in this';J\~';~' 

same survey reject the proposition that. EngIish.~ho1l1d'become 
official language of ,our qountry. : ,,''.,<?)L:;i;.':f.' ,.,' .. ~:..~<:. '... .. 
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, 
policy regarding language minorities a~d the requirements for their 

i
participation in our democracy. What is more, neither the proposed

I 

legislation nor its suppor1;ers have: any linguistic support for 
! 

their position that restricting non-English languages services will 
I 

"encourage" the country's citizenry to learn the English language. 
I 
I 

It is important to note that absolutely nothing in this bill 

provides for English-language educati9n or proposes to address the 

issue of English-language acquisition.' In fact, experience teaches 

us that restricting servicesito limit~d-English-proficient persons 

has only one result-- exclusion of substantial numbers of persons 

from participating in our society. 

In states that have enacted even: symbolic measures, state or 

local agencies have used the law' as 'the basis for discontinuing 

services in other than English. For :instance, the North Carolina 
! 

'.'
'. Department of Motor Vehicles stopped giving driver's license tests 

, 
in languages other than English, as it had previously done. The, 

; I 

Alabama Department of Public Safety has taken the same action. In 
I ' 

Arizona, the legislation led to the denial of parole hearings for 

non-English-speakingprisoners. In turn, some private individuals 
! ;

and business have used this movement as a basis for discrimination 
I ' 

against ethnic and language minorities. In the wake of official 
i, 

English amendments in Colorado and Florida, several incidents of 
I 

. I 

.discrimination were reported inclqding the suspension of a 
I 

~~pe':pq~rk~t clerk for a~swering a fel~ow-employee in Spanish and a 
. . . . .f_~·~~;/~?;~~{··;l.· ", f~~ ': \:-~!I~. . r ; , 

.'s~h'ool' bug;.dr.t:V~r,,~eprijnand.i!ng childr~n for speaking Spanish on the 

S:~ii::£[~;'~'i'~I~~~~i:~~~ '! . 
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i , 

bus. 8 In California, many! 
I 

employer~ 
, 

have initiated restrictions 

on the use of non-English languages in their workplaces, since the 
, 

passage of an "official! English"l amendment to the state's 

constitution. 
I 

MALDEF has :also received various complaints about 
I 

attempts to restrict non-English language use in public places, 
I 	 , 

~, restaurants and bars.i Our expefience tells us that "official 
I 

English" declarations are s,upported by groups that actively seek to 
, i 
I , 

restrict services to langu:age minorities and are used by private 

citizens as the basis for ~iscrimin~tion. 
i 

VII. 	There is a Growing Need For :Pro'tection of the Rights of 
Language Minorities , 

The continued growth oif language; minorities and discrimination 
I 

against language minorit;ies pose: unique challenges for our 
; 

, ' 

government and its treatment of language minorities. A key issue 
I 

for Latinos, and other eth~ic groups'whose members speak more than 
I , , 

one language or primarily; a language other than English, is the 

treatment of language minorities. The linkage between Latinos and 
I 

the language we speak, primarily or as well as English, is a 
I ' 

crucial issue for the Uni~ed States~ 
I •

The presence of persons whose pr~mary language is other than, 
I 

English, or who speak ano~her lang~age as well as English, is a 

product of our country's rich cultural diversity. This divers i tY' ' . 
I I 

I, I 
has been present in the United States since i ts i~~epti'on •. ,. For .. , .'! I 

, I 

example, the Articles of! Confederation were printed in. ·.German~>:\{; 

: ; . .;" ..J \·B\~;;cl:~.)~i,Y';~;:~~fjiE 
8 	 Comment, Language Rights and the Legal Statusro;f Engl~sh~~:;~7~\,'. 

Only Laws in the Public and Private Sector, 20 N. C. Cent. "'L.J • ·65~>~::'~.;::", 
66 (1992). li l,;':~':~'":,,,:,,::,},·,- -:~H:;;};;:;: 

p~ 	~~[.. .....:.... i'i;~~i'r 
" ~':':';:7~~~" 
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,
Other federal documents were printed :in French, German, Dutch and 

I 

, , 
Swedish. In fact, the Founding Fathers of our country rejected a 

I I 

proposal by John Adams to sJt up a national language academy which 

would have effectively mad~ English the official language of our 
I 

I , 

country. In spite of tbiis histot;Y, proponents of "official 
I 

I 

English" refuse to recognize our linguistic diversity at a time 

when those burdened by their proposed policies are predominantly
I I 


Latinos or Asians. 
I . 


VIII. Conclusion 
I 

MALDEF and other' opponents of: the IIEnglish-only" movement 
I 

uniformly recognize that English is the common language of the 
! 
I 

.United States. But, the prpposed legislation seeks to deny equal 

access to vital government: services :for non-English and limited­
, 

I 

English speaking citizens al1d residen,1;:s; it seeks to illegitimately 
, 	 I 

I 

prohibit non-English language cOmmunications by government 
, 

",personnel in the conduct of: their du-t;:ies; it singles out language 
I 

minorities for discriminatpry treatfuent; and it will encourage 

'private discrimination against language minorities. These outcomes 
i 

directly conflict with laws: and policies favoring access of vital 
. 	 I 

services to. all citizens and residents of our country, including 
~ : 

those :'whose primary langua'ge is other than English. For these 
, 

reaso.'fls; MALIiEF strongI y op'poses H. R. 739. 
t" ::, 	 1 

.~. : 
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i ' 	 Senate Bill 121 Testimony 
FebruAry 8, 199:3 
Pac;e 2 

The Mexican American 
, 

Leqal O~fense and Educational FUna 
: j , 

("MALDEFtI) is a national c;iv1l rights organization established in . 
, ! 	 ' •• 

1967. Its principle objective is to secure, through litigation and 
, 
l I 	 . 

education, the civil ri9h.ts of Latinos livinq in the United states. 
i 

Lanquage discrimination has adversely affected Latinos in the areas 

of education, employment, ivot1ng righT-s, as well as 'a myriad of 
I ; 
1 I 

other areas. The breadth ~f this discrimination has substantially 

impeded, and in some instances precludea, Latinos from the full 

exercise of constitutional and oiv,il rights. Because of this 
I ' 

history, MALDEFts Language Rights proqram seeks to oppose lanqu8CiJe
I , 

discrimination and protect: lanqu8qe 17iqhts and choice. Because the 

proposed legislation would create a discriminatory environment for. , 

language lI1inorities, beca*se it may proh.ibit services to language 

minorities in violation of their civii rights, and because this 
i : 

type of legislation in o~er states: has encouraged discrimination 
. 	 " 

agal.nst language lIinorities, MALDEF strongly opposes Georgia Senate 
I 
IBill 127. 
, 

Non-~nili~h 	~aDSYage speaters 
i 

A key issue 	tor Latin'os, and other ethnic groups whose members , , 

speak more 	 than one lan~age or ptimarily a lanquage other than 
. I i 

EnCiJlish, is the tre~tlllenti of languaqe minorities. 

In 1930, there were ~3 million persons who spoke a non-English 

language at home. Durinq:the decade, Latino and Asian populations 
, I 

increased in much qreater:percentaq~s than the qeneral population. 

I . 

I 

! ' 	 . . • 
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senate Bill 127 Testimony 
February 8, 1993 
Page 3 

i 
I 

I 
p~fltion 

, I 
, I 

million per.one. Asiana ,~ncr.Qaad ~ popu1ation by 108t ~ 3.5 
1 I 

million to 7.2 million per~on8. Both! IAt.inoG and Asianc have laJ:'CjJ8 
I
I ' 

_I 

portions of the!: popul~t:.ion. t:.h~t:. ~pe&k non-English 1anguages. 
I I 

Data from the 1990 Gansus, 4espit:.e the laX9c undercount of 
, : i ­

LIItino8 and other minorities, reveal. that a laJ:'ge portion' o~ the 
- I : , 

t7. s. populat.ion cun1..inuElti to consists of bilingual persons or 
! I 

lim.ited.-En91isb-pruCiciElf1~ [tfl'.tEP·'l ~ersons.' In total, 31 lIlil.l.ion 
I _ 

persons over 5 years or a~e speak a lanquaqa other than Enqlish at:. 
, I 

bome. Tllis represents 13.~" ot tlle dountry I spopulation. Qf these 
'- I -,­

persons, 43%, nearly 14 m~llion, 0156 ident.ified themselves as not 
",I ~ 

I 

speaking EngliSh "very weil tI. ! ­
i i

The number, ot' _lan9~aqe 1Il1no~ities continues to 9rcw CLllcl 

I I _ 

span1sh-speaKers comprise Ithe larliJest SUl:Jcat6gory ot' this minority_ 

ot the 3~ million persons iden~ifiedi~Y the 1990 Census as speaking 
. \ I 
,- I 

a language Qther than l:Jng~ish at ho~e, over 1.°/ mil110n, 55~, speak
i ; - - ­

spanish. Approximately 8~J million~persons id.entif1ed t.heDlselves 
i 

as speaking spaniSh and having lim1~ed-En91ish-proficiency. Th1s 
. . i ' ; 

f1qure represents 49% of the nation tis Spanish-speakers. Linguists 
I . : 

esti:nate that the numbers of non-Enqlish-languaqe-speakers could be 
i I 
i 

i 


- ------------------__• II . I

J 

Limitad-En9'lish,-prOf1c1en'~ pe:z:sons are those persons who 
identify themeelves . as speaking p~lmarl.ly a. language other than 
English, such. as Spanish. I Bilingual parsons ara those persons who 
speak primarily English ~nd yet r~tain some. language ability in 
another language such as ISpanish. j _. 

i 
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i 
i 

40 m1l1ion2 and the numb~r of Spanish speskera may rise fro. 17 

million in 1~90 to 22 mll~ion by ~ha year 2000.3 

I , 

"'119'1£0' OnlY" LegislAtri.OR 

The oont.inued. CJrowth :of langua'iJe minoriti09A and discrimination 

against lanquage minoriti~s ~os. unique challen9Qs for federal and 
I 

state govornmenta and. their treatment. of langua9Q 1I.incrities. 
! : 

There are groups who respond to thGGe challenges with intolerance 

&and would. establish' Engiish as tho "gffioial" langua98 of our . 
country. Rather than reco9nize t.'lat cultural Cliversity includ•• a 

certain amount of languo.98 eliveraltty, thi.s movement bas fueled 
i ' 

disert.ination against lJn9U~ge ~inoritics. A better approach i.' . 
found. in recognizing the;linquistic and oultural diversity of our 

, 
society. , 	 , 

i 

Tbe "O.cricial Engl~sh" mov81ll$nt has flourished during the 
I 

1.980&. The Enqli:.h Language Amen<lm~ni... ("BLA") was first introduc;od. 
I 	 ' 

in congress in 1981 by, the lat.e' Sen_loor S. I • HayakGwao. '1'wo 

national organizations Currently +ead the movement to eat~li$h 

JSn911sn as tbe or~icial langua9~ of the Un!ted States: U. S • 
I I 	 , 

I ; 

English, founc1ec1 1n 1982,: anel Enqlish 1"irst, founded in 1986. Both 
1 

groups have expressed tlle1r opposition to bil.inqual eclucation, 

2 R.F. Macias, !"Language! and Ideology in theUnite:d 
States," in Social EC1UCa1:ion, peJ)rUary 1~Ut). (1985) p. 97. 

I 

., R.F. MaCias, '~Lanqua9a Diversity ameng u.:;. Hispanics: 
Some Background Considerations for Schooling and Non-Biased 
Assessment. It (1982) pp.: 110-36. 

I 

i , 

, I 

! 
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votin9' and support denying o~or ~oyernm.n~ aarv1coc to 
i, 

per80na. Both group. ol~o hAve ti~s to other o~ani~ation. who 
, 	 i j 

I 	 ' 

propose severely 1imitinq:immiqrllti~n into the United statllG. 
" ; I , 	 . 

'I I

Currently 	eighteen 8~ates -- throuqh leqiolation or referanda 
I 	 !
I 	 . 

heave enacted lawtJ c1eC?lC'lrin9 English the gfficiCll lan<JUClge: 
, 

Alabama, Arizoml, ·AJ:'ltariaal5, CalJ.!'urnia, Colorado, PloridCl, . 
~ 	 I I 

Georgia., Hawaii, I11in015, Indiana, Kentucky, Hiaaiaoippi, 
I 	 I 

Nebraska, 	North Ciu;,ol ina, 'North Dalwt.a, South Carolina, Termeusoee I 

Ii. 
andv1rginia. S The laws e~a.cted rage: frum "5ynU.lolic'· aec14rl1tiona, 

I , 
!!..:..S.2., Arkansas colle Annotated. ! 1-4-;117 (1.'87) I l:J\.cal.il1.9 Enqlish is 

I 1 

the otrlcial 1anguaqB i ot· Arkaf~aSf te mere restrictive 

fOrmU1.81:..1ons, ~, ArlZfna const~tut1on, Article XXVIII, I 1 
I 	 I .

(1988), whiCh purports to!restrice tne language used by emplgyee~
! 	 I 

I 	 Iot ttle state. 6 	 I I 

I 
I . 

various themes have ibeen USecll 
i 
to support these legislative 

efforts, 	 ~, a common 
, 
, 

lanqua9~ 
! 

can unify, while separate 
I 

languages 	can fracture and fraqment!society. One Clear 1n1:.ent ot 
1 	 j 

proponents of these effor~s has beeri to limit the accessibility of 
: 	 ' 

I 
I 

4 Georgia camp .. R. & Req5~ r.70 (1986). The proposed
legislation would supars~e the cur~ent regulation. 

: 	 I 
5 only four of the~e states enacted their leqislation prior 

to 1980. I:
I 	 I 

6 Arti~le XXVIII hf the Ari~Qna constitution was declared 
unoonstitutional as violative of the First Amendment in Iniguez y. 
Moffora, 730 r. Supp •. 309 (0. Ariz.. 1990), pending appeal, 
amendment denied bYt YnigUez v. Mofford, 130 F.R.D. 410 (D. Ariz.· 
1990), afftd in part, denied in part, lniguez v, state of Arizona, 
939 F.2d 727 (9th Cir. 1991). 

.... ­
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l 
our qovernment and-its .services to those persons who do noe speak 

or undersn:anc1 JmCJJ,1sn. Proponents have consistently sought. to 
I 

abolish requirements tor b111nqual. election materials and bilinc;JWll 

, 

, . 
i 

education. For example,! at a. 1992 congressional. hecu:inq on 

1an9UAQe ass1s1:ance in vot1ng, the representative from English 
I 

First c~a1meCl that billn9~al bal.lots 5Ilcl other forma of languQge 
I 

7assistance 1n v01:1nq were: somenow t'dangerously 'divisive... 
I
I 

: 
I 

, I
In states that nave enac~ed ev~n symbOlic me5sures, state or 

I" _ 

local aqencies have used Ithe law as the ~a8is tor discontinuing 

services in other than Enqlish. For 1nstance, tne North Carolina 
I 

Department of Motor Vehic~es stoppea giving dr1ver's license tetits 
I 

in lanquaqes other t.han English, as f1: had previously. The Alabama 

Department of PUblic Safety has also <tone the same. In Arizona, 

the leqislation led. to the denial' 01' parole nearings tor non­

Enqlish-speakinq prisoners. In turn, some pr1vate ind1viduals and , 

business have used. this imovement as a basis for dlscriminat10n 
I , 

against ethnic and. language minorities. In the wake of offic1a~ 

English amendments in Arizona, Colorado and Florida, several 

incidents ot discrimination were reported including the suspension 
I ' 

of a supermarket clerk tdr answering a fallow-employee 1n SpaniSh
_, I 

I ! 
and a school bus driver r~primand1nq children tor speaking Spanish 

T S~at6'mfllnt: of pJ Georqe Tryfiates before Subcomm. on the 
Ccnstitution of the Senate comm. ,on the" Judiciary, Hearinq on 
Votin., Ri'lht:J:; Act Languag,e Assistance Amendments of 1992 (February 
26, 1992). . I ; 
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Senate Bill 127 Testimony 
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Page 7 

on tll., bUs.! In CAlifornia, many employers have initiated 

restrictions on the u&Se of non-English 1anquages in t.heir 
I . 

workplaces since the p.s.~ge of' an i'offiaial EnCJliahtt amendment t.o 
I

the state's constitution. Also,: HALOEP haG 'rcaeeiv4td various 

complaints a~out attempt~ to restr1et non-English lanquaqe uaa in 

pUblic places, !L..9:.t., rOGtourants and ):)or5. QUI!' QKpcr1ence t.11a us 

that "otricial Znglitlblt dec::lara'Ciono are supported by groups that 

act1vely seek to reGtric~ services to 10n9'u4ge minorities, used by 

private cit1zens as the' bOl:Jir:s Cor diaerimination, and leaa eo 
, 

d1sccn~1nuance of serv1c.s to lor.guaqe minoritico. 

MALDEF and otner opponents ot t.he "Official Enqlillhd JllOvement
i I 

uniformly recognize t..'1at J::nCj11sn :1& the cUlWIlon lanquAge of t.hc,
I 

Unit.ed States. But, we point:. out thai.. "official 13nCJlieh" 

leqislat10n sinqles out; language minorities for di~crilaina.toryI 

treatment, 1s used to aeriy them equal accas~ tv vital 5ervioc~ and 
I 

is relied upon to d~ny thempartlc1pation in .governpeni:. 
! ,

Proponents of language diversity sucn as KALU!F, strongly oppose 
. I . 

Georgia Senate Bill 127 ,because i~ would crea'te a d1scr1mimatIJZ:Y 

environment for langua~e minorities, because it may prohill.1t 
. 

services to lanquaqe minorities in violation of ~e1r oivil right. 

and because this type of leqislation in other sta'tes has encouraqed 

c1iscrimination 8qainst language minorities. 

s Comment, 'Langu~ge Rights ;and. the Legal status of English-
Only T.aws in the Public and Private Sector, North Carolina Central 
Law Journal, Vol. 20, 65" 66. 

,'.'." 
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!. • •Dear Chairman Johnston and;D1st1nqu1sh Members of the Committee: 

Today, the Committee o~ Energy and Natural Resources will hear 
testimony on the issue of, .lanquage' use in the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. While. the, Mexican ,American Legal Defense and 
Educational Fund (HALDEF) takes no position on the status of Puerto 
Rico, we are, nonetheless, extremely 'concerned that English may be 
made a requirement or condition of statehood irrespective of its 
potential effect upon people of Puerto Rico. 

As a national civil: rights organization devoted to the 
protection and advancement of the civil and constitutional rights 
of Hispanics and other lanquage minorities in the united states, 
HALDEF has had extensive experience with the official English issue 
and the English-only advoc~tes behind this effort. 

Official Bnglish Bfforts ~ave Fueled Anti-immigrant Sentiment, 
Pear and Hatred Against spanish~Speaking Americans and 

the BXpansion of Both PUblic and Private Discriminatory Activity, ' 
I ; 

Currently, sixteen (3:6). states; have desiqnated English as 
their official lanquage (Bawaii recognizes English and Hawaiian as . 
official lanquages). Las1t year, after a divisive and highly 
charged campaiqn, three s~ates, Arizona, Colorado and Florida, 
enacted English lanquage amendments to their constitutions. Today, 
four English lanquageamendments to the u.S. Constitution are 
pending before the House SUbcommittee on civil and constitutional 
Rights. ' 

, , 

The apparent innocuousness of these measures do not begin to 
reflect the hostility, resentment and divisiveness they engender. 
So vaque as to be virtual,ly limitless , private individuals and 
businesses have taken it' upon themselves to implement and to 
enforce these English-only!laws. Por example: 

*Shortly after the passage of ~he official English law 
in Arizona, Hispanic inmates were denied parole board 
hearings. Since these hearings were required to be 
conducted in English-onl]" and the state refused to 
provide interpreters; Hispanic inmates were denied 
fundamental due process rights. Tucson Citizen, 
12/22/88. i 

*The passage of the Enqlish-only: law in Florida generated 
a flood of complaints of discriminatory activity directed 
at the lanquage minority populat~on by private businesses 
and individuals. For;. example, : a cashier at. a Publix 
supermarket was suspended for asking a fellow employee 
a question in Spanish~ This resulted in protests and a 

I i , 

1 

~-.. '" 



i 

boycott of the store. 
I

:Also, customers who had previously 
been allowed to place catalogue orders in Spanish in the 
past were now being r~fused; and even telephone collect 
calls were not being connected if the receiving party did 
not speak English. The Chri'stian Science Monitor, 
11/29/88. 

*Apart from the actual discriminatory activity generated 
by English-only legislation, such legislation begets more 
restrictive measures.! Indeed'l: the English-only bill 
introduced in the Suf~olk county legislature this year
would have prohibited the use of county funds for 
purposes of investigating comp:laints or practices of 
language discrimination resulting from the bill. Res. No. 
10001-89. 

Lanquage Diversity Has Never Been An,~pediaent to Statehood 

In America, democracy;rather th~ language is the glue that 
keeps us togetber. Congress itself has recognized the benefits of 
pluralism and diversity in our nation by naturalizing large numbers 
of non English-speaking ;peoples of Louisiana, Florida, the 
Southwest and Puerto Rico~ Our Founding Fathers specifically 
rejected the concept of making English the official language of the 
country as undemocratic and divisive. Of the discussions held by 

"Recognizing that forces which to change h1S 

the continental Congress 
Brice Heath writes: 

on this issue, noted historian Shirley 

I! • 
cause one 

language or add to it ~ust be internally motivated.initially, 
leaders reasoned that :linguistic minorities would not become 
separate and distinct peoples within the nation so long as no 
legal force proscribed: the use of their languages. Moreover, 
wide use of the majority language would come without coercion: 
linguistic minorities would recognize within their own 
schools, societies and "little 'colonies:' the importance and 
utility of English••• !f a national government should legally 
pressure groups to &bandon their native languages, the 
repression of these tongues and separate unities could provoke 
resistance." Heath, ~ National Language Academy, p.14-15; 
(emphasis added).' : 

The states of California, New Mexico, Texas, Colorado, and 
Louisiana all provided under their :state constitutions for the 
publication of official documents in English and the native 
lanquage of predominant us~.l Similarly, in PUerto Rico today, 
official documents are required to be available in English. 

; j 

In light of the great contributions of multilinqual and 
multicultural people to the growth. and vitality of the Onited 
States, and the fact that. PUerto Rico already recognizes the 
importance of English as de;scribed above, we must question the 

2 




benefit to be derived or the purpos~ to be served by requirinq 
Enqlish-only leqislation for PUerto Rico. 

Lanquaqes, especially! the 500 year history of the spanish 
lanquaqe in PUerto rico, is: inextricably linked with the culture, 
customs, beliefs, aspirations, self-identity and self-esteem of 
the people of PUerto Rico. The issue of lanquaqe in PUerto Rico is 
not an issue that can be taken liqhtly or easily dismissed: rather, 
it is an issue that requires careful and thouqhtful consideration. 

JDLDBP urqes this co~ttee to careful.ly explore all the 
potential ramifications to 'the culture and society of the people 
of PUerto Rico should Bnqlish ))a iIaposed as an obliqation or 
requir_ent of statehood. JDLDBP and o,thar orqaDizations that share 
our concerns, stand ready t~ assist the co--j ttee in this endeavor. 

!; ; ,. 

July 

3 
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ENDNO'l'ES. 

