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, ;: :;., 
..... tI'The Honorable Sh4'ley' Chater 

Coaimissioner of Social Security 

Baltimore, MD 21235 


Dear Commissioner 'Chater: 

.:1nclosed is a letter from an empl( .eewho chooses to retl1ain 

aDQnjmous tegarding the hiring, of bi-lingual employees.. 


, I would appreciate your response to the important points that are ra.ised 

in this::lclter. I look forward to hearing fivm yo~ soon. '" ' 


. Best personal regards, 

.tt!:7 
Chainnan 
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May 9,1995 d,f.~fS 
The Honorable Jim Bunning " 135'"
Chairman, Subcommittee on Social Security

House Committee on Ways and Means 

United States House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Congressman BUDJling:' 

-
, ---- ~----, ........ ,.. _.. .. 

While like most government employees. I «10 not agree with every ~Jicy decision my aiency
makes. I have seldom f~lt SO'stronjly about aillssile tbat I.have written to the Conaress to 
voice my ,~1)ncems. Ir is much cisler and sar(;r to rcmam silent. However\ the agency 
decisions 1 address, .