1. See, e.g., Cal. Const. art. XI (1849) (mandating that all laws, 
decrees and other official documents be published in English and 
spanish); N.H. Const. art. XII, XIX, XX (1912) (mandating training 
for bilingual teachers, requiring that all future constitutional 
amendments be printed in English and: spanish, requiring that all 
new laws be printed in both English and spanish); 'l'ex. Const. 
(1845) (printed in both German and spanish); Colo. Const. art. 
XVIII, sec. 8 (1876) (requiring that all laws be published in 
spanish and German until 1900). See also Kloss, American Bilingual 
'l'radition, Rowley, Hass: N~wbury House Publishers, at.112, 129, 
179,.181 (1977). . 

I • 

: . 

i 
I 

. 	i 
I 

I 
[. 

:1 
'.!

I 
'.:. 

4 




Mexican American 1701 18th Street. N.W. 
Legal Defense Washington, D.C. 20009 

,-,-,and Educational Fund (202) 393-5111 : :(j) MALDEF 
~,-.~ 

TESTIMONY OF 

JOHN 
! 

D. TRASVINA, 

LEGISLATIVE .ATTORNEY 
I 

ON 


BEHALF OF 


MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND 

; 

BEFORE THE 

MARYLAND: HOUSE OF DELEGATES 

ON 

HB 
! 

262, HB 488 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

FEB;RUARY 17, '1987 

National Office Regional Offices 

28 Geary Street 
San Francisco, CA 941 08 
(415)981-5800 

• 343 South Dearborn Street 
Suite910 
Chicago. IL 60604 
(312)427-9363 

250W. FoJrteenth Avenue 
Suile308 
Denver, CO 80204 
(303) 893-1,893 

1636 West Eighth Street 
Suite 319 
Los Angeles, CA 900 17 
(213) 383-6952 

517 Petroleum Commerce Bldg. 1701 18th Street. N.W. 
201 North SI. Mary's Street . Washington, D.C. 20009 
San Antonio, TX 78205 (202) 393-5111 .. 
(512) 224-5476 

I 
.. Contributlons Are Oeductible lor US Income Tax Purposes 

,".":-:-.', .. " 



DELEGATE PERKINS AND MEMBERS OF THE. COMMITTEE: 

My name is John Trasviha. On behalf of the Mexican American 

Legal Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), I am pleased to corne 

before the Constitutional & Administrative Law Committee of the 
I 

Maryland House of Delegates
I 
to strongly oppose HB 262 and HB 488. 

I 

While MALDEF is not a Maryl~nd-based6rganization, we have closely 

followed English as Official Language .or "English-only" legislation 
I 
I 

around the country and. can offer this committee a perhaps unique 
I 
I 

insight into the dangerous and unexpected consequences of bills 
I 
I 

which may have superficial. appeal. 

The issue here is not ~nglish. HB 488 and to a greater degree 

HB 262 only use it ~as a Trojan Horse for much larger aims. English 

is not under siege by anyone in Maryland or .the nation. 98% of 

Hispanic parents recently s~rveyed ~aidit was essential that their 

children read and write English perfectly. Only 94% of non-Hispanics 

felt the same way. Around the nation, 25,000 Hispanics are on 
I 

waiting lists in New York f?r adult English classes. 40,000 were 

turned away bJ' the Los Angeles adult schools last year because there 

were not enough classrooms· or teachers for them. 

Official English bills! do nothi~g to address these shortages. 

That is why California's St~te Superintendent of Schools and Board 
i 
I 

of Education, League of Women Voters,and San Francisco and Los . I 
Angeles Boards of Education all oppos:ed the legislation last year. 

No lesser guardians of English than t,heNational Council of Teachers 

of English and the Linguistic Society' of America have said NO to 



English as the official 1an~uage legislation. 

HB 262 and .HB 488 are unnecessary and unwise. No one could 
i 

possibly suggest English is~not already the basic language of 

instruction in the Maryland: public schools today or that some 
I 

other language is now or may become the basic language. In seeking 
i 

to provide Maryland with a legislative solution to a non-existent 

problem, these bills actually create confusion in an area of 

I
well-settled law. ; 

Statutes almost identipa1 to HB'262 and HB 488 were struck down 

by the u.s. Supreme Court a~ early as the 1920's. In Bartels v. 

State of Iowa (1923) 262 U.'S. 404, the Court struck down a statute 

providing "That the medium .of instruction in all secular subjects 
, 
I 

taught in all of the schoo1~•••within the State of Iowa, shall be 
c:·:;, 

the English language .•• " !(Laws, 1919,. c. 198, §1) The two bills 

before you today run dire~~lycontrary to the U.S. Supreme Court 

doctrine, well accepted for some 64 years. 

In no way was the Cou~t, nor are we, shying away from English. 
I 

As Justice McReynolds wrot~, "Perhaps it would be highly advantageous 

if all had ready understan~ing ~f our ordinary speech, but ,this 
, 

cannot be coerced by methoqs which conflict with the Constitution 
i . 

--a desirable end cannot b~ promoted by prohibited means." 

This legislation runs !the risk of allowing a judge or recal­

citrant local school official to interpret basic' language of instruc­

tion as only language of iristruction. It jeopardizes currently
i 

solid and stable foreign language instruction in the public schools, 
I , 

this at a time when the Sotithern Governors Association and others 

are calling for increased, ,not diminished, attention to Americans 

learning a foreign 1anguag~. 

!, 
I 



,': 

I 

The "Whereas" clauses bnly add to the confused nature of 
I

these bills. If the sponsors truly support their Whereas clauses, 

then it is virtually imposs!ible to reach the conclusion of the 
. ! .. . 

actual legislation. Once a~ain, the .legislation proposes a solution 

without exposing a problem.. Indeed, the. only thing HB 262 exposes 

is the State of Maryland and its school districts to drawn out 
. 


litigation over resource allocation and curriculum content. 

The time and energy ofl the General Assembly and the judiciary 

of this state are better spent not opening this divisive debate, 

,particularly when the propohents can find no defect with the status 
I 

quo. Making English the official langauge of the state hasimpli-
I 

cations far beyond the classroom. If your law is interpreted like 

H.J. Res. 13 now pending in' the U.S. House of Representatives, it 

will eliminate bilingual 911 emergency service operators and limit 
I 

police service to non-English speakers. If it is like Dade County, 

Florida's anti-bilingual ordinance, it will curtail the ability of 

public hospitals tocommuni~ate with .all patients •. If it is like 

Tennessee's, it will prohibit government communications and publications 
Iexcept in English. 

Clearly, Maryland is nbt beset ~ith problems in the language 

area. The proponents have established 
, 

no record.' to justify these 

bills. Accordingly, I urge! this committee to do what was rightly 
, 

done last year: reject the ~egislation and devote the attentions 
I, 

of this House of Delegates to the real challenges and opportunities 

ahead for Maryland. 

Thank you. 

j . ., 
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The Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund 

(MALDEF) is a national civil; rights organization .established in 
, 

1967. Its principle objective is to secure the civil rights of 

Hispanics living in the united states, through litigation and 

education. Language discrimination has adversely affected 

Hispanics in the areas of education, employment, voting rights, as 
, 

well as a myriad of other areas. The breadth of this 

discrimination has ~ubstanti~lly impeded, and in some instances 

precluded, Hispanics from the full exercise of constitutional and 
1 

civil rights. 
, 

Whether differential treatment based upon the linguistic 
i 

identity of Hispanicsequal~ national origin discrimination is 

immediately evident from even summary reviews of the historical 

presence of Spanish in the United States, the nature of 

bilingualism, and the continued adverse treatment Hispanics are 

subjected to because they retain their sociolinguistic identity. 

This testimony will address t~e pervasive nature of English-Spanish 

bilingualism and the need to continue the prohibitions against 

discrimination to· include thqse adverse actions based on language 

identity. 

I. SPANISH LANGUAGE 11AINTENANCE 

Scholarly research has l~d to the publication of a significant 

body .of work about Hispanic$. This includes numerous in-depth 
I 

studies in the areas of demog~aphics and linguistics .. Both fields 

of expertise have closely examined the utilization and maintenance 

1 EDLjtestj23 IV91 

*. '." ~ . 



..... , 

of Spanish, English language acquisition, and the future of spanish 
I 

in the United States. Thes~ analyses reveal the resiliency of 

Spanish in the United States and the growth of Spanish in a 

bilingual English-Spanish environment. Not surprisingly, the 

growth of Spanish closely pa!rallels the growth of the Hispanic 

population. 

Spanish has historically been and remains an identifying 

characteristic of Hispanics: : 97% of the individuals who usually 

speak Spanish are Hispanic; 72% of all Hispanics claim some level 

of knowledge of Spanish; and 64% of all Hispanics report being 
, 

bilingual. These f igures ~eveal the' concomitant relationship 

between Spanish and Hispanics. Given the pervasive level of 

English-Spanish bilingualism: in the Hispanic community, Spanish 

represents an immutable characteristic of the Hispanic community, 
I 

interwoven into the identity of all Hispanics. 

II. 	 BILINGUALISM AND NATIONAL ORIGIN: HISPANICS ARE SPANISH 
SPEAKERS 

The judicial system has addressed the issue of language 

diversity, Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974),; Wy Congo Eng. v. 

Trinidad, 271 U.S. 500 (1926); and Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390 

(1923) but has always assumed without squarely addressing theI 

1 

inextricable correlation between the native language of national 
I 

origin, groups and national' origin itself which comprise the 
I, 

'identifiable characteristic [upon which it is impermissible to 

discriminate. In the case of Hispanics, this country I s second 
, 

, largest minority popUlation and largest, linguistic minority group, 

2 ,EDL/test/23IV91 



spanish is the native languag~ at issue. 

Spanish has always been treated as an identifying 

characteristic of Hispanics, Qften singling out individuals and the 

community as a whole for adverse treatment. The legal challenges 

and response make up a significant body of the' jurisprudence 

involving Hispanics. Hernandez v. Texas, 347 U.S. 475 (1954) 

(recognizing Spanish surname persons as a group are protected by 

the Fourteenth Amendment); United States v. Alcantar, 897 F.2d 436 

(9th cir. 1990) (reversal and remand for new trial once defendant 
, 
I 

made out a prima facie showing of discrimination in the selection 

of jurors, by eliminating fluent Spanish-speaking jurors because 

tapes of the defendant in: spanish would be introduced and 

evidence) ; Gutierrez v. Municigal Court of Southeast Judicial 

District, 838 F.2d 1031 (9tl) Cir. 1988) , vacated on grounds of 

mootness, 490 U. S. --, 109, S.ct. 1736, 104 L.Ed.2d 174 (1989) 

(striking down and Englis.h-oply rule); Zamora v. Local 11, Hotel 

and Restaurant Union, 817F.2d 566 (9th Cir. 1987) (requiring 

translators at monthly union membership meetings for Spanish-

speaking union members); Olaques v. Russoniello, 797 F.2d 1511 (9th, 
, 

cir. 1986), en bane., vacated on grounds of mootness, 484 U.S. 806 
! 

(1987) (recognizing that adverse action against Spanish-speaking 

persons constitutes unconsti~utional discrimination on grounds of 

national origin) ; Puerto Rican organization for Political Action v. 
I , 

Kusger, 490 F.2d 575 (7th:' Cir. 1973) (upholding' the use of 
: 
I 

bilingual materials and assistance in voting); United states ex 

reI. Negron v. State of New York, 434 F.2d 386 (2nd Cir. 1970) 

EDL/test/23IV91 3 



(Puerto Rican defendant has a Sixth Amendment right to interpreter 
i 

in felony criminal trial); Yniguez v. Mofford, 730 F.Supp. 309 

(D.Ariz. 1990) (state constitution provision declaring English to 

be the official language declared unconstitutional); Perez v. FBI, 
i 

707 F.Supp. 891 (W.D.Tex. 1988) (finding additional terms and 

conditions of employment applied to Spanish-speaking Hispanics 
! 

! 

employees constitutes illegal' discrimination) .1 

Spanish language maintenance, immigration, along with 

population growth, have led S~anish to be "the most widely claimed 

[non-English language] in the United States, and the only major 

[non-English language] which Qverthe last two decades has not lost 

but retained and gained claimants. II Sale, Bilingualism: Stable or 

Transitional? The Case of Spanish in the United States, 84 The 

Int'l Journal of Social Languages, p. 36 (1990). 
, 

Spanish language claiming encompasses 71.8% of the total 

Hispanic population. Sole, supra, at p.39. Hispanics also comprise 

97% of the individuals who ':lsually speak Spanish, Estrada, The 

Extent of S.panish/English Bilingual in the United States, 2 'Aztlan, 

The Int'l Journal of Chicano Research Studies, p. 381 (1984), and 
! 

76% of those individuals who ireport Spanish as a second language. 

Estrada, supra, p. 382. It is estimated that at least 64% of all 
: . 

! 

Congress has similarly recognized that remedial statues 
intended in whole: or in part to rectify historical 
discrimination and 'benefit Hispanics must address their 
linguistic identity. The statutes include the Voting 
Rights Act. of 1965,: as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1973, et seq. 
(1988) i the Bilingtial Education Act of 1968, 20 U.'S.C. 
§§3221-3262 (1982) ;;theCourt Interpreters' Ac·t, 28 U.S.C 
§1827 (1988); and the Equal Educational opportunity Act.' 
20 U.S.C. §1701, ri03(f) (1982). 

, 
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Hispanics are bilingUal. Estrada, supra, p. 383. See also Macias, 

National Language Profile of the Mexican-origin population of the 

United States, Mexican Americans in Comparative Perspective, (W. 

Connor, ed.), pp. 285-308 (1985). 
I 

While recognition of theiinherent spanish bilingual identity 

of Hispanics has lagged far behind the reality, growing recognition 

is inevitable in light of the continued and growing presence of 
, 

\ 

Hispanics and English-SpanishlbilingUalism. Contrary to the myth 

that anglification is or will shift Hispanics towards English 
, 

monolingualism, English-Spaniish bilingUalism remains by far the. , 

predominant feature of Hi~panics. Spanish langUage use, 

maintenance, and intergenerational transmission, along with 
i 

constant immigration, have in~titutionalized Spanish as a constant 
I 

element of Hispanic identity a:nd lingUistic repertoire. Given that 

Hispanics are a stable bilingual community, use of Spanish cannot 

be permitted to be a basis up~n which to single out employees for 

Idifferential treatment. I 
I . 

I 

III. 	ENGLISH-ONLY RULES MUS.T MEET A BONA FIDE OCCUPATIONAL 
QUALIFICATION STANDARD Tq MINIMIZE THIS DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT 
UPON LANGUAGE MINORITIES 

The 	 Equal Employment bpportunity Commission (EEOC) has 
. ~ 

promulgated Guidelines on Discrimination Because of National Origin 

which define national origin discrimination broadly to include "the 
I 

denial of equal_employment opportunity •.. because an individual 
I . 

has the . . linguistic characteristics· of a national origin 

group. II 29 C.F.R. 1606.1(1987).· The Guidelines recognize the 

reality of the foregoing studies in its statement: 

5 EDL/test/23 IV91 
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The primary language of an individual is often an 
essential national origin characteristic. Prohibiting 
employees from speaking ,their primary language or the 
language they speak most comfortably, disadvantages an 
individual's employment ?pportunities ... 

29 C.F.R. 1606.7(a). The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals agreed 
I 

with the EEOC's guidelines'
I 
stating, '''that English-only rules 

generally have an adverse impact on protected groups and . 
, 

should be, closely scrutinizeq,. II Gutierrez, supra at 1040. The 

Guidelines are entitled to co~siderable'deference so long as they 

are not inconsistent with congressional' intent. ,Id. at 1039 n. 7. 

,However, they do not carry with them the force of law. 
I 

In the course of our litigation and education work, MALDEF has 

encountered many English-only rules in the workplace. In fact, 
, I 

, 
Fair Employment Practices, April 1,' 1991, cite that a number of 

employers, have recently inst:ituted English-only rules. It[T]he. 

policies have proliferated in; response to the recent increases in 

immigration and the complaints of English-speaking co-workers." 

often ,employers implement these policies because of a lack of 

knowledge of the second language and attempt to justify them under 

a business efficiency rationale. Frequently, however, the rules 
I 

are overly restrictive reaching even private conversations during 
I 

break times. This overbreadt~ evidences'amotivation not based on 
I

business efficiency but on a d~strust of what is being communicated 
,, 

in the second language. Sim~larly, rules which restrict purely 

personal communications between co-workers on the basis of the 

language spoken have no basisl in business efficiency• 

. Given the demographic: and linguistic figures, rules 
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restricting employees from speaking other than. English treat 

language minorities differently than other employees. These 
I 

I 


practices involve disparate: treatment through explicit facial 

discrimination. The only question which remains under the 
I 

circumstances is whether 
I 

the: discrimination in. question can be 

justified as a BFOQ. 
i 

Given the potential for 'discriminatory use by employers and 

the significant adverse impact: upon language minorities, California 

must strengthen its employment discrimination laws to addresses 

this issue. As recently noted by the United states Supreme Court, 

an employer may discriminate 6n the basis of national origin only 

in those certain instances where national origin is a bona fide 
, . 

occupational quealification reasonably necessary to the normal 
i

operation of a particular business or enterprise. United Auto 

Workers v. Johnson Controls, Inc., .___ U.S. ___ (1991). 

BFOQ is a narrow defense to employment practices which 

facially discriminatory. 'General subjective standards are 

unacceptable. BFOQ requir~s objective, verifiable evidence 

concerning job-related skill13 and aptitudes. Only under this 

narrow exception should English only rules be tolerated. Otherwise 

employers will continue to discriminate against a significant and 

growing segment of California;' s workforce.. 
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I. 	 Introdugtion 

The Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund 

(tfMALDEFtt) is a national civil rights, organization established in 

1967. Its principle objective is to secure, through litigation and 

education, the civil rights of Latinos living in the United states. 

Language discrimination has adversely affected Latinos in the areas 

of education, employment, voting rights, as well as a myriad of 

other areas. The breadth of this discrimination has substantially 

impeded, and in some instances precluded, Latinos from the full 

exercise of constitutional and civil rights. Because of this 

history, MALOEF's Language Rights Program seeks to oppose language 

discrimination and protect the ~ights of language minorities. 

II. 	 HALDEr cReases senate' Bill 12~4 

The proposed legislation would require our publicly funded, 
I 

state and local government: entities to treat non"'English speaking 

citizens and. residents c1ifferently than their English speaking­

counterparts by denying them governmental services to which they 

are entitled and for which!they have contributed through their work 
I 

and taxes.' Not only wop.ld S.B. 1244 deny equal services in 

violation of federal law and pOlicy, but it illegitimately 

prohibits non-English languag6 communications by state personnel in 

the conduct of their duties, it singles out lanquage minorities for 

discriminatory treatment:, and it will encourage private 

discrimination aqainst language minorities. Because these are 

direct and foreseeable outcomes of this legislation and because the 
I 

proposed le;islation directly conflicts with state laws and state 
I 
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policy favoring access of vital services to all citizens and 

resiaents of this state including those whose primary language is 

other than English, MALDEF strongly opposes Senate Bill 1244. 

III. 	Ignata 8ilt 1244 piscriminates Against Hon-Inglish sp.a~ing 
,arsons by Depying Th'M Servig~s Provided to All ',r80D8 

. current state law recognizes that there substantial numbers of 
, 

persons in this state who: speak primarily a language other than 

EngliSh ana who make contributions to the State as any other 

cititen or resiaent. These persons have contributed to the state 

in the form of their work :and taxes and are entitled to the full 

range of interactions witil their government afforded any other 

state resiaent. In recognition of this oontribution, the State 

explicitly requires that a: wide range of interactions between the 

state and its citizenry be conducted in the language best 

understood by some of its.ci-tizenry. These interactions include' 

voting, health and safety I and employment services. The bill 

includes certain exceptions which merely serve to protect the 

leqislation from explicitly conflicting with current federal law. 

However, they forbid the state from doing any more than federal 
,I 

requires. For instance,! a political subcUvisions wishing to 

provide spanish-language election material would not be able to do 

so unless the federal qovernment also required this information in 

Spanish. Or, a school di~trict wishing to provide comprehensive 

bilingual education would risk a suit ~y a private citizen on the 

question of whether it was providing more than is currently 

required by federal law. . This legislation would discriminate 

against non-English speaking citizens and residents by seeking to 
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I 
. I 

I 

limit the range of those interactions. 
I 

Further, the proposed legislation's mandate flatly contradicts 

state law regarding the dellivery of services by the state and its 
I 

political subdivisions in non-English languages to insure 

communication between the state and its LEP citizens and residents. 
I 

Currently, there are some ~o state laws requiring the state and its 
, 	 . 

aqencies to provide some type of service or information to non­
I 

English language speakers.; 
, 

These laws recoqnize that: 
I 

effective maintenance1and development of a free and democratic 
society depends on the right and ability of its citizens to 
communicate with their government and the right and ability of 
the government to communicate with them•. 

\ 
I, 

cal. 	Gov't Code § 1290. ~ese laws also recognize the "substantial 
I 

numbers of persons who live, worll:, and pay taxes in this state" who 
I 	 . 
, 

are unable to communicate effectively with their government because. 
i 


they cannot speak Engl i~h or because they apeak primarily a· 

. ; 

. language other than Engl~sh. Id~ And, that U[aJs a consequence, 

substantial numbers of persons presently are being denied rights 

and benefits to which they~woUld otherwise be entitledn without the 

provision of non-Eng.lish lanquage services. l.i.\. 
I 

The proposed legislation stands in stark contrast to the 

current State policY.favo~ing equal access to serVices. Further, 
i 

it discriminates· against non-English spea.king citizens and 

residents by denying them: the full range of interaction afforded 

all citizens and resident~ of California. 

IV. 	 ~h. Propose4 . LegiSlAtion Denip' servige, to Lanquag.

Kinorities·1» Contradiction with peder.l Lay .n4 

cou;.essional aecognition of Langyage Minoriti.s 


! 
The proposed leqislarion singles out language minorities for 
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unequal treatment in the ~elivery of services by the state. This 

unequal treatment is subject to challenge under federal 

constitutional and statutory law. The judiciary, in many 

instances, has recognized that lanquaqe can be a basis for national 

origin identification. Hernandez v. Texas" 347 U.S. 475 (1954) 

(recognizing Spanish surn~me persons as a group are protected by 

the Fourteenth Amendment) 1 United States y. Alcantar, 897 F.2d 436 

(9th Cir. 1990) (reversal and remand for new trial once defendant 

made out a prima facia ~ase showing of discrimination in the 

selection of jurors, by el:iminatinq fluent spa.nish-speaking jurors, 

because tapes of the defendant in Spanish would be introduced aa 

evidence): ~utierrez v. Municipal court ot S,E. Judicial District, 

838 F.2d 1031 (9th Cir. 1988), vacated on grounds of mootuees, 490 

U.S. 1016, 109 S.ct. 1736,: 104 L.Ed.2d 174 (1989) (striking down an 

Englisb"only rule); Zamora vt. Local 11. Hotel and Restaurant Union, 

817 F.2d 566 (9th Cir. i987) (requiring translators at monthly 

union membership meeting~ for Spanish-speakinCiJ union meetinqs); 

Olagues v. Russoniellg, 797 F.2d 1511 (9th cir. 1986), en hang., 

vacated on grounSi Qf mootnees, 484 U.S. 806 (1987) (recoqnizinq 

that ad~erse action against' spanish-speaking persons constitutes 

unconstitutional discrimi:nation on grounas of national, origin): 

Puerto Rican organizgtion'for Politigal Act~on v. KUSPfth, 490 F.2d 

575 (7th Cir. 1973) (up~Oldinq use ot bilingual materials and 

assistance in voting) 1 United states ex rel. Negron v. Sta.te of New 

XW,434 P'.2d 386 (2nd Cir. 1970) : (Puerto Rican cletendant has a 

Sixth Amendment right to: interpreter in felony criminal tria1)1 
I ' 
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Iniguez v. Mofferd, 730 F.SUpp 309 (D.Ariz. 1990) (state 

constitution provision declaring English to be official language 

.declared unconstitutional); Perez v. FBII 707 F.Supp. 891 (W.O.Tex. 

1988) (finding additional terms and conditions of employment 

.applied to Spanish"'speakinq Latino employees constitutes illegal 

disorimination). 

. Two supreme court decisions point out how the relationship' 

between lanquaqe and national origin and linguistic classifications 

can violate the federal constitutional and statutory law. In Saint 

Francis College v' AI-KhaZraj1 1 481 O.S. 604, 107 S.Ct. 2022, 95 , 

L.Ed.2d 582 (1987), the: Supreme Court rejected Saint Francis 
i 

Co11eqe's argument that the plaintiff was barred from filing a § 
I 

1981 claim because he was; not a racial minority. The Court held 

that Mr. Al-Khazraji, an Arab professor, could file a § 1981 

discrimination claim on the basis of his ancestry or ethnic 

characteristics, including linguistic characteristics findinq that 
. A 

national origin discrimination includes discrimination' on the basis 

of "physical, cultural, o~ linguistic characteristics ••• " 1S. at 

614 (Brennan, J., coneu~ing) (citinq 29 C.F.R. § 1606.1). The 

Supreme court has reaffirmed the close nexus between lanquage and 

national origin most recently in ueroaodez v. New York. 500 U.S . 

... __ , 111 S.ct. _, 114 L.Ed.2d 395 (1991). The court noted the 

following in connection with its decision that peremptory 

challenges to Latino J)ot~ntial jurors by a prosecutor were not 

language based chal1enqes~ 
, 

It may well be f for certain ethnic groups and in scme 
communities, that proticiency 1n a particular language, like 
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skin color, should be'treated as a surrogate for race under an 
equal protection analysis •••• And, as we make olear, a polioy
of striking all who speak a given language, without reqard to 
the particular circumstances of the trial or the individual 
responses of the jurors, may be found by the trial judge to be 
a pretext for racial ,discrimination. 

! 

114 L.Ed.2d at 413-414. Because the Supreme Court has , 

recoqnized that language yan be a national origin characteristic 

and the basis for protection under the equal protection clause and 

federal employment law, the proposed legislation directly conflict.s 

with the Court's treatment of language minorities. 

The Ninth Circuit· has also recognized that linguistic 

classifications may be challenged under federal constitutional and 

statutory authority. In Olagues v. Russoniello, sugra, 797 F.2d 
I 

1511, the court reversed a district court decision denyinq 

injunctive relief to Spani~h and Chinese speaking voters subject to 

an investiqation of voter ,fraud by the u.s. Attorney. The court 

stated: 

Congress has explicitly recognized that pervasive 
discrim.ination exists, against linguistic minorities . • • ! 
Moreover, an individual's primary language skill generally 
flows from his or her national origin. See Yy Cong Eng Va 
Trinidad, 271 U.S. SOOt 517 (1926); Berke v. Ohio Department 
af public Welfare, 628 F.2d 980, 981 (6th eire 1980) per 
curiam: 29 C.F.R. § 1606.7(a). The target groups in this case 
are distinct and easi~y identifiable. 

~. at 1520. Likewise in·Gutierrez V. MUD. Ct. of S.E. Judicial 

g~st., supra, the Ninth Circuit held that speak "Enq1ish only" 

rules "can readily mask an! intent to discriminate on the basis of 

national origin," 838 F.2d: at 1040, and overturned the employer's 

policy. The court recognized the close connection between national 

origin and langu8qe which may form the basis of challenqinq 
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1inquistic olassifications': 

Few courts have evaluated the lawfulness of workplace rules 
restricting the use ot languages other than Englitil.lo 
Commentators general~y aqree, however, that lanquaqe is an 
important aspect of national origin. (citations, omitt~d] 

~. at 1039. 

Congress has SimilarlY recoqnlzed. that:. remQCUal statutetJ 

intended, in whole or in pa'rt, to rec't.ifY historical discrimination 

and benefit Latinos must ~ddress their linguistic 1d.entity. The 

statutes include the Votinq Riqhts Act I of 1965, as amended in 

1975 and 1992,42 U.S.C.:§ 1973 et seq. (1992); the 81J.1nqual 

Education Act of 1968, 20; U.S.C. §§ 3221-3262 (l982) 1 the Court 

Interpreters' Act, 28 U:.S.C. § 1827 (1988); and the Equal 

Eclucational opportunity Act, 20 U.S.C. § 170J (f) (1962). The 

federal government recognizes that citizens and residents deserve 
.' . 

. ' 

the full range of interactions with the 90vernment irrespective of 

their primary lanquage. 

Despite this overwhelming evidence of federal law and policy, 

proponents of the proposed legislation refuse to acknowledge the 

unique relationship between language and national origin and the , 

discriminatory burden they seek to impose on non-English speaking 
'I . 

persons. The proposed legislation directly conflicts with these 

leqal and pOlicy precedents. Adoption of this leqislation in 

direct contradiction with these precedents would evidence a direct 

intent to di5enfranchis~ identifiable categories of persons, 

language minorities, in violation ot their rights as citizens and 
, 

residents of the united States and Calitornia. 
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v. 	 The proRosed Legislation Seeks to Illegitimately Probi!:!'t lion­
Ipglish %language Copi.m\lnicQ.tion~ 12y St;Q.t;9 le.8op.n.l i.n 1;he 
CondY;' of fb,!: cutie. 

The prohibitive sections of this legislation require the state 
i 

and its employees (ostensibly reachinq all employees of political 

subdivisions of the state)' to act solely in English. This aspect 

of the proposed legislation could not be leqallyenforced by the 

State since it viol~tes the equal protection and first amendment 

provisions of both the fedQral and state constitution. Many 

states, including california, have enacted through legislation Or 
I 

referenda laws declaring English their official language. Many of 

tbese laws were supported by the electorate beoause of their 

"symbolic'• nature. However, the lRost stringent '·official Inglish" 
I 	 ' 

la.w was passed by initia't;ive in Arizona. Artiole XXVII of the 

Arizona Constitution souqht, inter AliA, to limit the ability of 

state employees from oommunicating in non-English lanquaqes.
I ' 

, This article 'Was decl~red unconstitutional as violative of the 

First Amendment in Yniguez v. Mofford, 730 F.Supp. 309 (D. Ariz. 

1990), pending appeal, amendment deni~d by, Iniguez v. Mofforci, 130 

F.R.D. 410 (0. Ariz. 1990) ~ aff'd in part, denied j,n part, Xnigugz 

Y, state of Arizona, 939 F.2d 727 (9~~ Cir. 1991). The court in 
I 

Yniauez recognized that there are many instances in which a non-

English speaking citizen seeks the assistance of its government or 
I 

seeks to address its government. Prohibitinq a state employee from 
I 

interacting with that oit.izen in the lanquaqe of that citizen 

places a state employee in the precarious position of performing 
I 

their duties and thereby subject themselves to potential sanotions 
I 
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ana private 6uits. 730 F.Supp. at 3l4. The proposed legislation 

would likewise be sUDjectto challenge both because it singles out 

minority language speaker~ for differential treatment based upon a 

linguistic characteristic 
, 
and because it potentially infringes upon 

the First Amenament as inlxnisuez v, Mofford. 

VI. 	 The l;opp••4 Leg~ai.tion IDv1tes Disqriminatign against
Language Minorities by tb. pyblic APg Private lector 

I 

Intolerance or e~nnic minorities is not new in our country, 
I 
I 

and the 9rowth of tl'le "Englisn-only" movement (luring tne past 

decade is the latest form' 
I 
ot this intolerance. 'J,'houqh proponents 

of this movement claim that a nationa.l J.anquaqe will unify our 

country, their movement has fueled division and di8crlmina~1on in 

our country rather tha.n rost.er1nq a unifying principle. supporters 

of this movement refuse to accept the rich cultural d1versiey ot 

our country and instead practice the politics at exclusion. 

Proponents of "English-only" legislation such as S. 8. 1244 

have 	long sought to aeny ~qual opportunity to language m1norities 

und.er the guise of prornot,inq Engl:ish languaqe acquisition.· yet, 

just 	like S.B. 1244, En91~sh-onlY leqislation 1s not about helping 

people to learn English, b~t about making it more difficult to non­

Enqlish speakers to participate, to integrate r and ultimately, to 

learn English. Rather than exclusion, a better approach, such as 

the current approach by California, is found in recognizing the 

linguistic and cultural diversity of our society. See Cal. Gov't 

Coda § 7290 (recoqnizing linguistic diversity and neea for 

democratic society to communicate effectively within the framework 

. of this diversity). . 
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TWO national organizations are currently advocating for the 

establishment of English as the official language of the united 
I 

States; U.S. English, founded in 1982, and English First, founded 
! 
I 

in 1986. Both qroups have expressed their opposition to language 

assistance in education and voting, and both support the denial of 

other qovernment services to persons who are not yet fluent in 

Inglish. Both qroups also have ties to other organizations who 

propose severely limiting immigration into the United States. 

Various themes have been used to support these legislative efforts, 

.1.&..9.&., a common lanquage can unify, while separate· languages can 

fracture and fragment sQciety. l{owever, proponents of these 

legislative efforts have exhibited more concern over limiting the 

presence of other languages rather than promoting knowledge of the 

Enqlish language. Tbese 9Foups promote racial animosity more than 

they foster unity. In fa~t, one of the founders of U.S. English 

has made inflammatory comments about Latinos, oiting their "greater 

reproductive powers·' in his statement a1:)out losing political 

oontrol. "Perhaps this is the first instanoe in which· those with 

their pants up are qoinqto be aauqht by those with their pants 

down. ,,1 
I 

Reflectinq their fear 
I 

at the growinq numberG and potential 

elect.nt-A 1 RtrAnqth of the YJatino community. EnQlish-only proponents 

have consistently sought: to Aho1 i Rh requirements for bilingual 

aleC!tion m.atarial~ and bilingual education as a "neut.ral" means 

1 'ranton, "Memorandum to WITAN IV Attandaer:.," Oetober 10, 
1986. 
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towards the racially motivated end of excludinq larqe segments of 

the Latino community fror the t~ans of i-es empowerment-­

education ana political accesJr~ For example, at a 1992 

congressional hearing on! " assistance in voting, alanguage 

representative from Enqlish First claimed that bilingual ballots 

and other forms of language! assistance in votinq were somehow 

"dangerously divisive."z ~ 

In direct contradiction to claims by English-only advocates 

that languaqe assistance should be limited because Latinos refuse 

to learn Enqlish is a reca~t study by the National Latino Political 
I . 

Survey, which found that Latinos overwhelminqly (90%) support the 
I 

proposition that citizens ~nd residents of the United States should 

18am Enqlish.' 
, 

Sanate Bi.ll 1244 establishes Enqlish as "the language of the 

ballot, the public schools, and all oovernment functions and 

actlons. fI In effect, S.B. 1244 woul<1 establish a public policy 

which would require Enqlish lanquaqe profioiency to participate in 
I 

a free and democratic F.lociEilty. ThiA proposed policy statement 

misstates Qurrent llItate and federal policy reqard i nq language 

minorities and the requirementa for their partioipation in a free 

and democratic society. What is more, neither the proposed 

2 Statemont of P. ,George Tryfiatos before Subcomm•. on the 
constitution of the senate Comma on the Judiciary, Hearing on 
voting Ri9htc Act Lan9ua90Acci~tanoe Amendments of 1992 (February 
26, 1992). 

3 By contrast though, the majority of the Latinos in this 
s~e survey reject the proposition that Eng1ich should become the 
ofticial language of ,our country. 
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legislation nor its supporters have any ,linguistic support for 

their position that restrictinq non-English languaqes services will 

"encourage" the statels citizenry to learn the English language. 

It is important to note. 
I 

that absolutely nothing in this bill 

provides for English-language educatlon or proposes to address the 

issue of English-language: acquisition. The exceptions listed. in 

subsection (b) do, however, limit any attempts at EngliSh-language 

education solely to what iis required by current federal law. In 

fact, experience teaohes us that restricting services to limited­

English-proficient persons has only ono result-- E!)Cclusion ot 

substantial numbers of persons from participatinq in our society. 

In states that have enacted even symbolic measures, state or 
, 

local agencies have used ,the law as the basis for discontinuing 

services in other than English. For instance, the North Carolina. 

Department of Motor Vehicles stopped giving ariverls license tests 

in languages other than English, as it had previously. The Alabama 

, Department of Public Safety has also done the same. In Arizona, 

the legislation led to the denial of parole hearings tor non­

English-speaking prisoners. In turn, some private individuals and 

business have used this movement as a basis for discrimination 

against ethnic and language minorities. In the wake of official 
I 

English amendments in Colorado and Florida, several incidents of 
I 

discrimination were reported including the suspension of a 

supermark~t clerk for answering a fellow-employee in Spanish and a 

school bus driver raprimandinq children for speakinq Spanish on the 
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bus. 4 In california, many employers have initiated restrictions 
I 

on the use of non-English languages in their workplaces since the 

pass8qQ of an "official English" amendment to the state's 

constitution. Algo, MALOEF has received various complaints about 

attempts to restrict non-Enqligh language use in public places, 

!L...S.a., restaurants anci bars. Our experience tells us that "official 

English ll declarations are supported by groups that actively sask to 

restrict serJiees to language minorities and are used by private 

citizens as the basis for discrimination. 

VII. 	!lhare ia a Growing Need rorProtaotioD of the Rights of 
Language MiDori~J! 

The continued (]rowth of lanquBqe mlnorities and d.iscriminat1on 
, 

against language minorit1es pose unique challenges tor state 

governments and their treatment of language minorities. A key 

issue for Latinos, and other ethnic groups whose members speak more 

than one language or primarily a language other than Enq11sh, is 

the treatment of language minorities. The linkage between Latinos 

and the language we speak,! primarily or as well as English, is a 

crucial issue for Californ:ia. 

Amon; the State's 27.f million persons (over aqe 5), over 8.6 

million speak a langua(]e ot;her than English. This represents 31.5' 
I 

of Californla'spopulationi fully one third of our stat,e's 

population speaks a language other than Engl ish. Of thQSB persons, 

51.3%, 4.4 million, also identify themselves as not speaking 

4 Comment, Language Rights and the Legal status of English-
Only Laws in the PUblic and private Sector, North Carolina Central 
Law Journal, Vol. 20, 65, '66. 
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English "very well. ,,5 These figures show much more diversity in 

California's population than in the United States where 13.8% of 

the population'identified:themsclvcs as speaking a language other 

than English and 43% identified themselves as not speaking English 

"very well." 

spanish-speakers are tha largest subcategory of this minority. 

Of the 8.6 million non-English language speakers in California, 5.4 

million are Spanish~speakars. spanish-speakers represent 2.9 

million of the 4.4 million ,porsons who identify themselves as being 

limited-P.:nqlish"'proticient. For Latinos, Spanish is easily an 

identifying characteristic. studies show that 71.8 percent of the 

Latino population speaks ,Spanish and that 16 percent of those 

individuals who report Spanish as a second lanquage are Latino.' 

It is estimated that at, least 64 percent of all Latinos are 

bilingual. 

The presence of perso~s whose primary languaqe·!s other than 

English, or who speak another lanquaqe as well as English, is a 

product of our country's rich cultura'l diversity. This diversity 

has been present in the United states since its inception. For 

example, the Articles of ,Confederation were printed in German. 

Also, other federal documents were printed 1n French, German, Dutch 

5 Persons who so identify themselves are deemed by the 
Bureau of the Census to be, limi t.ed"F.ngJ j Rh-proficisnt (IILEpll) for 
,purposes of certain federal rights. , I

sole, "Bilingualism: Stable or Transitional? The Case 
of spanish in the United states," 84 The Int." ,journal of Social 
Languages, (1990) p. 36; Estrada, liThe Extent of Spanish/English 
Bilingual in the United States, II 2 Aztlan, Tha Int.'l Journal of 
Chicano Research Studies (l,984) p. 38l. 
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ana Swedish. In fact, ;the tt founding fathers" of our country 

rajactad a proposal by John Adams to set up a national language 

acac1emy which would have, effectively made Enqlish the official 

lanquaqe of our country. ;In spite of this history, proponents of 

"official Eng-lish" refuse:to rccoqnize our linguistic diversity at 

a time when thosa burdened by their proposed policies are 

predominantly Latinos or Asians. 

VIII. QQ;qlsa.ioJ! 

MALDEF and other opponents of the "English-only" movement 

uniforlnly recoqnize that. Bnqlish is the common languaqe of the 

United States. But, the proposed legislation seeks to deny equal 

access to vital government services for non-English and limited.. 

English speaking citizens and residents; it seeks to illegitimately 
, 

prohibit non-English lanquage communications by state personnel 1n 

the conduct of their duties: it singles out language minorities for 

discriminatory treatment: and it will sncouraqe privat.e 

discrimination a~ainst lanquaqe minorities. These outcomes 

direct.ly conflict wi t"h FltatA 1AWFl nnd gtate policy favoring access 

of vital services to ali c:itize-ns· and re~.fdAnt:.!ll of this state 

inoludinq thO~Q whosa primary lanquage is other thAn ~nqllsh. For 

these rQasons, MALDEF strongly opposes Senate Bill 1"44. 
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Language Bills before the 104th Congress --Quick Summary 

I. Directly Repealing Sectibn'203 'of VRA 

(Porter-R-IL) 
H.R. ' 351 

(Roth R-WI) 
H.R. 739 

(King R-NY) 
H.R. 1005 

H.R. 351" tp.e proposed Bilingual Voting 
Requirements Repeal Act of 1995, would repeal both 
Section 203 and Section 4(f) (4). It would repeal 
not only all of the Voting Rights Act's minority 
language coverage but also the Section" 5 and 
federal exatniner and observer protection resulting 
from determinations under Section 4(b) (third 
sentence). ' The following jurisdictions would b~, 
affected: 

Alaska' , 
Arizona (except for Apache, Cochise, 

Coconino, Mohave, Navajo, Pima, Pinal, 
SantaCruz, and Yuma Counties) 

California: Kings and Merced" Counties 
Michigan: Clyde Township (Allegan County) and 

B:uena Vista Township (Saginaw County) 
. North Carolina: 'Jackson County , , 
South Dakota: Shannon and Todd Counties 
Texas' 

H.R: 739, the proposed Declaration of Official 
Language~c:t of 1995, would repeal Section 203 but 
not Sectio~ 4(f) (4). Also repeals Title VII of the 
Elementary :and Secondary Education Act. Preempts' 
other states and local governments' laws on this. 
Declares E~glishthe preferred language of 
communication among citizens! Creates right of 
action for any person injured by violation of the 
,act; allows~ atty ,fees. All federal govt business 
in English.: 

Section 4 (:Repeal of· Bilingual voting 
Requirements) of B.R. 1005, the proposed National 
Language Adt of 1995, is identical to H.R. 351. 
Terminates 'bilingual education programs. Declares 
English Official language of U.S. Requires ~nglish 

,language for citizenship naturalization 
ceremonies .' 

I 

1 



I . 
I, 

II. Other English Only Bi~lls 
! , 

(Emerson R-MO) 
H.R. 	 123 ,Declares English as the Official Language of the 

government ,of the U.S~ No preemption of state 
laws. Sets :up Cause of action for "any person 
alleging injury arising from a violation" 

(Pickett R-VA) I 

H.R. 345 	 Declares English as the official language of the 
U.S. govt ~ndamends the INA to proviqethat 
public ceremonies for the admission of new 
citizens shall be conducted solely in English. 

(Shelby R-AL) 
S. 175 	 Decla:t;es English as the official language of the 
S. 	356 U. S. govt.: Set s up cause of act ion for II any 

personallE(ging injury from a violation of thisII 

law. 

(Serrano D-NY) 
H.Con. Res. 83 	 English Plus Resolut'ion which recognized English 

as the primary language and 'encourages proficiency 
of English ibut at the some time recognizes 'the 
importance!of multilingualism and individual 
rights and opposes English Only measures~ 

(DoolittleR-CA) ! 
H.J.Res. 109 A joint re~olution proposing: an amendment to the 

U.S. Constitution establishing English as the 
official l~nguage of the U,S. 

, i 
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CQ US HR 351 SUMMARY R 1; OF 4 , .CQ BILLTRK Page 

', 

Legislative Abtion and Related Bills 
Congressional Quarterly's Bill Tracking 

MEASURE: HR 351 

SPONSOR: Porter (R-IL) 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend t~e Voting Right's Act of' 1965 to eliminate 

certain provisions relating to bilingual voting requirements., 

INTRODUCED: 01/04/95 

i 


COSPONSORS: 13 (Dems: 2 Reps: 11 Ind: 0) 

COMMITTEES: Committee on the Judiciary " 
, 


I 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 


01/04/95 Referred to Committee on the Judiciary (CR p. H173) 

07/19/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 7 

Beilenson (D-CA) Lipinski (D-IL) , Petri (R-WI) 

Hancock (R-MO) Livingston (R-LA) .. 

Hastings, D. (R-WA) Meyers (R-KS) 

09/13/95 Cosponsor(s) added: i 

Roth (R-WI) 

09/27/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 

Chenoweth (R-ID) Norwood (R-GA) Stockman (R-TX) 

10/12/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Goss (R-FL) Sensenbrenner (R~WI) 


CQ US HR'351 SUMMARY 

END OF DOCUMENT 

Copr. (C): 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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I 

MEASURE: HR 739 
SPONSOR: Roth (R-WI) 
BRIEF TITLE: De~laration of Official Language Act of 1995. 
OFFICIAL TITLE:· A bill to amend title 4, U.S. Code, to declare English as the 
official language of the government of the United States. 
INTRODUCED: 01/30/95 
COSPONSORS: 85 (Dems: 4 Reps: 81 ·Ind: 0) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 
RELATED. BILLS: See S 175, S 356, :HR 123, HR 1005 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

01/04/95 ***Related measure (HR123) introduce·d in House. *** 
01/09/95 *** Related measure (S175) introduced in Senate. *** 
01/30/95 Referred to Committee on Economic and Educational 
Opportunities (CR p. H889) 
01/30/95 Original Cosponsor(s): 25. 
Archer (R-TX) Hancock {R-MO) Parker (D-MS) 
Bartlett, R. (R-MD) Hutchinson, T. (R-AR) Rogers (R-KY) 
Bunning, J. (R-KY) Inglis, B. (R-SC) Rohrabacher (R-CA) 
Burton, D. (R- IN) King, P.; (R-:NY) Royce (R-CA) 
Callahan (R-AL) Kingston~ J. (R-GA) Sensenbrenner(R-WI) 
Coble (R-NC) Lipinski' (D- IL) . Solomon. (R-NY) 
Doolittle (R-CA) Ney. (R-OH) Stump (R-AZ) 
Forbes (R-NY) Oxley (R:"OH) 
Goodlatte,R. (R-VA)· Packard;(R-CA) 
01/31/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 7 ! 

Funderburk '(R-NC) Knollenberg (R-MI) Taylor, C. (R-NC) 
Hall, R. (D-TX) Petri (R'-WI) 
Hunter (R-CA)· Shays (Ri..CT) 
02/03/95 *** Related measure {S356) introduced in Senate. *** 
02/07/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 ' 
Chrysler (R-MI) DunCan (R~TN) Stearns (R-FL) 
02/08/95 Cospons6r(s) add~d: 1 
Johnson, Sam (R-TX) 
02/16/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 
C60ley (R-OR) Crane (R~IL) 
02/21/95 *** Related measure (HR1005) introduced in House. *** 
02/23/95 Cosponsor (s). added: ~ i . , 
Gilchrest (R-MD) Saxton (R-NJ) 
02/28/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 5 ~ 
Cox (R-CA) Shuster :(R-PA) Weldon, D. (R-FL) 
Herger (R-CA) Stockmani (R-TX) 
03/08/95Cosponsor(s) added: 4 
Baker, B. (R-CA) LaHood (R-IL) 
Chenoweth (R-ID) Livingston (R-LA) 

Copr. CC) i 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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03/09/95 Cosponsor (s)· added: 1 p' 

Baker, R. (R-LA) 
03/16/95Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Ehrlich '(R-MD) 
04/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 , 
Calvert (R~CA) Meyers (R-KS) 
05/10/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 I 

Burr (R-NC) Ewing (R~IL) 
05/16/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 
Christensen. (R-NE) Manzullol (R-IL) 
Kelly (R-NY) Norwood:(R-GA) 
05/18/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Weller(R- IL) 
06/07/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 i 

Bachus, S. (R-AL) .Linder (R-GA) Souder (R-IN) 
06/29/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 . i 
Bryant, E. (R-TN) Tate (R-WA) 
Scarborough (,R-FL) Wickerq~.-MS) 
07/10/~5 ROTH, R-Wis., House speech: On the need to make English' 
the official American language. (Colloquy with WELDON, 
R-Fla., and KINGSTON, R-Ga.) (CR p:. H6726-H6727) 
07/10/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 i 
Bono (R-CA) Chamblisp (R-GA) Seastrand (R-CA) , 
07/11/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Emerson (R-MO) 
07/13/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 i . 
Hostettler (R-IN) 

I 

07/19/95Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Young, D. (R-AK) 

. 07/20/95 Cosponsor(s) added: l' 
Barton, J. (R-TX) . c 

08/02/95 ROTH, R-Wis., House speech: Urges colleagues to support 
the Declaration of Official Language Act. (Reader's 
Digest) . (CR. p. E1598-E1599) ., . 
08/02/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 
Kim (R-CA) . Plckett ;(D-VA) 
08/04/~5 Cosponsor (s). added: 2' .~ 
Hilleary (R-TN) . Wamp (R-TN) 
09/06/95 Cosponsor(s) ~added: 3 1 

Istook (R-OK) Kasich (R-OH), Pombo· (R-CA) 
09/12/95Co~ponsor(s) added: 3 l' 
Bliley (R-VA) Blute (R:";MA)' Dornan, R. (R-CA) 
10/12/95 Cosponsoi(s) added: 1 . 
Roukema(R-NJ) 
10/19/95 ROTH, R-Wis., House speech: Inserts an article on 
problems with bilingual education.' (Wall Street 
Journal) (CR p. E1988-E1989) 
CQ US HR. 739 'SUMMARY 

END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr. (C): '1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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MEASURE: HR 1005 
'SPONSOR:, King (R-NY). 
BRIEF TITLE: National LanguageiAct of 1995. 
O~FICIALTITLE: A bill to amend title 4, U.S. Code, to declare English as the 
official language of the government of the United States; and for other 
purposes. 
INTRODUCED: 02/21/95 I 

COSPONSORS: 35 (Dems: ,I Reps: 34 Ind: 0) , 
COMMITTEES: ' Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, Committee 
on the Judiciary 
RELATED BILLS: See S 175, S 356,'HR 123, HR 739 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 
i 

01/04/95 *** Related measure (HR123) introduced in House. *** 
01/09/95 *** Related measure (SlQS) introduced in 'Senate. *.* 
01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR739) introduced in House. *** 
02/03/95 *** Related measure (S356~ .introduced in Senate. *** 
02/21/95 Referred to Committee on Economic and Educational 
Opportunities, Committee on the JUdiciary '(for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned), (CR p. 
H1968)' , 
02/21/95 KING, R-N.Y., House speech:' Introduces the National 
Language Act. (CR p. H1910) , ' 
02/21/95 Original Cosponsor(s): 3 ' 
Forbes (R-NY) Istook (R-OK) Johnson, Sam (R-TX) 
02/23/95 Cosponsor (s) added: 2 : 
Rohrabacher (R-CA) Stockman: (R-TX) 
02/24/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 ; 
Goodlatte, R. (R-VA) Lipinski (D-IL) 
03/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 6 : 
Blute (R-MA) Chenoweth (R-ID) Weldon, D.. (R-FL) 
Calvert (R-CA) Jones (R-NC) Weller (R-IL) 
03/14/95 Cosponsor(s) add~d:3 , 
LaHood (R-IL) Radanovich (R-CA) Royce (R CAl 
03/21/95 Cosponsor(s) added:' 3 ' 
Ehrlich (R-MD) Ney (R-OH) Paxon (R-NY) 
03/23/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 ~' 
Bono (R-CA) Ewing (R- IL) , 
Christensen (R-NE) Stump (R'-A'Z)" 
04/05/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 ' 
Funderburk (R-NC) Kelly (R-NY) 
05/01/95 Cosponsor(s) added: i ! 

Porter (R-IL) 
Copr. (C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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06/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 

Petri (R-WI) 

06/22/95Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Barrett, B. (R-NE) 

07/12/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Bachus, S. (R-AL) 


'08/02/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Taylor, C. (R-NC) 

08/04/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Wamp (R-TN) . 

09/06/95 RADANOVICH 1 R-Calif'l House speech: Inserts a speech by 

Sen. Bob Dole recognizing English as America/s offical 

language. (CR p. E1703) 

09/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Roth (R-WI) Shays (R-CT) 

09/12/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Meyers' (R-KS) 

09/27/95 Cosponsor(s) added:.1 

Linder (R-GA) . 

CQ US HR 1005 SUMMARY 


END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr. (C); 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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MEASURE: HR 123 

SPONSOR: Emerson (R-MO) 

BRIEF TITLE: Language of Government Act of .1995. 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend title 4, U.S. Code, to declare English as the 

official language of the government of the United States. 

INTRODUCED: .01/04/95 .' .' 

COSPONSORS: 188 (Dems: 20 Reps: 168 Ind: 0) 

COMMITTEES: Committee on Econ0mic and Educational Opportunities 

RELATED BILLS: See S 175, S 356, HR 739, ~R 1005 


. , i 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 
I 

I • ,. 


01/04/95 Referr~d to Committee on Econom~c and Educational 

Opportunities (CR p. H167) 

01/04/95 EMERSON, R-Mo., House speech: Introduces the Language 

of Government Act.' (CR p. E13) 
 i· 

01/04/95 EMERSON, R-Mo., Hous~ speech: Introduces the Language 

of Government Act. (CR p. .E3 5) '.

1 


01/04/95 Original Cospon~or(s): 37: 

Archer (R-TX) Dornan, R. (R-CA) Meyers (R-KS) 

Bachus, S. (R-AL) Ehlers (R-MI) Montgomery (D-MS) 

Ballenger (R-NC) Fawell' (R-IL) Packard (R-CA) 

Barr, B. (R-GA) Fowler (R-FL) Petri (R-tn) 

Barrett, B. (R-NE) Gutknecht (R-MN) Porter (R-IL) 

Bevill (D-AL) Hancock (R-MO) Ramstad (R-MN) 

Bunning, J. (R-KY) Hansen (R-UT) Regula (R-OH) 

Burton, D. (R-IN) Hutchinson, T. (R-AR) Solomon (R-NY) 

Calvert (R-CA) King, P.: (R-NY) Stump (R-AZ) 

Canady (R-FL) Kingston~ J. (R-GA) Talent (R-MO) 

Clinger (R-PA) Knollenberg (R-MI) Wamp (R-TN) 

Dickey, J. (R-AR) Lind~r (R-GA) 

Doolittle (R-CA) Livingston (R-LA) 

01/09/95*** Related measure (S175) introduc'ed in Senate. *** 

01/20/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 42 " 

Baker, B. (R-CA) Hastert (R- IL) Quinn (R-NY) 

Bartlett, R. (R-MD) Heineman,: (R-NC) Rogers (R-KY) 

Bateman (R-VA) Inglis, B. (R-SC) Rohrabacher (R-CA) 

Bereuter (R-NE) 'Kolbe (R':"AZ) Royce (R-CA) 

Bliley (R-VA) LaHood (R-IL) Scarborough (R-FL) 

Burr (R-NC) Lucas (R-OK) Sensenbrenner (R-WI) 

Callahan (R-AL) McHugh CR.-NY)· Shays (R-CT) 

Chrysler (R-MI) McKeon (~-CA) Shuster (R-PA) 

Coble (R-NC) Moorhead, (R-CA) Spence (R-SC) 

Collins, M. (R-GA) Norwood (R-GA) Taylor, C. (R-NC) 

Cox (R-CA) Oxley(R~OH) Taylor, G. (D-MS) 

Foley (R-FL) Paxqn (R~NY) Vucanovich (R-NV) 


Copr. (C) ~ 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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Goodlatte, R. (R-VA) 

Hall, R. (D-TX)' 

01/24/95 Cosponsor(s) 

Funderburk (R-NC) 

Jones (R-NC) 

01/30/95 *** Related 

02/02/95 Cosponsor(s) 

Bono (R-CA) 

Brewster (D-OK) 

Browder (D-AL) 

Chenoweth (R-ID) 

Christensen'. (R~NE) 

Fields, J. (R-TX~ 

Ganske (R-IA) 

Hastings, D. (R-WA) 

Hoekstra (R-MI)' 


Payne, L.I 
, . 

(D-VA) 
Pryce, ,D; (R-OH) 

added: 5 I 

Pombo (R-CA) 

S~ith, Lamar (R-TX) 


measure (HR73~) intioduced in House." *** 
added: 25 :" 

Hunter (~-CA) 
Istook (R-OK) 
Johnson,Sam (R-TX) 
Kelly (RiNY) 
Lewis, Jerry (R-CA) 
Lightfoot (R-IA) . 
Lipinski: (D~IL) 

. Miller, D. (R-FL) 
Myers (R,IN) 

Myrick (R-NC) 
Ney (R-OH) 
Roberts (R-KS) 
Roukema (R-NJ) 
Seastrand (R-CA) 
Sisisky (D-VA) 
Stearns (R-FL)' 

02/03/95 *** Related measure (S356) introduced in Senate. *** 
02/14/95 Cosponsoi(s) 
Armey (R-TX) 
Bilbray(R-CA) 
Bryant, J. (D-TX) 
Co~est (R-TX) 
Cramer (D-AL) 
02/21/95 *** Related 
03/08/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Allard (R-CO) 
Cooley (R-OR) 
Crane (R-IL) 
Deal (R~GA) 
03/21/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Clement (D-TN) 
Everett (R-AL) 
Flanagan {R-IL) 
Gilchrest (R-MD) 
05/11/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Cha~liss (R-GA). 
Cremeans (R-OH) 

. 

Dunn (R-WA) 
Ewing (R-IL) 
Hoke (R-OH) 
Johnson, N. (R-CT) 
06/07/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Baker, R. (R-LA) 
07/11/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Bass (R-NH) 
Cubin (R-WY) 
07/18/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Herger (R-CA) 

. Tauzin (R-LA)' 
07/26/95 Cosponsor(s) 

. Weldon,,· C. (R-PA) 
Weller (R-IL) 

Young, C. (R-FL) 

added: 13 I. 

Duncan (R-TN) Peterson, C. (D-MN) 
Forbes (R-NY) Pickett (D-VA) 
Hilleary, (R-TN) Quillen (R-TN) 
Kim (R-CA) 
Lewis, R: (R-KY) 

measure (HRI005) introduced in House. *** 
added: il 

Gekas (R~PA) 
Graham, L. (R-SC) 
Nethercutt (R-WA) 
Sanford (R-SC) 

added: 11 : 
Hayworth ~ (R-AZ) 
Horn (R~~A) 
Parker (D-MS) 
Schaefer; (R-CO) 

added: 16 , . 
Kasich (R-OH)I ,. 

'McCollum:(R-FL) 
McCrery (R-.LA) 
Metcalf (R~WA) 
Radanovich (R-CA) 
Rahall (D-WV) 

added:. 2 . 
Riggs (R~CA) 

added: 5 ' 
Klug (R-WI) 
Roth (R-WI) 

added: 4 : . 
Watts, J.' (R-OK) 
Wilson (D-TX) 

added: 3 :. 

Souder (R:- IN) 
Stockman (R-TX) 
Weldon, D. (R-FL) 

Torkildsen (R-MA) 
Waldholtz (R-UT) 
Zimmer (R-NJ) 

Salmon (R-AZ) 
Saxton (R-NJ) 
Whitfield (R-KY) 
Zeliff (R-NH) 

Tanner (D-TN) 

Copr: (C) 1995 Cong~essional Quarterly Inc. 
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Camp (R-MI) Gallegly 
i 
i, (R-CA) Nussle (R- IA) 


09/06/95.RADANOVICH, R-Calif., House speech: Inserts a speech by 

Sen. Bob Dole recognizing English as America's". official 

language; (CR' p. E1703) . ~ . 

09/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 8 

Barton, J. (R-TX) Hyde (R-IL) Wolf (R-VA) 

Coburn (R-OK) Shadegg (R-AZ) Young~ D. (R-AK) 

Davis (R-VA) Wicker (~-MS) 

09/19/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 : 

Hostettler (R-IN) Thomas, B.. (R-CA) 

Lincoln (D-AR) Tiahrt (R-KS) 

10/18/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 .:, 

Latham (R-IA) Riv~rs ~m~MI) 

CQ US HR 123 SUMMARY 
 I 

END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr~ , (C) ,1995 Congressional'Quarterly Inc. 



1 

I, 

PAGE 
i 

Citation RariR(R) , Databaqe 'Mode 
'CQ US HR 345 SUMMARY t, R 1 jOF 4 'CQ-BILLTRK PC!-ge 

Legislative AJti6n and Related Bills 

Congiessiortal ~uarterlyjs' Bill Tracking


'i 

MEASURJ;:: HR 345 ' 

SPONSOR: Pickett (D-VA) 

BRIEF TITLE: Language 6f Government Act of '1995. , 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend title 4, U.S. code, ,to declare English as'the 


, official language of the government of the United Stat.es and to amend, the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to:provide that public ceremonies for the 
admission bf new citizens shall b~fconsidered so+ely in English. 
INTRODUCED: 01/04/95 " " 
COSPONSORS: 2 (Dems: 0 ~eps: 12 Ind: 0') , 
COMMITTEES: Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, Committee 
on the Judiciary t' 

I 

1LEGISLATIVE ACTION: I 
01/04/95 Referred to Committee on Economic and,Educational 

Opportunities, Committee on the 'Judiciary, (for a period 

to be,subsequently determined by the Speaker, in,each 

case for consideration of such pro~isions as fall within 

the jurisdiction ,of the committee 90ncerned) :(CR p. HI73)· 

03/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: ~1 ' 


, " ,"I 
Brew~ter (D-OK) , Stockmanj(R-TX) 

n4/05/95 ,Cosponsor(s) ~dded:,~ ; , 

Bereuter (R-NE) I 


04/06/95 Cospons6r(s) withdr~wn: Ii 

'Brewster (D-OK) , , i 

, CQ US' HR 345 SUMMARY 
END OF DOCUMENT " :. 
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MEASURE: S 175 
SPONSOR: Shelby (R-AL) 
OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend t:iltle 4~ U.S~ Code/ to declare English as the 
official language of ' the government'of the United States. 
INTRODUCED: 01/09/95 
COSPONSORS: 0 .(Dems: 0 Reps:, 0 Ind: 0 ) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on Governmental Affairs 
RELATED BILLS: See S 356/ HR 123, HR 739/ HR 1005 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

01/04/95 *** Related measure (HR12j) introduced in House. *** 

01/09/95 Referred to Committee on Governmental Affairs (CR p. 

S653) 

01/09/95 SHELBY, R-Ala., Semite speech: Introduces legislation 

to amend title 4, U.S. Code/ to declare English as the 

official language of the government of .the United 

States. (CR p. S653) 

01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR739) introduced in House. *** 

02/03/95 *** Related'measure (S356), intr,oduced in Senate. *,** 

02/21/95*** Related measure (HR1005) introduced in House. *** 

CQ US $ 175 SUMMARY 
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MEASURE: S 356 

SPONSOR: Shelby (R-AL) i " 


BRIEF TITLE: Language of-Government Act of 1995. 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend title 4, U.S. Code, to declare English as the 

official language of the government of the United States. 

INTRODUCED: 02/03/95 ' . 

COSPONSORS: 20 (Dems: 2 Reps! 18 Ind: 0) 

COMMITTEES: Committee on Gove~nmental Affairs 

RELATED BILLS: See S 175, HR 123~. HR 739, HR 1005 


LEGISLATIVE ACTION: , 

01/04/95 *** Related measure (HRI23) introduced in House. *** 

01/09/95 *** Related measure (S175)~ introduced in Senate. *** 

'01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR73~) introduced in House. *** 

02/03/95 Referred to Committee on Governmental Affairs (CR p. 

S2124) 

02/03/95 Original cosponsor(s): 1 ' 

Coverdel1 (R GA) . 

02/13/95 Cosp6nsor{s) added: 4 , 

Craig (R-.ID) Hollings: (D-SC) 

Helms (R-NC) Lugar (R":IN) 

02/15/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 ' 

Grassley (R-IA) Stevens fR-AK) 

02/16/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Cochran (R-MS) . Grams, R.' (R-MN) 

02/21/95 *** Related measure (HR10d5) introduced in House. 
 *** 
02/22/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Gregg (R-NH) Lott (R-MS) 

03/08/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Inhofe (R-OK) 

03/30/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Pressler (R-SD) .. Thurmond, S. (R-SC) 

04/25/95 Cosponsor (s) added: 1 I 

Santorum (R-PA) 

04/26/95 ~osponsor(s) added: 1 

Coats (R- IN) .,. 

06/15/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Simpson CR.-WY) . I 


. ,
07/20/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Faircloth (R-NC) 
09/07/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Byrd (D-WV) 
09/25/95 Cosponsor(s) added:.l 
Frist (R-TN) 
CQ US S 356 SUMMARY 
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MEASURE: ' HConRes 83 
SPONSOR: Serrano {D-mn 
OFFICIAL TITLE: Concurrent resolution entitled l the IEnglish Plus Resolution. I 

INTRODUCED: 07/13/95 i 

COSPONSORS: 32 (Dems:' 31 Reps: 1, Ind: 0 ) 

COMMITTEES: Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 


LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

07/13/95 R~ferred·to Committee on Economic and Educational 

Opportunities (CR, p. H7011-H7012) 

07/13/95 OriginaLCosponsor{s) : ,32 , 

Abercrombie' (D-HI) Menendez ,: (D-NJ) Richardson (D-NM) 

Becerra (D-CA) Miller I G. (O-CA) Romero-Barcelo (D-PR) 

Dellums{D-CA) Mineta (P-CA) Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) 

FaIT' (D-CA) Mink (D-HI) Roybal-Allard (D-CA) 

Fattah (D-PA) Moran (D":VA) Scott (D-VAY" , 

Gonzalez (D-TX) Nadler (D-NY) Tejeda (D-TX) 

Gutierrez (D-IL) ,Ortiz (D~TX) Torres (D-CA), 

Jackson-Lee (D-TX) Owens (D-NY) Towns (D-NY) 

Lewis John (D-GA) Pastor '(D-AZ) Underwood (D-GU)
l 

McDermott (D""WA) PelOsi (1J-'CA) Velazquez (D-NY) 

Meek (D-FL) Rangel (D-NY) 

CQ US HConRes 83, SUMMARY 
 I ' ,
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, , , 

MEASuRE: HJRES 109 
SPONSOR: Doolittle (R-CA) 
OFFICIAL TITLE: A joint res9lution proposing an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States establishing English as the official language of th,e 
United States. ' 
INTRODUCED: 09/28/95 
COSPONSORS: 10 (Dems:' 1 Reps:' 9 Ind: 0) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on the ~udiciary 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 
i 

09/28/95 Referred to Committee on the Judiciary{CR p. H9670) 

09/28/95 Original Cosponsor(s): j 

Hancock (R-MO) Hansen (Ri-UT), Shays (R-CT) 

10/17/95 Cosponsor (s) added: 7 ' :' 

Calvert (R-CA) Horn (R-CA) Royce (R-CA) 

Chenow~th (R-ID) Lipinski i(D-IL) 

Dornan, R.' (R-CA) , Moorhead ,(R-CA) 

CQ US HJRES 

, 

109 SUMMARY 
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ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD WAS)·UNGTON Ol=I=ICE:I
GUAM 

424 C~"NON HOUM' OIolU= BlIllr • .IIr. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COMMITTEE "Ii, I~~~l ~2S-11eo 
F.~; 'l021 22e 01-1 

""'-ItiRT I""..L....!'I.:>IJ~ 

AU~..ftc" ..He Orv"Ol''''F~T 
 i :l GUAM OFFICE: 

SUITt lOT 

HI::SaURC!:S CCMMIIII:I: 
 , i i 
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A.ANA, GIJ ~6910 
PH; (671) 477-4272I7lI7< 
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, I ,t , , I 

,'OOl((~fJin1tton. m~ i20615-5301 
: November 1:, J995 

; I , , 
I, J ' , 

Guess who's not !~nglish-Oitly? 

, 1 ; 

I 
,I 

I i ,I 
The Engllsh! 

I 
I 

Dear Colleague, , , , 

:1 
I I 

Yes, the English! In exploring this issue lastlweek, my staff called the British Embassy 
and asked if England had an officiallunguage. Hetc; wcre some of the initial responses: "Yes 
we speak English. I dun'l think it's qfficial, butit'st;he main'language--almosl eve.ryone speaks 
it. 1 don't think it has to be official,; I mean, English is the common language ... " Jolly good. 

,, ,, 
I 

. The embassy later clarified ~at English la",,' ldoes not recognize an Qfficiallanguage. 
The 'only reference to speaking Engli~h in British l~w comes from Chapter XI oi:,,jI'he Starute of 
Pleadings from the year 1362 which requires Englisj;l 'bowt proceedings be condu9.1ed' in English. 
(The same 14th celltury decree also mandates that !court proceedings be recorded in Latin.) 
Incidentally, because our courts a.ls? conduct busjn~ss in Englisll, current U.S. law already 
requirel=i' that prospective jurors read, write, speak, a~d wldersLand English and that • .if necessary, 
English interpreters be provided.' ::! ' 

, I j 

. , ' i,., 

Enough about the frem;h, the ,Spanish. and !pe Gelil1ans-~for cenruries. the English have 
maintained their language without a law. The poirldis that English has replaced French as the 
langua~e of deplomacy and Gennan as the langJa$e of science--it is already the common 
lanauRge of America and [he world., 

kahtOb. :'i 

Q:~A!I\X~~ 
ROBERT A. l!JNDERWOOD 

• I 

Member of Con,gress 
, I 
I , 
; , 

, : I i 
? , ', It 

Guess who else isn~~ English-Only? 

l'! 

(contirlUe on the fQl~oFing page) 
(contipua en Japagiru,. siguiente) 

, I 
, , 
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>it Under the English-Only bills introduced 
in Congress, Members would not be able 
to do what the RNC does.; .issue press 
releases in Spanish. 

• 1 

I"m stilllookin.ll for SDonsors for Ketchup-Only! 

http:stilllookin.ll


'CCQngr~5~ of tbr. 

.•~Sl'bington. mqr
i November 

is the Target? 

my testimony before the Committee on 

.11102195 19: 14 '0'202 514 5499 	 141 004. ~ ,. 
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, ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 

.. 
, WASHINGTON O~FICE: 

c.:t£ r,.:N"QN Hf,'l\I'~ 0'(.1(' evl~Of!YQ 


W".""'~II.)//, !:l<::2a5'!·~301 

NATIONAl. SECURITY COMMfT'Tel!. 	 ~H: (2;2l us-' 'S8 

FAX: 12021 ~2c!"(1:i'1 

MJLIT.vn' IN~fJ\Lt.1'lrl~jN'" 


FI,~",~e,' :',D Dt,<c,Q~"'CtIT 
 GUAM OFFICE: 
SUITE 107

RESOURCES COMMITTEe '<:u ~Arrin UU~AS A"!N~! 
,JiIJICO".MITTUE, 44"'4, au 96910 

PH: 16711 ." .'HI'I'J/1'
NAllYNA\. PA"~', FU""~1~ "'N~ LAHC>Z ~.M; 10711 .n-~be7

lII.rlVt AMCA'CA'" ANO INSIJi.>.R "'FF"I~:i ~ouse of 

" 

English~9nly ...Wh 
Dear Colleague, 

. . I would like to share with you excerp[s 
Economic and Educational Opportuz4ties SUbCO'II'In'll~~,e on Early Childhood. Ybutll alid FaIhilies . 
during the Ocrober 18, 1995 bearing all English,as Iht=· official language. 

"The message'[ofEngli~il-0nly legisiatio ] cannot be that English is th'e common 
language of the nation,' because it already is.' ell, what then is the message. ,The ill· 
advis~d messa~e .seem,~,to bc th~t wc· ar~ less thanl those who e~ speak only English; that 
there lssomethmg foreIgn abo,ut our maUltellaIlce .of a tongue dJfferent than most. I know 
many will say and some with agreat deal of sidceritY that no such· affront is intended. 
Bul in light of lh~ resJiLy Lhat ~hen:: is no pmbleln with the official lise of English, any 
effort to coerce English;'only a~ this time mu.stb~ seen as givins life tei the social forces 
of resentment. This resentment: could stern from the rise of "toreign accents" in our day­
to-day I ives and the incTeas ing use of languagis' other than English on the radio and 

.,te'levision. It CilJl manifest itself from the seriou~ly misguided judge in Texas who told 
8 mOl:her tha.1. her continued, us~ or Spanish to hh- c~jld ,is a form of child abuse to the 
innocuous, but revealing, refus~1 of an ice cream barlor to put .ihappy birthday!' on a cake, 
in' nnother lnnguage. This kind of resentment is not based on a need to improve 

. communication; it is based on ~ fear of being sJbsumed by a growing "foreignness" ill 
our midst.'! ' 

! ' . ". 
, ii, , 

This may not be the,intended result, but: 1 submit that it will be [he real result. 
And the fact that such resentm£mt is based on altitudes which need adjusting ruther thEm 

,with policies which 'n~ed fixing ought to revdal to. us how ill-advised this type of 
'l~gislaiion really is" ' 

, i,,' 	 " . 
,For those of u~ with different mother tongues, it is not at all incompatible tQ ' 

practiee'the continuance of a m'other tongue, be dgood American and ,recognize that the 
lingua franca. is English." ' 

iSincerely, 
.i 

C3\\)~ ~ 'R., 0 

.1 ROBERT A. UND~ , 
I 	 I
: Member of Congress 
! . ','t '.i . 
, 	 " 

http:MJLIT.vn
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DRAFT TALKING POINTS OPPOSING ENbLISH-ONLY LEGISLATIb~
,I I, 

Englis~ is alrea~y acd~pted as t~~ com~on l~n~uag~ 6i~~~ 
• . ..'. 	 -Iunited ; that 15 not the 1ssue be1ng debated. ~he' 

, 	 I' " 
issue whether children who th~mselves or whose parents 
speak another language: should be 'Iable to learn other things, 
while they are learning English. The issue whether: ' 
American citizens who work hard ~nd pay ta~es and hav~n't 
master~d English yet should be a~le to vot~ and have i 
~eaningful participati~n in our ~emocracy. ! 

r 	 I 

Pr~sident C~~nton, Se~t~mber 21, 1~95 

, " ." , ;, ,,' " ! 
The Administration, St.rongly, opposes "English-only" Legislat:ion, " ,,; , ,I " 	 : 

The Administratio~ str~ngly oppo~es English-only legislation 
such as S., 356, that generally see~ks to elimina'teall !, 
goverhmental actions conducted i~ any language other than 
English. Such restrictions are ulnnecessaryand threat~n the 
Const ional rights,' health, ~a~ety, and econo~ic 
a~vance~ent of u.S. ci~izens. I 

&, 	 English~on legislati~e mandate~ will h the 
governm~n~'~~ssential;abilitytoi fulfill its ! 
respons1bll1t1es and fully protect the interests of u.S. 
citizens. 	 i . \ 

" Such 	re ictions ra ise serious d:msti tutio'n'a I issue's.: 
j 	 I 

English Already Is Th'e, Nation's common.:I'Language -~ 
English-only is Unnecessary ~ "': ' , 

I, 	 ,I , 
o 	 Over 97 percent of Americans speak

\ 
Engl1Shj accord1h~ to the 

1990 U.S. Census. 
t ' 

Virtually all of Feder~l governmeht's business is conducted 
in English and 99; 9% of Federal g'bvernment documents are in 

, 	 r ' 
English, aCcording to a recent GA0 report., ' "', ' t 

, I 

CI, ' "Fpr the rare, exception "when other J languages are used, ~ t, 
';:}'p'romotes important national and c0mmuni ty interests. , . 	

' , " 

I 
These interests include: natio~al secur ; law 

enforcement; includihg ;communicating with cr victims, 
witnesses and defendant's; border ~ohtrol, and informing 
individuals about their rights~- ~uch as voting ri~hts i-- Or 
how to access, important serVices, ,I such as I protection, 
public safety, and hea1thcare.' I ' ' 
People are learning Eng:lish fasteJ than ever before. I 

'I ' " 	 I 
I'Everyone recognizes that English ~anguage skills are 

I 
1 , 

! 



.. 
j 

I, 
I 

i , "I 	 Inecessary to advance econom1cally and socially in,our: 
society. I 

, 

Across 	 enroll inAmerica,th~re are Wai~ing lists to 
English-as.,.-a-Seco,nd Language (IIESLII) classes. For example,
• 	 .!..

1n Los Angeles, the demand for ESL classes l~ so great that 
some schools operate 2:4 h'ours pe~ day and 50, 000 stud~nts 
are on the waiting lists city-wide. In New York City~ an 
individual can wait u~ to 18 mon~hs for ESL 6lasses. ! 
Students in our public schools aJe absorbing English' iaster 
than earl generatiqns as theylprepate to be fully I 
partic ing and ~ontributing a4ults in our society.

: " I','i 
, 

The Government ShoUld promot~ Englishjwhile Protecting Th~ iRights 

of citizens ,',' \, I . '" .. !" 
o 	 The government has a p,roper role'l 1ndeed a respons1b1l;lty, 

to encourage people td b~come EHglish langua~~ profic~ent., 	 ' 
: . i 	 ; 

-, The govenim~nt shou1d fulfil~l~ts '. 'ibili~y an1d 
encourage Engl1sh language prof1c~ency by support1ng i' 
instruction, including: bilingual leducation as appropri'ate, 

, to assist children and: adults in :Iattaining English ,language 
skills. 'I 

I 

iii 	 Bilingual educatibn is i~portant.t 

It helP~ students tb learn EnJlish while ke~ping ~abe 
with their classmates ~n othe~ subjects while theY,arei 
learning it. Moreov~r, the deci~ion to offer, bilinguai , 
education a local choice ~hic~ som~ , islative pro~osals 

, '" ' ' .L 	 " " would deny by 1mpos1ng, a federal mandate upon commun1tl~s 
t~llingthem to how to! educate th~ir children. , i 

d 	 English-only threatens: public hea~th and safety. 
, I 	 I ' 

It is appropriate arid necessar~ for the ~overnment to 
promote public health and safety by providing information in 
some instances in a languageothe~ than English. Thes~ 
include OSHA warnings, I court interpreters, and public health 
announcements. l 

! 

IEnglish-only threatens i the fundamFntal right to vote'. 
I 

,0 Past Congresses and:presidentslhave joined together I in 
r~cognizing that assisting citizeps to ~xercise their tight 
to vote, even if they are not fully proficient in English,
, 	 ' , I ' ,
1S fundamental. Enactment and each amendment of Sect10n 203 
of the voting Ri~hts Act has enjo~ed strong and enduri~g 
bipartisan support 'and 'the support of Presidents Ford,' 

• 	 I 
I2 

I 

I 
I 

'.' 	.I 
! 



I 
, 

I 

I 
I 
'1 

Reagan and Bush. 	 t 

[ 


l 
I 

English-only Restrictions ~te DiviSiv~ 
. 	 i 

. • . I. . I . 	 ' 
English-'only meas'ures and the rhEit;.oric that accompanie:s them• 
tend to divide rather ~han unite Ius. ,We mu~t not let(~his . 
issue be used to dividF our comm~nit and nation. : 

I 	 • 

The· Supreme Court Has Agreed To Revie~ Arizona's English-oriily Law, 

The Supreme courtgrant~d certior!ar i to review Ar izonai, s 
English~Only law. It is in~ppro~riate for 'the 
Administrat~or; to c,?mm~n~ on thi~;periding c';lse at ~hisl time, 
and the Admlnlstratlon: wlll contl·nue to monltor thlS ci'ise 

'. closely. 	 .1 . · 

,I 

I . 
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DRAFT TALKING POINTS OPPOSING ENGLISH~ONLY LEGISLATION,", ,:.";,' '" ;, ; ''I'' <"':'" " ',I , 
English is already~"accepted as the,' co~6n .. lariguageof,tJ:1e 
U~,ited states;"th~t. is'; not,.theis:sueDe-ingdebated~',Tpe , 
issue is whether, .chi·ldren who themselves' or whose, parents , 
speak another lang:uage,; should be, :'able to ,learn other things, 
while they are learning English. '!r):le is~ue' is' whether, t '. " 

'. Alnerica'n citizens who work· hard, 'a)ld pay ,taxes and,' hcl'ven't 
'mast7red ,Emglis~ ¥et,~~ou~d be,;ab~i~, to vote, (ind have', a, ' 
,meanl.ngfulpartl.cl.pat'l.~:m l.n our d'emocracy,.'.' 
, 	 :,': '. """;f,, .,,::, '::", '.! .. " 

~rrSl.dentcl,l.n~on,. S~ptember 27,199S~ ~ 
, 	 ';;" ' ,r " , " '7t-t~ 

, . ' :'~ ,; ," ,I ' .",'" ',',,' , , ,
The Administration oppo'~es English-onl¥, Legislation 

'. 
, ' '~~ ?;N{:l-O~ r :s~.:. S. 3Sl.o , ' 

The AdministratIon ,0 poses~~egisHationj'tQ, ~11lf'SS9 ......;;., , ' 

as unnecessary,) ftftEl as ~ th~eat t~l :th~ 'constitution,: l' . :r~g;hts,
heal~h, safety'" and ec~m()ml.c advancem~nt of ,u. S. ,Cl.tl.zens." ,,'

"" ' ,; ," ,,',',' ,.", '":,',, '" " .' ,,~.,~ 1w.Ar , ..+c.J- tt,... I~." 
L~'gls1ati"epioP6~als'Wirlh,ihde~ theg,eJ:inme$\'s"ess€mt.ial. "I 

, ability to ,fulfill its! responsibilities -.M=s ,~citizens. " 
, • ,,: ,', " 	 1,' , '. I, , , 

• 	 ' ,'," ' 'ending ~e ,con'-sti~~,t:~en'oi;'limi~±ng,p~~Pl'e's"rights hnd~r .­
;-- the <;::onstitution is' v,eJ?Y s~riousbus±:ness. T~S" it:is" 

': ~mpo::tan~~o~ C~)Jl~,re~stto consid71r:' th7 ser~ou r~cti,?~l, 
, l.mpll.catl.orts of Engll.sh~O'nly legl/slatl.on or c tl.tutl.pnal " 

amendments 'on~h7i'~veryday Iiv~s,:o~ AID.e:r:i;¢ans <in the ,Sp , 
, , s;tates, Puerto R!fO ,,; ,~'Pa~and Amerl.ca~ Samoa. "I, 

Engli~'b"Alreadl' Is Th~L'~at'if'n,ls :Cd~~~l L~ngUage:'- ~~L'~'T~ U,'~4 
• 	 ,". 97 i>!!!,ce!)t of the, U <~.l:p6pUlationlsi>,eak English acCord~,ng to', 

~h,~~.s. census.,; ,t ' 
,f,:: ,,' " , ' '"0.",, ,:t', , ," " " . ' , ",J, , 

• ,<Virtually all, ,.,of "Federal 'gov'ernme,rit.'s ,):msiness -is qonducted 
,in E~glish ~nd ~ 99,79%,' of, Federa.l(i\overninent documents at-e in vi' 

, Engll.s~accord7ng,to lal,' recen,t ?AO,' repo,r,t. , ',': ' " : i" , (i 

.' " '~'f\v..h~.~ U?'LM.<Mk~ , 

, 

• 'In thqse few' in~t~nc~'; where, otheb languages' are used it is'" 
,toprolno1;e iil1portanti~terests s;u6h ,as: nat;ional securli.ty;.' 

,,~',ila,w' enforcement; bor at ~nforcefu~rtt; ,communicating ,with, ", 
, witl1esses, I~rison~rs"or:, p~rolees' about their r~ghts; 
. and educational' outr'eabh' to inforln people oftfieir rights or 

aqcess ,to gove:t;'hm~rit services, su~has p,qlice protec:ti(m, ' 
public safety, heal:th fare ahd voting. ;, ,',' : ',' I' ,', ' 
E"eryone recognizes' th~t Ertgiish IlangU~ge skHls -are ,i:-, 
nec7ssary, ,to, advapc;:e e~ori~micallyt and 'socially "~n ,our I". . 
socl.ety .,,~~f a res'!llt, 'l:nmll.grants\are, demonstratl.ng ,tha~they 
,want to' rearn ,English an~ are rushing t'o do s'o at fast~r; ,'" 

, 	 " ,I" ,I '. " '. • 
r~tes ,than eve,r b,~fore~ .Ac;ross ¥erl.ca:,there ,arewal.~:J.ng (e.,.c....) 
ll.sts, to enr~ll, jln En~1.l.sh"'as::-a-:l:~econd Language(Class~s:, " " 
For exa~ple, l.n ,..Lps ,An<fJel~s, the Ciemand for ESL, classes l.S: 

,i 	 ' ;' 
, ,I 	 '" j
,t," 

j, 

I 
: 

" ','I 
I 

http:arewal.~:J.ng
http:demonstratl.ng
http:Amerl.ca
http:legl/slatl.on


JI '~" , 
1, 	 I 

I 
I 
t 
: 	 : 

so great that some schools operat~ 24 hours per d~y an9 
50,000 students are on' the waiting ,lists' city-wide,.' IpNew 
York City, an individual can wait! up to' 18 months '~for ESL 
classes. , . Students il! ~chools arel,absorbing English fai;ter ' 
than earl1.er ,generat1.ons as they p1;'epare to be fully i 
part,icipating and'contributing adults 'in our society., I", " " ,,'II ' 	 I ' 

" • I' 
, ,: : • .,. ,.: • '. ' I • 

The Government Should. Promote Enql1sn Wb1le Proteet1nq The ~1qhts 

of Citizens ' j . 
 I , 	 ; 

The government has a p~oper rOle,; indeed a responsibility,• 
to encourage people to: become Eng1lish language proficiEm~. .,/' 
The government should fulfil\ t;hat[ responsibility by 


'providil!g instruc~i<?ri, I in,?luding' ;bilingual 7ducati<?n. af 

'apprdpr1.ate,· to a~s,1.stl ch1.ldren ,and adults 1.n atta1.n1.ng 

English proficiency. ' 'I';" 	 I, , 	 I 

',/In' addition, the' government ~s anI obligation tc, protec~' the• 
safety, health, and rights bf i ts'citizens. There are l 

instances, for example, in which iit ,is appropriate for' the 
government to provide information~ in a language other "than 
English, such as OSHA warnings, c:burt interpreters, and 
public health and: v9ter informati:on.' , ! 

• ,'Bilingual edlicath~n is! important ,Ya~ll.It ~l'E~ Jt/' rf'­
students to learn English-.IUi tfl):keep:(pace with their! 1" 

classmates in other subjects whil1e they' al;"e learning it. l/t 

shOl:llei ee elR~ftaOiBeti t!ha1:t~~_f!edision to offer bilinghal 

education is alocgJ. choice ~ some legislative propo~als ~~ t..., 

seek;s t;.Q impos.,. a federalI?anda~e, to dommunities to te!ll ' 

them to how to I:!ducateJ the1.r ch1.1dren., ' 


" ' ,', j • '" i 

Assisting citizens exercise theirl right to' vot~" even:if• 
they are not ,fully proficient in tEnglish, is fundament~l. 
Enactment and each ame~dment ,of~ection 203 of the Vot1ing 
Rights Act has enjoyed; strong an~ enduringbipartisanl 
support ,and the support of Presiqents Ford, Reagan andl Bush. 

" 	 I 

I:::: "",~ J" . ,; +c..-us ~,c:...<.- k...... h WLi'T\\.....-("'. - v, .I.--<:....vl \ I l ~ ,..-" 	 i 

--	 ~ ~V--:-,r "1:.-V~ R 	 'i t,' I 
The Sup~em Court Has Aqreed To Revie~ Ar'izona'.s Enqlish-On:ly Law 

, , 	 ' i 

The ~upremeco~rt, gran~ed. certio~a~i to review A~i,zona!~s 
Engl1.sh-Only law., It 1.S 1.nappro~r1.ate for the',' i ' 
Administration to' COmi'nE:mt on this~ pending case a't'thisitime, 
an'd the Administration! will cont~nue ,to monitor this, c~se 
closely. ; 

1 
I, 
I 
J 

I' 

http:Ya~ll.It
http:atta1.n1.ng
http:earl1.er
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I 	 ! r ' 
'DRAFT TALKING POINTS OPPOSING ENGLISH-ONLY LEGISLATION 

:English is ~ot~j!.d_L~~~:~~ of ~he 
;Uni ted States, that is' not the ,s,SU,EY.)b:!h d ~:~~. Tpe 

iissue is whet er children who ta~ ~r : pare11~s , 

speak aogthep lallguage:-mT-s.tilei be: :able to learn other LlIIlIgS,· 

while they are learning Englislh~ lS5ue is whether, _____~ 

·American citizens who work, hard' a:nd pay taxes and haven't ()b~ Lx. 

,mast~red Englis~ yet ~rou~d be al:i le to v0r. :'~ lb 
mea fu 'lpatlo n our ~ y.. a.w 61d.tr ; 
, : I ! ~ 

President Cli1nton, Se tember 27, 1995 ow...r 
: 'J.... o1L..1 <.t."!r:::9: ~ . ' 

The Administra'tion s~rongly: Opposes IIE!nglish-Onlyll 1;}g·1sfctt:io~ ~ 

.' 
 i ' : i 	 : 

'The Administration strpngly oppos;es English-only legislation 
such as S. 356 that generally see'ks to eliminate all i 

governmental actions conducted in any language other than 


I I 	 ' English. Such restrictions are unnecessary and threat~n the 
;Consti.tutional rights,: health, satfety, and economic i 
,advancement ofU. S. ci~izens.1 ' 

I 
, ' 

tnglish-only legislati~e mandate~ will hinder the• 
government's essential: ability td fulfill its I 

1 


'responsibilities andfiJlly protec't the' interests of u.~. 

icit'izens. I f I 


~ i' 	 i 
" ' 

• 	 'Such restrictions raise serious constitutional issues.! 

English Already Is The Natibn's common: 
I 

Language - ­
E~gli:sh-onlY is unnecessary! 

, 'I 	 ·1,,. 	 Over 97 percent of Ame~icans spea~ English, according- to the 
i990 U.S. Cens~s. 

i.:::.....:.: , 	 I 

I 	 ,
;Virtually all of Fedeqil government's business is condy.cted• 
[n Engli and, 99~9% o~ Federal gbvernment documents a~e in 
English,according to ~ recent GAb report. I 

• 	 ~or the rare exception when othe0 languages are used J , it 
promotes important' national and c'ommunity interests. I 

" '. ~d ·J ,,· I ~ These lnterests lnc~u e: natlona I securlty; aw 
• f. . I 	 ! 

enforcement, including!communicat~ng with crime victims, 
witnesses ano defendants; border ~ontrol, and informing 
individuals about their rights-- ~uch as voting rights: - or 
how to access important services,l such as police protection, 
public safety, and health care. I' I 

i 	 I 

• 	 People are learning En~l faste~ than ever before. 
~veryone recognizes that Eriglish ianguage skills are 

i 	
I 

I 
' ,.1 	 I , j I

I 
i 
I 



I, 
"­

, I 

I 

recessar1 
society. 

to advance etonomic~IIYi and 
,,' i 

socially in our 

; 

~ AcrosS America, there are waiting I t6 enroll i6 
• , 	 ,I,

Engl1sh-as-a-Second Language ("ESL") classes. For exalTlple, 
in Los Angeles, the de~and 	fcir 'Est ,classes is so great;that 
som~ 	schdols operate 24 hours per! day ind 50,000 studerits 
are on the waiting lists city-wid~. In New York City, ian 
indi~idual can wait uplto 18 mont~s for ESL classes. ! 
students ih ou~ public,schoolsar~ absorbing English faster 
than 	earlier generations as they prepare to be fully , 
~articipatingand'cont~ibuting adhlts in our soeiety.

',I 	 ' 
I ' 

• I.
The Government Should Promote Eng11sh Wh1le Protecting The ~i9hts 
of Citizens !" :1 

• 	 The government has a' proper role,l indeed a respon?ibil~ty, 
to encouiage people to,become English language proficient. 
, '! 1 	 1 

, 'The gov~rnm~nt should fuifill~ts responsibility' an~ , 
encourage English language 	profic~ency by supporting ': 
instruction, incltiding!bilingual ~ducation as appropri~te, 
to assist children arid!adults in kttaining English lan~tiage 
skills. 	 ' 

j, 	 I ' 
Bil ingua 1 education is: important. [ I' .• 	

" f 

It helps students t6' learn 	Eng~ish while keeping paJe 
• • " ~ '.. 	 I 

~lth the1r classmates 1n other sUbJects wh1le they are: 
,~earningit. Moreover; the decis~on to offer bilinguai 
education is a local cho which i some legislative proposals' 
would deny by imposing a federal mandate upon communities 
telling them to h6w to educate th~ir children.' 
" 	 I 

: 	 I 
• 	 ~nglish-only threatens"public health and Safety. . i 

; 
, 

,f 
' 

. 
~ 'It is appropri~te arnd necessar~ for the government to 
brbmote public he~lth}~nd safety by providing information in 

" 	 I. some 1nstances 1n a language other than Engl1sh. Thes~ 

~nclude OSHA warni~gs~ ~court interpreters, and publiC health 
announcements. - I I 

t 

• ~nglish-onlythreatens;the fundam¢ntal right to vote. 
I ' j I 

• Past Congres and;Presidentsihave joined togeth~r!in 
recognizing that issisting citizehs to ex~rcise their light 
to vote, even if they are not ful~y proficient in English, 
is fundamental. Enactment and each amendment of Secti6n 203 
of, the voting Rights A6t has enjoyed strong and ertduri~g 
bipartisan support and the support bf Piesidents Ford, I 
Reagan and Bush. 

2 

, 
i • i 

, ' 



.[I 
I . 

English-only Restrictions Are Divisive! 

. . . , : I 	 I 
• 	 English-only measures and the rhetoric that accompan ,them· 

tend to divide rather· than urlite ~s. We must not l~t thi~ 
issue be used to divid~ our communit and nation. '~ 
, 	 ; t I 

The s~preme'co~rt ~as ~gree~ T~~eviewIAri~ona's English-only Law 
. 	 ;. I . 
, .,. I 	 I 
The Supreme Court grante~. certior~ri to review Arizona~s 
English-Only law. It ~s inappr6ptiate for the ! . 

Administration t6 comment on this~pending case at this:t{me, 
and the Administration ·will continue to monitor this case 
closely. 	 'I 

I 

, r 

r 

I . 
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ENGLISH~PROF~CtENCY' FOR IMMIGRATION, 
',I 'I , 

The amendment requires english-profici~ncy before a person dan 
immigrate fora job (employment-based :l.-mmigration) and for I 

diversity immigrants. It grants a preference -- by pushing:to 
the front of the line'-- english-speak:l.-ng relatives of legai 
permanent residertts.,', i ' , 'I, 

I
• 	 We oppose. !
'. 	 , !

• 	 This a decision for employers .Who:are hiring the individual. 
Why should the government tell employers that they canl.t 
hire somebody they ne~d because tnat person doesn't speak

I 	 I 

fluently about generallcurren,t ~ve.?t.,·,topics? .' i , 
[Background note: ' .The jHouse billIrequires the: ability ito 
speak English wlo a dictionary"t9 meet routine social., 
demands and to engage in.agenerally effec~ive manner ~n 
casual conversation about topics of general interest, such 
as current 'events, work, family, and personal history .~' •• II ] 

• 	 We also are conce~ned':Jhat ',the prb~onents of this a~e 6ut to' 
• " j'. ! :', I ..' I !establ1sh a mechan1sm to move people mostly from engI1$h­

speaking countries to the head ofIthe immigration linel 
There is a basic fairli~ss issue h~re. ,,' , 

" 	 I 
, 

• 	 Everyone who comes here understands that learning English is 
,the wcj.y to get ahead'in their jobfand community. There 
a,re waiting lists ,across the country for classes teaching 
'english 	to immigrants . i Immigrant:1 children are learning 
english in schools like never before. ' Requiring fluen¢y 
before you are allowed to come to!t~e country is 
unnecessary. ' We need to support programs to make sure: that 
everyone can learn english as quickly as possible once:they 
are here. I, I ' 

,!.1 	 ,',,' 
, 'j. 

I 
i 
I . 
{ ,'T 

! 
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E X E CUT I V E 0.' F F iI C E o F THE PRE SID E N T 

II. 

I . 
1996 04:26pm

I 
i, 
! 

TO: 	 Stepheh C. Warnath 

FROM: 	 Todd stern ! 
Off ice of .the s~taff secretary 

I . ,'I 	 I 
I 

t 	 1 

1SUBJECT: 	 serrano . , 

FYI 
;. 
I 

i 

;, 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF 11 C E o E THE P R E S I 	 I
~D E N T 
II 	 ,I 	 , I 

,I 	 I 

12-Apr 1996 12:2ipm 
t 	 i 

TO: Todd 

FROM: Lee R. Johnson 
I 

ManagementOffic~ of . I ' 
)

SU Serrano I 

I 

We are finding no P~TUS r~s~onse to,~ep .. serrano's letter iof 

18, 1995. We have Ih our flIes an l~terlm respo from Susan 

Brophy to this letter, da~ed Sept. i~, and a Brophy memo dE the 

same date to Steve Warnath, requ~sti~g that his of c~ pr~pare a 

draft response. The memo :also states that a copy of Serrano's 


, letter was being sent to Kay casstevtns at the Dept. of E~ucation. 
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" 'AZ FOR OFFICIALI ENGLISHV.,t ARIZONA, ET AL. ' i 
, " ' 95-974 :" : 


, " Monday I March 25', 1996 ' :, 

1 leave to file a brief as
"The motion of Equal opportunity Foundation' ,for 

,arri~'cus curia~ is gra:r:ted: The [,{!ot,ion of U'~I' ,English, 1n<;- for 1~av7 to ~i~e a 
~,rl.ef. as aITllcu~ 7url.ae lS grante<:I. The petl.ltl.on for a' wrJ.t . o~, crrtlorarl. lS 
granted. In addltlon t9 the questlons presented by the petl.tl.on" thepartl.es 
are requested to brief and argue the follow:ing questions: (l) Do; petitioners
have standing to maintain this action? (2)fls there a case or controversywit.h 
respect to respondent YNIGUEZ? I 
U.S. ,1996 I'AZ FOR OFFICIAL ENGLISH V. ARIZONA, BT AL. 

END OF DOCUMENT I 
Copr. (C~ West 19961 No claim to orig. u.;s. gove. works 
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.;., : . ib~'~iRTM1E~+dF~ddCATlbN"~' .,I:'N:EWS·· 
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~ORRE[;EASE-' .' < ... " j,' co~~~t: IVetle Rod~gUeZ
OCtober 18~ 1995 	 (202)' 40 1-0262:i, 	 • " .. ' .' . . ..,.'. . 

• .. ' ..... " .. '. .•....:i .. '.:" .,:' J .... 
'SrATf~~T,BY; .U.S.;,S:ECRET~RY;Of: EDtTS~'TION' RICH~.w. RILEr.·, . ~', 

, , . : '. regardlpg Oct~ l8'congresslollal hearmg .on H~R.,J19,the . '" , 
.• . . • . . .! '. . .j .. .... , ..... " .. , ...... ,. , ., ' 

. ". . "De-ciaration,of Official Language Act"· and .. ,. "'. :,'.' , 
Il.~•.l23JS.3.S6"Jbe'rnLan~ageof Go\'~rninerit Act.. ,' . '., , J 

. : . '.' ..:.····<i.:· ',1; .:......... il.- ........': •..... :..'. . i .' 
 " 

It'w,o~\d be sheer folly t~ ..~rgy .million~ ~f school:hi1dren 'th(oppprt~nity to l~ Engl~sh .'. 
at a' Ume when the .need IS greatest Unfo,rtunately,tnese''leffons to make Enghs~ the .' ,1. " . 

. nofficial~ Janguage and to'elim'inate programs' thaneach)::nglish are.more abo~t politics1than"
i'mprovirig'education. ' ;': :,1 ",! . . ' .,; ,.·..·1 . ,,,, '. '" . ".', ':. ,. ".i' .,,; .'. 

~~ingpr~giarns tharieaCq Engiis~aJa S';:~~d' ~gLgei~dbiling~ educati~nii! . , ;' 
,,', 	 " 

, 	 wrong·headed. T~ese prograf!ls 'have ~wo: key puflX.l~s: lro make sure every c.~ild: leart;'s 
English; ,and to make,su,re that "every ,child ni~st~r.s ac.aden;ti,c subj~ts, such as. math and, . 

. science, w~ilec:Qntin~ingtO l~ English.:. ~ I '.......' <.! ... .'. ..' 

" ,',:' '.Obviousl),;English in:>utnatio.nallang.uage:·Ne~"immigrants:aredamoring,to.Iear:rdt ~~;,' 

."' .. ' ,fast as they can~ ,All oyer Af11enca,peop,le;ife standirig<~ line~,and placingtheirnaime~ on' 
wait~~~,.Iis.tsto~e .Eng~~shan;d;Uterac~',flasSeS. ,:"", :;:~:,::' '. .' ',' .'~ ': <i "', ' ',' 

" ; ',' rasking't~~~': ~il~'~i~ ~Ying l?,'ch~,ldr~n~ 1nd,th6~~hO'~e, S~ggling :td.leartl:EngVSh:,' !ih.~t. " ; :, 
..' . 'W~d~'}'t care Ifth~rfalI~hlnd r~"li ..),':I,. .'.',:. '" ". '., ..';: '.' ~/. .........'", " 

":,' ,Th~ future:cos~ ,to th~se ,chlldref!iand ad,u Its 7~ ~d lO, ()~r na~lOn;~7',"ln"lermS of dropout! rates . 

': '. land: ,u.nem~~oyment,o~ u~der~mpl9.y~ent r~ :l~ eno~~ou~; ,,' ",' ': .... .:, '" ',' .r:, ...', 


.. .. '<'; ~," '.' " '" 'c' ",., ',', .• " . :;1 , ". '. , . .' ',.' ,'/.... ' ", , '. ,,' . ' I ~." 
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. I . I' 1 	 :HEADLINE: Eng ~sh-on 'y advocates sense moment1um 
see\passing chance f~r proposed bi~lS 

BYL+NE: Joyce Price; :THE WASHINPTON TIMES 
I 

BODY: , I 

I 
 I . 

. \ I 	 IBuoyed by heavily, publicized support from Sen. Bob Dole and other . '. 
Republican presidential hopefuls; and the promise of congressionallhearings, 
leaders of the movement to make ,English the U~ited States' official language say 
thez,,re closer to the~r goal. 'I, I I

I . , 	 ! 
\"There's nothing that can replace [the support of] the leadership on this 


issue," said Jim Boulet, executive idirector of English First, one of two 

nati:onal organizations that have lEid the push Ito make English the ~fficial 

lar:gra~~ of both the :eder~l and s~ate. governjents. . , ', \ 	 , 

~r. ' Boulet was referr~ngto the fact that earl~er th~s week oI1 the campa~gn 
trai~, Senate Majority Leader pOle blasted bilfingual education and ldeclared: 
"English should be acknowledged once and for alII as the official language of the 
Unit~d States." !' I . ' !I 	 " : '\ 

t;J.S. English, the other group that has been, a driving force be,hind the 
enactment of official-:English legislation, poihted out that Mr. DoQe's primary 
riva~s, Pat Buchanan, Sen. Richard: Lugar of, Ihdiana and californiai Gov. Pete 
Wilsqn, had already rna,,de the question an issue.\ in the 1996 race by calling for 
Eng1i'sh as the country:' s official Ilfnguage. . .! 

I ,", ,,~ 	 I 
House Speaker . Newt; Gingribh,wh6 mayor may not emerge as a Rep6.blican 

pres~dential candidate', also attack~d "bilingualism" in his new book and has 
offet.ed vocal support for the recogI}ition of Exilglish as the '''American language." 

. I 	 . "I I 
Fpr months, Englis,tl First h,as b~en pressing for congressional h~arings on 

various bills that would makeEngli~h the official language of the ~ederal 
goverhment. Rep. Randy "Duke" Cunningham, California Republican and chairman' 
of th~ House Economic andEducation~l Opportunities Committee's subbommittee on 
earlYi childhood, youth;:and fami:lies,~plans to HbId such a hearing Odt. 18. 

E~glish Fi~st supp6rts bills int~oduced by \Rep. Toby Roth, wisdonsin 
Republican, and Peter T. King, New York Republlican. The bills ,woul1d: 

*\Declare English ~he official l~nguage of khe federal governm~dt arid 
requi~e the administration to enforce the law. 

I 
I 

1 
, I 

'I 
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[* End the federal mandate requiring bilingual education..: I . \' 

* Eli,minate the use of bilin~u~l ballots. \. 'I 
1* Ban citizenship ceremonies' in foreign languages. 

\Mr. Roth's bill :goes a little \ further thkn Mr. King's' in that it would 

pre-j-empt existing state multilingual requirem~nts and eliminate mahdatory 

bilingual education br states. \ ' \ If 


Mr. Roth's bill has the support of ApproIl'riations Committee CI;1airman Bob 

Liv~ngston, Louisiana Republiqan. 'Mr. Gingrfch also co-sponsored 1the Roth 

meaiure last year. Mt. Dole repo;tedlY favors the King bill. , 


IU.S.English supports a Bill Emerson, \Missouribill ~ponsored bJ Rep. 

Republican, that would make Englis~ the official U.S. government ~anguage but 

lack1s the other provisions of the King and Roth bills. . i . 


\ • I I ' 
Daphne Magnuson, spokeswoman fdrU.S. English, said her organ~zation wants 

to "!reform," rather than abolish, biilingual education.' "Instead of eradicating
I ., 'I l

all the funds for children who don' ~ speak Eng1lish, we advocate bl~ck grants to 
sChobls so they can determine the b~st methods,for teaching these children," 
Mrs. \ Magnuson said.· .', ,; . .. . Il",We don't advocate total 'immersion - sink or: swim [in English] j- but 
teaching children [who don' t spee~, Englisl),l, in\ their .own language seven or eight·· 

-'hour, a day is a huge :wasteof moner" because ~ t prepares the children for 
."careers as professional busboys, n ~rs. Magnusen said. i 
,.,.,- \. .,.\
'{ The White House hasn't taken a pesition on the legislative preposals, but 

fspok~sman Michael McCurry said yesterday that their .thrust is wrongt 

~ 1 • : • \' 
 I 

"\Loek, we want' kid~te get skilis and to learn, and some kids 0I1ly speak 
Spanish or other nativ~ languages, cj.nd there ate programs that are developed te 
help lthem learn these languages - or learn in those native language~ until they 
can b~come really fluent. in English.; That makebs some sense in seme Icases, fI said 
Mr. McCurry. ' : 

\
M:r. McCurry added:that the issue was mere a product of GOP pre~idential 

, pelittcs than geed policy. He said Mr. Clinton wants te premote r~forming 
. educatien, "net being caught in arbi:trary debates that, frankly, have more to de 
~:ith the agenda .of the :extreme r i9ht\. " \ '; 

M~s. Magnusen says her greup 'ha~ been trying to get Congress td make 

English the official language for 12~ years. Me1anwhile, "witheut an~ language 

policy, yeu have nen-el;ected governm~nt bureaucirats making decisions'i and 

providing services in other langUages.. " \ ,'i 


\ '.! . ': 
"lit used to be the burden of people who came here to learn the [~nglish] 


langu~ge to take advantage .of the whole panoply\Of government services, but now 

the feieling seems to be: that the bur1en' S on the gevernment," she' safd. 


Th~ 104th Congress already has s~own reserv~tiens about bilinguai educatien. 

Its 1995 rescission budget centained la $38.5 million cut in that pre~ram. And 

Mr. Bbulet noted that the Heuse has ,[approved $i03 million for bilingual
I '\. 1 

\ I 
I I 
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educa;tion in fiscal 1996, s request$197'mill~on,less th~n the administration 
and $103.7 million less than 1995's jappropriation.

I . I 
I .I ~ 

~aren Hanson, education policy ~nalyst for the National Council of La Raza, 
an advocacy group for Hispanic Amerfcans, said her organization considers 
offidial,English legislation "unnec~ssary. disGriminatory and divisive." 

, I ; , : " I'", j" I 
"Ninety-five percent of U .S,. r~sidents al:rready speak English, so there's no 

dange1r of' English disappe,aring ," Sh~, said. 'I II "[ , 
Ms. Hanson said ,- bilingual education is "the most effective method of 

teach1ing a child English while ,also ;keeping th~ child up to speed" ~n' other 
sub'Jep1 t s. , "I'I ' 

M~S. ,Magnuson says, she thin,ks a!n official-lla~gUag~ bill will p~ss the House 
and "~here' s a really good chance" s;Uch a bill also will p'assthe ,Senate. Mr: 
Bouler says House apprqval may not come until next year and what wi~l happen 1n 
the Senate is "an open: question. " i-I 

*! Paul Bedard contJ;'ibuted to thilS 'report. 
i 

*rc**CHART 
I, i 

MAKING ENGLISH THE ,LAW I

I ' -I 

It;1 18.12, Louisiana ;beeame.the fii:~t state to pass a law making E'nglish i ts ..".-, 
official language. Sirice then, 21 other states 
the s~cond ,half of this century_

I ' 
Alabama: 1990 

! 

I 
Arizona*: 1988 

AJkansas: 1987 
,II ' 

California: 1986 

1Colorado: 1988 

FJorida: 1988 
, ,I 

GIOrgia: 1986 

Ha1waii: 1978 

Ililinoi~: '1969 
II ' -

Inaiana: 1984 
1 . i 


Kentucky: 1984 I 

i 

LoLisiana: 1812 
I' " ,

Mississippi: 1987 
I ' 

l' 

1 I 
J 

have followed suit, ~ostly in 
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Montana: 1995 

1 

Nebraska: 1920 
I 
New Hampshire: 1995 
1 

I , 
North Carolina: 1987 
I " i 
~orth Dakota: 1987 

1 

I , I 
South Carolinai 1987 I 

1 

South Dakota: 1995 
I 
I 

Tennessee: 1984 
I 

1irginia: 1950 . ~. , i 

, The Arizona law ~as 'struck down by a f·edyral court and the 9th Circuit 
Court of Appeals. How¢ver, the 9thiCircuit later agreed to re-hearjthe case. A 
rUlitig is pending. Earlier decisio~s found th~ law unconstitutional because it 
was ilnterpreted as barring state employees frorrt using other languages in doing 
their, job~ The Arizona attorney gerieral has ai-gued that the law was not 
intended to do that. ' 1 

I ' 
I . 

Spu:r'ce: _. :tr~S ..,:.,•.,~pg~:!,!?h ... -< .•••.• 

. I I I 
i 

GRAPH[C: Chart, .. MAKING ENGLISH THE I;AW, By'TheWashington Times 
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lotherl'anguages can be' uS,ed to !helpstudez;tt,s ,1~arn English" 
, tea:ch foreig;n' languag4i!s;' comply with, federal ~aws;, pro'tect', public ' I ' ,j 

hea~th ,or safety,' o~ prot~c~, .the r:i!ghts of crimin~l defend'ants or " 
.. , , crinie victim~. ....,,' " '.' " " ",' ,: :':t",. ,'I, ' , .. , , . ' ' , 

, , IThe amendment was~ cha,llenged' J.n. fede~a'l court,' J.n 1:988, by , 
Mar~a"'Kelly r. ~nigUe~, ,t:p.ena, sta:~e: employ~elw.po ?,~~ltwith" .' 

'res~dentswhQ' fJ.led medJ.cal malpraqtJ.ce claJ.~s,"agaJ.nstthe !3t~te. 
" IShe, said ,that while working' shEf, spoke 'Eng+ish with', " 

Eng]is;h;...speaki~CJ:' peo);)~e :,a,nd spanish, Wit~ ,;\spanfs~-s~~ak~~~~people:
,.' lA', fed~ra;,,')u<;tge"t~rew' out '~he a:mendmen~ }lS a V:10~,~tl.O~ of the 

Cons~J.tutJ.on s FJ.rst Ame~d~entr· '.; .. ,',' ,f ' , " " 


,IThen,-G,ov. ~ose Mofford, 'w~o. hacLcri~ici,~e~. the.. alll:endme~t,'did . 

not lappea,l. ,~~J.zonans i for off;lc.J.al~~IlglJ.~l1' J.nte,rveIled: to·fl.le',an 

appeal s~ekJ.ng to I;~ve,~ t:heamer~d~eI'\t revJ.ved.l, '''~', .',' 

, IThe 9th' u.s.~J.rcult Court: o~',~ppeCils upheld,'thei)udge/s, ,',i.. 

decilsion. "I" ' 
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, TalkingPoi'nts on English-Only ­
A Dangerous Solution to aNon-Existent Problem 


"Official English" is English-only. " 

• 	 The explicit purpose of every ','0fficiaI English'" proposal is to prohibit the 
government from using any language but English. Thus a government that 
'approves "official English" measures is an English-only government. 

English-only Is transparent p'oliticalipandering and an issue with no substance. 

• 	 Language-minorities don't need to be coerced by the federal government to learn 
English: they already are, Ov.er 95 percent of Americans speak English, according 
to the Census. And current generations of langLiage-minoritie's are learning English 
faster than previous generations, writes researcher Dr. Calvin Veltman. In fact, 
language-minorities are Iiteral'ly losing sleep in an effort to learn learning English. In 
Los Angeles, demand for Engli$h classes is so great thatsome schools rLln 24 , 
hours a day and 50,000 students are on waiting lists. Clearly, language-minorities 
do not neea government telling them the obvious: that learning EngHshis 
imperative: 

• 	 Only 0.06 percent of federal 90cuments are in languages other than English, 
according to GAO. The GAO found of the over 400,000 documents produced by the 
federal government in the pa~t five years, only 265 were printed in languages other 
. English, Even of the few foreign language documents printed by the federal 

. governmeflt. almost none were low-incidence languages. More than 8 of every 10 
. ,I 	 • 

foreign language documents i __ 217 of 265 -- were printed in Spanish. 
I ' 

understanqab!e given the neflrly 3.6 million American citizens on Puerto Rico who 
speak Spanish as their first language. Low·incidence languages. such as Italian. 
Ukrainian,or Tagalog. were each used in prin,ting only 1 of 400,000 known federal 
documents during the past five years. 

American ideals of freedom, democracy. and tolerance -- not language -- have been 
and always will be the bonds that hold America together. 

• 	 America has'remained strong and united because'we share a common set of ideals 
and valLJes. Approach virtually any American on the street and ask what it is that 
makes an American an "American": you would hear abollt American values and 
ideals like freedom, democracy, eqlJality, tolerance. and opportunity. Conversely, 
approach an American World War II veteran and ask what they fought for.. Tney 
fought to defend American freedom and democracy, not to make the world safe for 

1 
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the English language. 

• 	 The fact that Americans spoke a common language did not prevent the American 
Civil War, 'After the war, it w~s a common set of ideals that allowed the cbuntry to 
heal and become whole. A federal law establishing an official language could not 
have prevented 'the Civil War nor could it have prevented -- as Rep. Toby Roth has 
suggested .~ the ci~lI war iri the former Yugoslavia. If countrymen do not share 
ideas on the importance and;uniqueness of their nation. all the official language 
laws in the world would be little more than gestures. ' , 

English-only gives government offi¢ials open license to regulate how Americans talk. 
I 

• 	 In 219 ye~rs of American history, the federal government has neither had an official 
language nor involved itse'lf irJ regulating how people talk. By inaugurating a new 
and an Llnprecedented role fqr the federal government, English-only laws 
emboldens government offici~ls who have already tvvisted to prohibit the speaking 
of any language but English. In a Texas child custody case, a State Judge 
threatened to remove a child from custody of her mother because the mother had 
spoken Sp,anish to her daugh,teL The Judge equated the mother's use of Spanish 
with "child abuse." ' 

• 	 Language. like religion, is an intensely personal form of self-expression. Because 
they recognized the danger o~f regulating religiOUS expression, the Founders did not 
designate an official federal religion. Indeed, to do so would have run counter to the 
ideals of freedom and tolerance on which they based the new nation. Clearly, 
America does not an official religion for the same reason that it does not need an 
official language. ' . ' 

English-only disconnects millions of " Americans from their government. 

• 	 It is unjust and inappropriate for the federal government to prohibit millions of 
indigenoLls'Americans-- Amehcans citizens born in the U.S. or its territories -­
from communicating to their government in languages other than English. For 
millions of Americans on the island of Puerto Rico, Native American reservations. 
or U.S. territories in thePacifi~, the right to communicate in a native language is 
protected by treaty or custom: 

, 	 , 

• 	 It is also counterproductive and dangerous to forbid elderly language-minority 
Americans, who have a difficult time learning English, or those in the process of 
learning English from communicating with' thejr government. For example. English­
only laws would forbid a Department of Agriculture bulletin on pesticide lise, an INS 

2 
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pamphlet for recent immigrants on where to find English classes. a government 
insurance adjLJster from using Spanish to talk to citizens about claims, 
Congressional staff from speaking to constituents in their native languages, and 
federal law enforcement agents from llsing languages other than to English to 
gather information on a' crime .. Communication betvveen the government and tax­
paying citizens should be encouraged. not prevented. 

• 	 It is manifestly inhumane to prohibit the disabled from communicating with the 
government in any language but English: A disabled language~minorlty American, 
for whom learning English wo~ld be extremely difficult, would be unable to receive 
the assistance of a translator \\,hen communicating with the government. English­
only laws would forbid official 0se of American Sign Language (ASL), preventing 
government communication with the hard of hearing. 

. . I . 

English-only laws :would prompt ext~nsive. frivolous litigation. 

• 	 English-only proposals allow a·nyone who believes they have been discriminated 
against for speaking EngJjs,b to sue the federal government. It is absurd to sLJ'ggest 
that anyone; has been ~armed:for trying to communicate with the government in 
English. It would only give anyone with an axe to grind against the federal· 
government a opportunity to pursue frivolous and costly litigation. 

America shou.ld be thinkIng how to learning more, not less, languages. 

• 	 FOLJr of five jobs in the US are created through exports, and the majority of exports 
jobs are service-related. To succeed, American business must follow the credo of 
a sage Japanese salesman. When asked if English was the most important 
language to know in internatioQal business, he replied: "Not necessarily, The most 
important language to know is the language of the cllstomer," In this regard I the 32 
million American who speak languages in. addition to English are a competitive 
advantage, . 

. I· 
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Fiction: "Studies prove that bilingual education doesn't work. III 

Fact: There is a consensus in the research community both on the soundness of the theory and 
effeciiveness ofbilingual education. The culmination ofthe research consensuS is reflected in two 
studies, covering thousands ofSpanish.speaking liinited·English proficient (LEP) students, 
validated by the National Academy ofSciences (NAS) in 1992. 

In 1990. the Departr:nent ofEducation asked the NAS to review these s~udies and critique their 
findings. The NAS is the most prestigious research body in the world. Composed of researchers 
and social scientists recognized by their peers as the best in their ti.elds, the NAS is considered the 
"all·star team" ofthe research communitY. WhenanNAS review Committee can agree on the 
validity of research, it is believed' that a r~search consensus has been reached. 

The NAS review affinned the finding that LEP students in bilingual education programs made 
greater academic gains in content areas, like math, than the students who received all instruction 
in' English.2 . 

Fiction: '1vfany 'bilingual' progrpms use the student's native language almost exclusively in the 
first few years. Students aren't learning English. "3 

, , 

Fact: This often heard claim is wholly r~futed by the studies validated by the NAS. The studies 
found that English was used .the majoritY of time in bilingual education programs and by the 
fourth grade only 3 percent of instruction was in the student's native language. Specifically. the 
studies found that in transitional bilingual education classrooms, English was used 65.8% of the 
time in Kindergarten. 69.1% in Grade 1,: 74.5% in Grade 2,80.3% in Grade 3, and 97,3% in 
Grade 4, Even in developmental bilingual programs, where the goa1 is fluency in both languages, 
English was used a majority ofthe time In Grades 3-6. Every bilingual education program has ~n 
English as a second:langtiage (ESL) co~ponent. That is, every bilingual education prognim 
includes significant coursework in teaching English language skitlS.4 

Fiction: "Studies confirn1 what common sense would tell you: the less tinie you :.pend speaking a 
new language. the more slowlyY01t'IlIearn iT. 115 

I 

Fact: The studies validated by the NAS directly addressed and refuted this claim. "The study 
concluded that providing LEP students With substantial instruction in their primaI)' language does 
not interfere with or delay their acquisitjon of English language skills, but helps them to 'catch up' 
to their English-speaking peers in English language arts, English reading, and math. In contrast, 
providing LEP students with aln;tost exc:lusive instruction in English does not accelerate their 
acquisition ofEnglish language arts. reading or math, i.e., they do not appear to be 'catching up.' 
The data suggest that by grade six, students provided with English-only instruction may actually 
fall further behind their 'English-speaking peers. Data also document that learning a second 
language will take six or more years tregardless of the instructional approach, English-only or 
bilingual education]. "G . 

I , . 
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Students in bilingual education classes posted superior test scores because bilingual education 
students were allowed to continue to academically and cognitively develop as soon as they 
entered school through the use of their native language. Bilingual education students were able to 
problem solve, analyze., and apply critical thinking skills earlier than LEP students in monolingual 
English settings because they ~ould explore challenging content matter long before students in 
monC!lingual English classrooms. 

To use an example from Washington, DC, Public Schools. students at the Oyster Bilingual 
Elementary School .- where the student body is composed of roughly equal numbers ofnative 
English- and native Spanish-speakers -- are taught half of the time in English and half of the time 
in Spanish. Sixth grade students at the school posted scores equivalent to twelfth grade students 
in English language arts on the Califomia'Test ofBasic Skills. In other words, sixth grade 
biJingual education students were not oril:{ perfonning at the level ofhigh school seniors in 
English. they were also fully literate in Spanish.7 

. 
. L 

Fiction: "How difficull can it be to /earn)English ifBerlitz can teach someone to speak English 
in 30 days?'f'I. ! . '. 

i 
Fact: There is a great difference between the conversational phrases taught by Berlitz and the 
high-level academic English needed to su~ceed in school, college, and high-skills job market. The 
conversational phrases taught at Berlitz a:nd other short-term language programs permit the 
student to order food, make hotel reseIVqtions, or locate a train station. They do not claim to 
equip students with the ability to write a high school paper, for example. on the symbolism of the 
white whale in Herman Melville's Moby Dick, at the same level as a native English speaker .. 

In a soon-to-be-published study tha~ mirrors the findings ofstudies validated by the NAS and 
many, many others on the length of time for English acquisition, two researchers from George 
Mason University examined school records of approximately 24,000 language-minority student 
records per school year with six to ten years ofdata on achievement in standardized tests, 

. performance assessment measures, grade point averages, and high school courses in which 
enrolled. Students reached English fluency, as measured by the 50th percentile on an Engiish 
standardized test, in 5 to 10 years ifraught in English only and in 4 to 7 years if taught in bilingual 
education.' 

Fiction: ''Langua.ge-minority parents a.nid communities oppose bilingual education." 

Fact: Polls show that language-minority communities solidly support bilingual education. For 
example, more than 80% of the Latinos interviewed back bilingual education, according to a pan 
by the Los Angeles Times. 1o 

Surveys cited by bilingual education 0PP9nents always ust;' loaded questions that border on 
silliness. For example, English First, a national lobbying organization that helps to funnel 
campaign contributions to English-only ~upporters, offers this survey question result in their . . 
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promotional material: lithe great majority :Of Hispanic parents - more than three-fourths of 
Mexican-American parents and more than four-fifths of Cuban-American parents - are opposed . 
to the teaching ofSpanish at the expense of English. II [emphasis added] It is almost surprising 
that only 75 percent ofHispanics affirmatively answered such a loaded question that way. The 
question is not whether Hispanic or other language-minority communities want their children to· 
speak Spanish or another native language 9l±i, but rather what is the best way to teach an LEP 
student and does it produce students who' speak both English and their native tongue.- As this· 
document shows, bilingual education teaches English and is the most effective way to teach 
children academic content areas}l: ..' . 

Fiction: "Kids are being placed In hilingual education who can a/ready speak Englishfluently 
just because they have a Hispanic or elhJ,1ic minority surname. ,,12 

Fad: Anecdotes ofinappropriat~ misplacement ofnon-LEP students in bilingual education are 
tragic. They reflect terrible education policy that no bilingual educator would condone and are 
against federal law. There havebeen no oational studies nor evaluations that have even suggested 
that inappropriate misplacement ofnon-LEP students into bilingual education is anything but an 
abhorrent aberration. 13 

. What has been well documented is that there are millions ofLEP students who are not provided 
at all with services that enable them to understand instruction. More than a quarter (26.6 percent) 
ofLEP students currently receives no tailored educational services to allow them to understand 
instruction, in violation of federallaw. 14 

.J 

Evenrnore troubling is the mispiacement of LEP students into special education classes. A class· 
action suit on behalf of over 1,000 Asian immigrant families accused the City ofPhiladelphia for 
misplacing their LEP children into special education classes without parental knowledge or 
consent in the late 1980's. In the initial case that led to the class action. an Asian refugee child 
was transferred to three separate middle schools but never received any assistance in learning 
EngHsh, in.violation of state and federall,3w..AJter years in which the child failed to make any 
academic progress, the school tested him, found him to be mentally disabled, and placed him in a 
special education class, all without the knowledge or consent of his parents. 1S 

Fiction: "LEP dropout rates remain very high despite the widejpread application ojbilingual 
education. "16 . 

Fact: High dropout rates oflirnited-Engiish proficient (LEP) students cannot be blamed on 
bilingual education because over three-quarters ofLEP students are not taught through bilingual 
education. Bilingual education is used t9 instruct only about one in four LEP students.· English 
as a Second Language (ESL) instruction, in which thestudent's native language is not used for 
academic instruction, is used to teach juSt less than half ofLEP students. Over a quarter ofLEP 
students receive neither services to teach them English nor assistance tailored to help them 
understand what is being taught to them. This is often called a "sink-or-swim" approach to 
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teaching LEP students and is in violation of federal law. Ifa reading of this data suggests 
anything, it is that lack ofbitingual education, an overeliance on ESL. and the prevalence ofsink- . 
or-swim approaches to teaching LEP students may be the real culprits in high LEP dropout 
rates. I? . . 

FiCtion: "Bilingual education is impractital pecause it costs $8 to $1J billion and there are 180 
languages spoken by Anierica's students. '\I~ 

Fad: The $8 to$11 billion estimates of the costs ~fbilinguaJ education offered by opponents are 
outrageous but simple to understand. The number reflects the cost ofeducating LEP students . 
whether or not they are taught using bilingual education instructional techniques. There are 
approximately2.3 million LEPstudents in; the U.S., according to the U.S. Department of 
Education. Ifthis number of students is n\ultiplied by the average cost of educating a stUdent in . 
the U.S.• about $5,000, one arrives at the ,often repeated $8 to $ JI billion estimates. As one can 
see, S8 to S11 billion would be spent on j~structi!'lg LEP children even if every ,school in the U.S. 
chose to use neither bilingual.education nor ESL The true cost ofbilingua\ education is the 
additio~a\ amount of funds that a school expends to change a monolingual English program to a 
bilingual educational program. This additional cost is limited primarily to the purchase of 
additional instructional materi;:lls, which is marginal,lSl . 

. The large number of language groups VlOU Id only be a problem for schools if each school had to 
instruct students from many different language groups. While it is true that most major school 
districts have many language groups, most schools are linguistically homogeneous. For example, . 
there are over 75 languages represented in the Tucson public schools. however, no single school 
has more than four languages represented:' 'In Denver, there are 60 identified language groups. yet 
no more than three languages are spoken 'in any given school. In these situations, there is no . 
question that.bilingual education can, and. should. be provided. Nationally. only one quarter of 
LEP student.s attends schools in which the numbers and diversity ofLEP students would make it 
impossible to carry out a bilingual education program, according to data from the Genera) . 
Accounting Office. 

Even when the numbers are not large anq certitied teachers sparse, there are many ways to use the 
students' native language and culture by drawing upon the resources of the language minority 
communities.' In Fountain Valley, California, for example,Proj-ect'GLAD students, who come 
from 12 different language groups, receive one hour each day of content and literacy instruction 
·in the native language, taught by paraprofessionals from their communities. Bilingual education in 
most U.S. schools is not only desirable. out is also possible. 

i 

More important, arguments against the practicality of bilingual education forward the absurd 
propositio'n that because one LEP student cannot·be served, no LEP students should be served. 
The Supreme Court in Lau V. Nichols. the landmark case that requires schools to ensure that LEP 
students can understand instruction, wrote that states can and should consider the numbers and 

. diversity of their LEP stUdents, wnen considering what services schools can reasonably offer LEP 
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. students.lO 

Fiction: ''My grandparents were immigrants and made i( without bilingual education or any 
other special help. " 

Fact: While there are surely extraordinary cases, examples of tum-of·the·century immigrants 
learning English and succeeding ~n the American job market are exceptions to the rule that are 
usually inapp1icable to today's high-skil1s~ high-technology labor market. Contrary to the widely 
accepted myth that earlier immigrant grou ps managed without special programs, most immigrant 
children who entered schools were more likely to sink than swim in English-only classrooms. In 
1908. for example, just 13% of the twelve-year-olds enrol1ed in New York public schools, and 
whose parents were foreign-bom, went C?n to high school, compared with 32% ofwhite children 
whose parents were native bom.. Some immigrants with limited Eng1ish skills and fonnal 
education could succeed because the economy, with its industrial and agricultural base, relied on 
l.meducated and unskilled labor. For ex~mple~ an immigrant factory worker could do quite well 
for himself with conversational English sk.ills, but the same immigrant with the same 
conversational English skills would have much greater difficulty securing even an entry level job 
today with IBM.21 . 

Fiction! ''Bilingual education isa 1960'5 creation ofthe federal gol}ernl11ent. 1122 
! 

There is a tradition ofbilingual educatioh in the U.S. that dates from early nineteenth-century 
American schools, In the public schools of many states between 1839 and 1880·· including 
Ohio, Louisiana, and New Mexico •• Gennan, French, and Spanish were used for instruction. 
Between 1880 and 1917. Gerrnan·Engli~h bilingual schools, in which both languages were used 
for instruction, operated in Ohio, Minne?ota, and Maryland. In several other states, Gennan was 
included in the curriculum as a subject rather than as a means ofinstruction. The same is true for 
Norwegian, Italian., Czech, Dutch, and Polish. 

In private schools, mostly parochial, German·English bilingual education flourished throughout 
the United States before 1800. Also. during this period, many French schools were established in 
the northeastern United Stat'es (precursors of the modern-day Lycee Francais found in New York 
City, for example) and Scandinavian and Dutch schools were formed in the Midwest. lJ 

Fiction: "Ethnic leaders use bilingual r/ducation as a way to keep their constituencies easily 
manipulatedand disenfranchised. .,24 

Fact: Of all the claims made against bilingual education, this is the single most ridiculous. The 
nation's highest language-minority elected officials -- Members of Congress -- are democratically 
elected every two years to represent the largest language-minority communities nationwide and 
millions ofLatino voters. All Latino, all, Native American, and the overwhelming majority of 
Asian American Members of Congress support bilingual education as a key to educational and life 
success. In contrast, those individuals who accuse Latino leaders of disenfranchising their 
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constituencies are usually not democratically elected officials and therefore in a poor position to 
represent the Views oflanguage minorities across the country. 

Elected officials critical oflanguage-minor1ry leaders invariably do not represent significant 
numbers oflanguage-rnincirity voters' (they hail from places like Wisconsin, Mssouri, Kansas, or 
Georgia) and therefore are in no position t:o assert the "true" sentiments oflanguage-minorily 
communities. On the other hand, those non-:language-minority elected officials who do represent 
language-minority communities are some of bilingual education's strongest supporters. Indeed, 
the claim seems to suggest that language-rhi nority voters are incapable ofelecting representative 
leaders. . I , 

. """ . I.. . 

1. For example, IINo evidence exists to back up the claim that teaching children predominantly in 
their native. tongues is better than other instructional models using intensive English, such as 
English as a Second Language." From RO$aliePedalino Porter, "Bilingual Ed Flunks Out," The 
American Erperiment: A Quarterly Publication oj the Cemer for Equal Opportunity, Spring 
1995, p. L . Porter is Chair of the Research in English Acq uisition and Development, Inc. (READ . 
Institute) and is editor of the READ Perspectives publication. READ was founded with funds 
and assistance from U.S. English, a national lobbying grouping devoted to making English the 
official, federal language. 

2. Michael M. Myer and Stephen E. Feinberg, Editors, Assessing Evaluation Studies: The Case 
ofBilingual Education, Panel to Review Evaluation Studies ofBilingual Education, Committee 
on National Statistics. and Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, 
National Research Council, (National AC3:demy Press: Washington, DC, 1992). The two 
Department ofEducation studies ~eviewe9 by the NASare entitled: The National Longitudinal 
Study ofthe Evaluation o/the Effectiven~ss ofServices for Language Minority Limited-English 
Proficient St;ICients and The LongitUdinal; Study ofimmersion Strategy, £orly-exit and Late";exir 
Transitional Bilingual Education Progra!!15 for Language-MinoritySluJents. See Appendix A 
for the members of the Committee on Na·tionalStatistics and the Panel to Review Evaluation 
Studies ofBilingual Education of the National. Academy of Sciences. 

j' ~ 

3. Linda Chavez, IfBilingual Ed the Real Culprit,!' USA Today, Sept. 6, 1995, p. 13A. Linda 
Chavez is president of the Center for Equal Opportunity (CEO) and former executive director of 
U.S. English. ' 

4. The Longitudinal Study ojlmfiuzt'sion Strategy, Early-exit and Late-exit Transitional 
BWngual Education Programs for Lan~iagi:!-Minority Students, p. 90-91, as validated by the 
NAS review. 

5. Linda Chavez, "One Nation, One COlTIfT!on Language," Readers Digest. August 1995. page 90. 

6. Executive Summary, The Loniitudinal Study ojImmersion Strategy, Early-exit andLate..exit 
Transitional Bilingual Education" Programs/or Language-Minority Students, p. 1, as validated 
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by the NAS review. 

7. Results reponed in D.C. Public Elemeht3.ry Schools Median Scores and Percentiles from May 
1991 Examinations of Comprehensive Test ofBasic Skills. The sixth grade students from oyster ." 

" I 

BiJinguaJ Elementary School scored at the 12.2 grade level, grade equivalent scores based on 

national norms. 


8. Paraphrasing ofJim Boulet, executive director, English First1 on numerous radio talk shows. 
, , 

9. Wayne P. Thomas and Virginia. P. Collier, "Research Summary ofStudy in Progress: Language 
Minority Student Achievement and Program Effectiveness," George Mason University, 1995. 
Publications to come on this series'ofstudies: Report by Lynn Schnaiberg, Education Week, " 
September or October 1995; research monograph by Thomas and Collier for the National 
Clearinghouse on Bilingual Education, late fall 1995; articles in Bilingual Research Journal and. 
other education journals in 1996. For other studies on the length of time [0 acquire academic 
masterY ofa second language see V.P. Col'lier, "Age and rate of acquisition of second language 

" for academic purposes, TESOL Quarterly, 21, 617-641; Collier, "How Long? A Synthesis of 
research on academic achievement in second language,1I TESOL Qual'ler/y, 23,509-531; Collier, . 
"A synthesis of Studies examining long-term language-minority student data on academic 
achievement," Bilingual Research, JOllrnci,!. 16 (1-2),' 187-212~ Collier and Thomas, How quickly 
can'immigrants become proficient in school English, Journal ofEducational Issues ofLanguage 
Minority Students, 5; James Cummins, The Role of Primary Language Development in Promoting 
Educational Success for Language Minority Students, Schooling and Language 'minority 
Students, California Department ofEducation, 1981, and Interdependence offirst- and second- . 
language proficient in bilingual children, i1"\ Bialystok, ed" lAnguage Processing and Bilingual 
Children, Cambridge University Press, 1991, and Bilingual Education and English Immersion: " 
The Ramirez Report in Theoretical Persp'ective, Bilingual Research Journal. 16 (1-2); and F. 
Genesee, Learning through two languages: Studies ofImmersion and Bilingual Education, 
Cambridge, MA: Newbury House, ]987.,; . . 

10. Poll reported in The Los AlIg~/e.5' Times. Dec. 7, 1992. 

1 L English First, "Statement of English First in Opposition to S.B. 88." The president ofEnglish 
Firstis Larry Pratt, also president of Gun Owners of America. 

12." Jorge Amselle, "When one language is better than two," Opinion Editorial in The Washington 
Times," August 24, 1995, page A19. He: writes: "Bilingual education today means three to five 
years in aprogram where as much as 90 percent of child's [sic] day is spent in the native langlfage, 
even ifit isn't his or her native language. I have spoken to many parents and teachers all over the 
country who have similar horror stories." " 

13. "Students shall notbe admitted to or ~xcluded from any federally assisted education program 
merely on the basis ofa surname or a language-minority status." Section 7S02(b)(4) ofthe 
Improving America's School Act. 
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14. Data from the California Department bfEducation as reported by Reynaldo Macias, "More 
LEP Students Rec:eive No Special Servic~s, II University ofCalifornia Language Minority 
Research Institute, Volume 4, Number 2, p. 1. Data from California, which enrolls 42.1 percent 
ofall LEP students, gives the best description ofeducational services to LEP students, 

15. United States District Court, Eastern 'District of Pennsylvania, Class Action Complaint. Y.S.• a" 
minor. by his father, Yin S., and Yin S. ai?d Lim C., individually and on behalf ojall-<Jthers 
similarly situated, Plaintiffs, v. School District ofPhiladelphia. Defendant, No. CA 85-6924. 

16. For example, see Porter, IIBilingual Ed Flunks Out, n p. 5. She writes: "Spanish speaking LEP 
students who have had the heaviest engagement in bilingual programs still have the highest 
dropout rates in the country at nearly 50 percent, compared to about 10 percent for English 
speakers." ' 

17~ Data from the California Department ;of Education as reponed by Reynaldo Macias, "More 
LEP Students Receive No Special Servic~s," University of California Language Minority. 
Research Institute, Volume 4, Number 2.i p. 1. Data from California, which enrolls 42.1 percent 
of all LEP students, gives the best description of educational services to LEP students. 

, 
, i 

18. Rep. Toby Roth and Jim Boulet in Eqglish First promotional materials. 
, ,, 

" I . 
19. Figures from the Office of Bilingual Education arid Minority LangiJage Affairs of the U.S. 
Department of Education for 1992 as reported by State Education Agencies. 

20. Data cited.by Senator Edward Kennedy during reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, 1992. 'Lau v. !'lichols (1974). 

21 U.S. Department of Education, The Condition ofBilingual Education in the Nation: A 
Report to the Congress and the President. Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department of Education, 
Washington, DC: 1991, p. 2. . 

22. Rep. Peter King, press release entitled "Rep. King Introduces English Language Bill," Spring­
Summer 1995. King wtite~; "Beginning ,in 1968, however, the federal government began to 
reverse this proven policy by mandating bilingual education in our schools which meant that 
students would be taught in their native i'anguage rather than in English." Rep. King is author of 
HR. 1005,' a bill that would make English the official. federal language of the Unired States and 
eliminate bilinguaJ education, .. 

; i 
23. See James Cra..:vford, Hold Your Tongue: Bilingualism and the Politic'S of "English-Only," 
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1992; Arnold H. Leibovitz, The Bilingual Education Act: A 
Legislative Analysis, Washington, DC: InterAlvferica Research Associates, Inc., 1980; Diego 
Castellanos with Pamela Leggio.; The Best ofBoth Worlds: Bilingual-Bicultural Education in the 
US., Trenton, NJ: New Jersey State Depanment ofEducation, 1983; and Bill Piatt, Only 
English? Law & Langllage Policy in the, United Slales, Albuquerque, NM: University ofNew 
Mexico Press, 1990. : . 
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24. For example, see Rep. NeWt qingrich, "English Literacy is the Coin ofthe Realm:- Opinion 
Editorial in the LosAngeies Times, August 4. 1995. He writes "Sadly, there are some ethnic 
Jeaders who prefer bilingualism because iLkeeps their voters and supporters isolated from the rest 
ofAmerica, ghettoized into groups more :easily manipulated for pOlitical purposes often by self­
appointed leaders. It 
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Congressional interest in design.ating English as the official language of the United 
States has recently increased as a response to a perceived challenge to English as the 
common language in America. Consideration of official English proposals raises not only 
specific issues as to design, but also b~oader issues regarding the direction of social policy. 
With respect to proposal design, questions raised include whctherro amend the constitution 
or enact an official English statute, whether to limit application only to official government 
business, and whether to address related areas such as bilingual education. Regarding the 
direction ,of social policy, questions: include the need for an official language, whether 
individual expression would be infringed, and the effect on cultural diversity. This repon 
provides background on contemporary effons to declare English the official language, a 
review of selected issues raised by official English proposals in Congress, and a summary 
of arguments that have been advanc;ed in favor of and in opposition to such proposals. 

Thus far in the 104th Congress, seven official English bills and
'Recem resolutions have been introduced. The House Committee on 

,DeveltJpments Economic and Educational OpportUnities held a hearing on the 
topic of English as the official language of the United States on 

Ocr. 18, 1995. Additional congressibnal hearings on the subject arc anticipated this fall. 

I I
INT~ODUC;rION. Throughout its, history, America has had a 

Background li.ngujsticallY diverse population, At the time of Independence, 
_ _ English was spoken as well as. for example, German, Dutch • 
...-----..... French, and riative American languages. The 1990 census found 
that 3 L 8 million persons age .s years and older spoke a language other than English (14 % 
of the total popu~ion). The census revealed that there were 39 languages with at leas! 
50,0<Xl speakers ip. the United States. The census reported that 6,7 million persons age 
5 years and older indicated that they spoke English "not well" or "not at all" (3% of the 
total population). 

Questions involving language policy have been before the Nation during this century. 
In 1906, Congress r:e.quU:ed that pers9ns becoming naru;auzed citizens of the United States ~' ' 
demonstrate the ability to sp~ak and, understand English. In 1923, the Supreme Coun .. " /. 

, ' 
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ruled in Meyer v. Nebraska that th~:State's interest in fostering "a homogeneous people 
with American ideals~' was not adequate justification to prohibit the teaching of school 
children in a foreign language: In 1968, the Bilingual Education Act (SEA) was enacted 
providing Federal aid to public schoOls for programs to meet the special educational needs 
of children of Hmited English proficiency. In 1975, Congress amended the Voting Rights 
Act requiring biting,ual voting procedures where there are a significant number of citizens 
who do not speak English. ' 

Today, some accommodations for individuals who are not able to communicate in 
English are made by Federal agencies, These accommodations generally take the form 
of providing documents in other languages and providing bilingual tra.m1ators. The 
General Accounting Office (GAO) recently reponed, for instance; that from 1990 to 1994, 
Federal agencies, other than the Defdnse and State Departments, published 265 documents 
in languages other than English.! The Social Security Administration was responsible for 
the single largest share of these d~cuments (19 %),2 The exact extent and cost of all 
accommodations made by, the Federa) Government for language minorities are not known. 

I' 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION. Contemporary effons in Congress to declare 
English the official language of the Uruted States began in 1981 with the introduction of 
a Senate joint resolution proposing an amendment to the U.S. Constitution. loint 

, resolutions proposing different versions of an Eng'lish'language constitutionill amendment 
have been introduced in every Congress since then, including the 104th. Hearings on 
English language amendmerit resotutions were held in 1984 by the Senate Judiciary 

. Subcommittee, on the Constitution a&d in 1988 by the House Judiciary Subcommittee on 
Civil and Constitutional Rights. ' No nmher action on the measures occurred. 

I 

While continuing [0 introdu~e resolutions to establish English as the official language 
by constitutional amendment; official English advocates tried another approach in the 10 1st 
Congress. In 1990, House and Senate bills were introduced to declare English as the 
official language of the U.S. Government by amending the United States Code. Official 
English bills incorporating this general approach, but varying in specific content, were also 
introduced in the 102nd and the l03rd Congresses, No action beyond committee referral 
was taken on any of these b,ills. : 

:I . , 

In the 104th Congress, multiple bills have been introduced to make English the 
Nation's official language by amending title 4 of the United States Code. The bills 
propose to add totitlc 4 a new Language orthe Governmen[ chapter, which would declare 
English as the official language of the U.S. Goverrunent. As part of the new chapter. 
most of the bills would include a section stating that the U.S. Government shall conduct 
its official business in English. Th~ term official business is defined in several bills as 
"[hose governmental actions, documents, or poliCies which are enforceable with the full , : 

IThese documents represenl~ less!l'ian 1% of all of the government documents reviewed by the 
GAO. See: U.S. General Acc'ounting 9fficc, Letter to Honorable Richard C. Shelby, Honorable 
William F. Clinger, Jr.• and Honorable Bill Emerson. Washington, Sept. 20, 1995. 

2Thcsc documents primarily provide'! information on various govemmenl benefits, 
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weight and authority of the Government." Each of the bills. however. provides for 
various exceptions to the required usc of English. Some of the hills contain provisions 
requiring that naruralizarion cercmo!1ies be conducted solely in English. Some explicitly 
repeal Federal bilingual education a:nd bilingual voting requirements. 

In addition to joint resolutions proposing English language constirutional amendments 
and bills to amend the United States Code, various other English language measures have 
been proposed in Congress over the years. One, a symbolic measure to express the sense 
of the Congress that English be declared the official language of the United States, was 
the subject of a Senate floor vote;in 1982. This measure, which was offered as an 
amendment to an immigration bill, was adopted on a vote of 78 to 21.1 

Symbolic measures inttoducedin the 104th Congress include a concurrent resolution 
recognizing the cultural importance 9fthe many languages spoken in the United States and 
indicating the sense of the Congress that English should be maintained as a common , , 
language. Also before the current Congress is the "English Plus Resolution," which urges 
the U.S. Government to pu.rsue policies that encourage all residents to become proficient 
in English and to learn other langu~ges, .and that "oppose 'English-only' measutes4 and 
similar language restrictionist measures." 

i 

STATE ACTION. While congressional action on official English measures has been 
limited thus far. the official English movement has made considerable gains at the State 
level. Twenty-one States have declared English to be their official language, either by 
statute or by constitutional amendment. The majority of these declarations have occurred 
since 1984. State official-English designations vary in content. Some consist solely of 
statements that English is the State's official language, while others are more detailed and 
include such components as enforc~ment provisions. 

LEGAL QUESTIONS 'RAISED. The simple legislative 
declaration of English as the "[t]he official language of the 

.,., . 
Selected Issuer 

Government of the United States" is a largely symbolic act of 
negligible· legal effect. While it may be a congressional 

affirmation of the central place of English in our national life and culture, such declaration 
per se would neither require nor prohibit any particular action or policy by the 
Government or private persons. Nor would it, without more, imply repeal or modification 
of existing Federal or State laws and regulations sanctioning the use of non-English for 
various purposes. To varying degrees, however, the official English proposals before 
Congress give substance to this declaration by requiring adherence 'to English in the 
official affairs of all branches of the Federal Government -- the executive, judicial, or 
legislative. 

,. 

'3-fhe im~igratio'n Dill (S, 2222. 97th: Cong,) was no! enacled into law. 

"Some opponents of official English mcas\.ln::; usc the terms offiCial EngUsh and English only 
interchangeably. Supponers maintain u1al lhe t~s are distinct. They argue .lhal official English 
proposalI' would require only thal the business of the U.S Government be conducted in English. and 
would not prohibit the: use or other languages in other contexts. 

http:mcas\.ln
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The "Language of Government Act of 1995" .- H.R. 123, H.R. 345, S. 175, and 
S. 356 •• makes a basic'dLt:;tinction in coverage between the "official busine!\s" of 
Government, meaning "enforceable" actions, documents or policies, and cenain other 
unofficial governmental commtlnications. Two of rhese bills, H.R. 345 and S. 175, also 
make an explicit exception for "primarily informational or ed1!cational" activities, an .' 
exemption that may be implicit in the defmition of "official business" itself. However, 
because no legislative "bright line" appears to separate the official from unofficial business 
of government, questions could irise as to the official English status of various 
governmental functions which parta~e of both informational and sovereign attributes. One 
example may be taxpayer assistance 'programs conducted by the Interrial Revenue SerVice 
to advise taxpayers of their legal rights and liabilities under the Federal income'tax laws. 
Congressional operations -'- involvhlg the varied interaction of Members, Senators. and 

I " . ' 

staff, with constituents, lobbyists, or other groups in their legislative or representative 
capacities .- may be another. H.R. 739 and H.R. 1005 may be less ambiguous in 
this regard. The fonner applies, ~ with only minor exception, to "communications" 
generally -- presumably compreherlding all forms of government information -- while 
H.R. 1005 likewise defines the Government's "official" business more broadly to include 
all "publications, income tax forms,l and informationalmaterials." 

, 
Another interpretative issue is whether the "official business" of government, subject 

to the official English mandate, embraces only the form of speech or linguistic medium 
used by the Federal Government, or Its employees, to communicate with the public or may 
also extend to the content or substance of the message being communicated. If narrowly 
interpreted to reach only the formal aspect of governmental speech, and'not its substance, 
the bills may have marginal impact: on existing Federal rules and regulations governing 
treatment of linguistic minorities in education, voting, and public or private employment. 
On the other hand, the Language of! Government Act could conceivably be read to apply 
both to fonn and substance of governmental speech so as to possibly preclude imposition 
of Federal . bilingual requirements I in these and other contexts, Absent legislative 
clarification, arguments may, be mar~shalled on either side of this legal issue. Thus, apart : 
from H.R. 739 and H.R. 1005 wl;richexpressly repeal Federal bilingual education and .. 
voting requirements the: impact: of official English legislation for current Federal 
Statutory,programs which require or permit diverse .linguistic usage may be unclear. 

Finally, an issue of constitutional dimension may shadow these'Federal proposals. 
An Arizona State law limiting goven:tmental discourse to English recently met withjudicW 
disapproval on First Amendment grounds because of its silencing and chilling effect on the 
constitutionally protected speech of bilingual, or monolingual, Spanish-speaking publiC 
employees. Yniguez v. Arizonans for Official English5 challenged a referendum in the 
fonn of a State constitutional amendment providing, inter alia, that English is the official 
language of the State of Arizona, :and that the State and its political subdivisions. --' 
including "all government officials and employees during the performance of government 
business II -- must' "act' , only in English. The law was invalidated as an overly broad 
restriction on the free speech rights ,of State employees and the public they served. The 
Ninth Circuit en bane ruling in the Arlzona case was one of frrst impression as regards 

( 

51995 WL 600877 (filed OCl. S, 199?). 
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the First Amendment implications of official English and may be appealed to the Supreme 
Court. Conseque'ntly, constirutional raw on the subject is far from settled and may develop 
more fully in the near term as the Arizona case; or similar controversies from other States, 
proceed through the Federal couns. 

ROLE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION. Some of the official English proposals 
touch upon bilingual education either by abolishing or amending the BEA. The most 
appropriate method of teaching limited English proficient (LEP) school children has been 
the subject of rquch debate. There are several approaches that schools utilize. The basic 
difference between them is the degree to which the child's native language is used while 
the child is taught English and other academic subjects; some approaches, such as 
immersion, make little use ,of the.native language while other approaches, such as 
transitional, rely more heavily on the native language. 6 The BEA currently has a funding 
preference for projects that ihclude the child's native language -- with limited exception, 
no more than 25% of au grants made to school districts by the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED) can be for projects that do not make use of the child's native language. 
About $157 million was appropriate~ for the BEA iri FY1995. 

ROLE OF NATURALJZATIQN. Some of the proposals address the naturalization 
process either by srrengthenmg the English language test or requiring that naturalization. ' 
cereinonies be conducted only in English. ' Under current law, eligible aliens seeking to 

, become. naturalized citizens must, among other things, demonstrate the ability to read, 
write, speak, arid understand English. Some observers ,believe that one reason why more 
eligible aliens do not naturalize is because of the lack of English training courses to 
prepare ,them for the English language test, The task of preparing those wishing to 
naturalize is left largely to nonprofit organizations, churches, and public schools. The 
primary Federal program that is a potential source of English training for immigrants is 
the Adult Education Act, administer!!d by ED. Panicipating States must outline in their 
plan for adult education how they will meet the needs of LEP adults. About $279 million 
was appropriated for the Adult Education Act in FY 1995, although the amount devoted 
to services for immigrants and LEPadults is not known.' 

Supporters of the effon to make English the official language 
Pro/Con of the United States argue that historically the English language 

Arguments has served to unite the Nation's diverse population. In their 
view, having a common language has enabled the United States 


to avoid the language, cultural, and pplitical divisiveness seen in Canada. Official English 

advocates believe that the role of English as a national bond is threatened today in a 

society that'~ becoming increasingly' fractionalized and multilingual. They argue that 


6Research on 'the ri,ost effective meth~d of' instruction indicates lhallh~re at!! several factors. such 
as the child's age ana past exposure to fonnal education and availability of trained staff and materials. 
!.hal detennine which approach is likely t6 be more successful in teaching L.EP children English. 

7A former program W1dcr the Adult Enucalion Act had English language training for i~igrants 
, and LEP adults as its sole purpose, The English literacy grants program was last funded in FYI992 
at $1 million, 
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costly Government policies, such as bilingual education and bilingual voting, encourage 
immigrants· to use their native languages rather than learn English and, thus, hinder 
immigrants' assimilation and socioeconomic advancement. Suppol1ers maintain that 
designating English as the Nation's ofticial language would make it clear that it is essential 
to learn English to fully panicipate in American society. At the same time, they 
emphasize that individuals would still· be able and encouraged to learn and use other 
languages and to preserve their cultural heritage. 

Opponents argue that there is no need to make English the official language of the 
United States. They reject the idea that the primacy of the English language is threatened 
and point out that the overwhelming majority of government business. is conducted in 
English. They maintain thattoday's immigrants recognize the necessity of learning 
English and are doing so as quickly as their predecessors. Opponents believe that an ' 
official language is incompatible with the Nation's tradition of cultural diversity. In their 
view, making English the official language would have negative consequences. They 
believe it would encourage resentment and intolerance of non-English speakers, and create 
social division. They contend that the lesson of the Canadian experience is that efforts to 

restrict minority language use threaten national unity and produce conflict. . Opponents 
argue that having an official U.S. ·language would impede rather than facilitate the 
assimilation of immigrants .. They fear that it could result in non.English speakers being 

" denied services, opportunities, and rights. 

ReIDled CRS The following CRS Reports for Congress provide further 
Products information relating to the official English controversy: 

. , 

U.S, Library of Congress .. Congressional Research Service. Bilingual and Immigrant 
Educarion: Status in the:J04th Congress, by StevenR. Aleman. [Washington] 1995. 

CRS Report for Congress :No. 95·999 EPW 

----- Legal Analysis of Proposals TO !Make English the Official Language of the United 
States Government, by Charles V. Dale and Mark Gurevitz. [Washington] 1995. 

. 'CRS Report for Congress No. 95-1043 A . 

----- Naturalization Of Immigrants: Policy, Trends, and Issues, by Ruth Ellen Wasem. 
[Washington] 1995. 

CRS Report for Congress ,No. 95-298 EPW 

----- The Voting Rights Act of 1965, As Amended: Irs History and Current Issues, by 
Garrine P. Laney_ [Wasrungtoh] 1995. 

CRS ReIJOIt for Congress No. 95-896 GOV 
,. 
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NATIONAl COU1Ol OF LA RAZ\ 

NCLR STATEMENT ON "ENGLISH-ONLY" PROPOSALS 

NCLR, and the vast majority of Latinos, agrees that English is a critical asset 
for immigrants and native-born Americans alike; however, we disagree 
heartily that an official language amendment will accomplish the goal of 
bringing people together. Instead~ based on experiences in states such as 
Arizona, California, and Florida, where such laws were passed, they have 
often resulted in division and discrimination against those who look or sound 
"foreign. 01 Moreover, NCLR believes that English is already our common 
language and that it is unnecessary to legislate it as such. According to the 
U.S. Census, 94% of aUU.S. residents speak English. In the increasingly 
competitive global society we live in, we should take advantage of the 
resources we have, at our disposal, including the ability to speak numerous 
languages. 

Supporters of English-only laws claim that by making English the 11 official " 
language of the country, iInmigrants will suddenly decide. to learn English. 
This assumption is based on the false premise that immigrants need tlie 
additional coerciVe power 'of government rolearn English. The fact is that 
immigrants. Hispanic or otherwise, want to learn English. There are simply 
not enough adult education programs available for them to do so. The most 
'current studies analyzing English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) classes 
demonstrate that only 12% of those individuals who want to learn English have 
access to those classes. Waiting lists of thousands of people abound in many 
urban ar~as such as New York City, where 50,000 people are on waiting lists 
for programs to learn English. In addition, contrary IO the claims of English­
only advocates, these bills would 'do nothing to acrually facilitate the 
acquisition of English by a single ,person. 

English-only bills would punish those who are in' the process of learning 
English and would pose a significant public health and safety risk. If the 
government is discouraged from corrununicating with its residents regarding 
immunization programs, for example, it is the entire community which is 
placed at risk: In addition, the g~)Vemmental intrusion and citizen vigilantism 
which these bills would create run counter to the best interests of our rilition. 
The government has neither a substantial interest nor a constitutional right to 
regulate the speech of its people .. Our founding fathers declined to name an 
official language for this coumry; 'there is no reason to do so now. 

.... <: .l R 
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Re: POTUShrJ Eng~ifh .only vill in Arkansas 

Date: July 29. 1996 /' 


I thought you would find t~is useful. 

In remarks to th~ Na~ional Association of Hispanic Jouinali~t6 in 
,19~/?" the Presid,en(; stai:t::d, I p:r:'obably should not have, s:ignedn. '...L 1 ".i!':1..':1.. r .,
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lU" ".tl.eea',lll~~~, . ~, U1I~~,;,' ~,~_r'pAGE~~L: 
~p'e~~~!tEasrteniral(of:~
• 	 ' '. ' " ' " ,., Lucerq ~s a S01.1o~b Valley address 

" ' but may have speht Thursday night 
, >.tel a~d'began beating' , late Friday with a.' Possible conclls~ inv:estigating the .attackOll Lucero' in an apa,r:pnent complex, near m,e 
'J it, she said. He then :lion and multiple cuts and brui~B;: and 'will turn the case over to the hotel, lnwe said, ' 
, lUan,outside all~ held faccording' to' a bOSPit~t$pok~7~ District Anoriley'sOffice forp055i~ Lowe Said she wasn't sure how 
lice arrived. \vhile the' Woman,' ' , ", :', 'j tile proSeeUtiPll:' • 'lona the cbild bad been gone before' 
sbe said, He bad bee'n listed iI'! critical " Merriman was' 'questioned and bis mother noticed him misstng, but 

, .as treated at Univer,si· condition earlier iri the day: ' ,f ;released, and:Ilo'cbarge~ have beeushe didn't think it: wag more'than 10 
,Hid reliased, "tut@f@ .is Oil' alice hold, 013 'ileS ••isMIim, WW@ laid ~, .' 	 ,010 iAW.~te5. 	 L",
1attacker, identified as charges ofcrirri,iDalsell.'Ual penetra~ Tbe' boy:s'bicyele. with training, ",..', ,!,' , 

1 

,'''i'''':;; 
"0, 25, was ill stable ~ion of a minor:' police ~id. ' 'i wbeel!' and horn. was fou.nd'inside' , , , 

, H '1 V' 1 ' , detecu'v'.. th'e, bO"e',I. , OCrl'cerQ weren',t sure' MO, 11, E,: See3'YEA~.O",lD"", on P"GE ~~ 
P'resbyterllln: ,ostma , 10 ent-cnrnes ", "... S, wer~ < ,,, ',.' 	 -

ClintoriSa
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By John Robertson. . ' - , 

" JOURNAl. roUTICS'WRITER~, 
--~~~~~--~----~~ 

,~k.anSasGov, Bill Clinton told HispWc journalists 
meeting in Albuquerque Friday heprQoably should Dot :' 
have, siguedlegisiation' designating English as his 
state's offiCial :.ang1.iage ......: an id'i;a thiltls be~n sharply 
rejectedi..!l New M~x.ico, ' 

, "I probably should nor h4ve, Signed: the, one dUll 

passed," Clinton said of Arkansas', 1987 official l8n. 


, guage act, "I wouLd nor sign a bill of 'that kind at the 

Ilid.onal leVI:L" " 	 ' 
" Cl..iiJtOQ addC:'ll 'tbAt the bID lie 

, ,that it not affect -"lIQme-­
",t.hi.Dg thatI've always StrOn ,supported.".. . 

Clinto~W(lS benmed'into the Albuquerque.Conven. 
dOll Center meetihg room from Columbus;Ohio. Bush's 
live appea..ran~ was tnm~m.itted' "from the White 
,House. : 	 ' ' , 
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linto Labdls S~ .__lishIOnly 

of hands when a 
the candidates 

nr"(dI;;',,ti [or president-It 
participated in 

so:ne hissing aod 
His~anic-AmeriCi 

"I think it w8skin­ r.< f oondeJoondwll." sal<llJ.,lemo­
erotic Gov. Bruce 's-deputy chief of 

-Garcia, wbo attende be meeting: 
Bu::!b also t>llid, .' A:I think of tbe Hi~panie Commtlnt­

ty in this Counlry, 1 ink of falilily. [ (binI!: 
values." _..' 
-. Clinton told the 8 . - tbis year's electioo, in ,lditioll 
tQ being aooulleade 'p,is"about ~btlt kind of~ple 
we want to be. .. 
. "We're -,val' too 01'1,,_1'111 

- byetbnlcgroup, 
"We need to pull 

Clinton' Spoke 
Friday: Bush was 

measure tut 
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out thepftJ 
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Bush cond! 
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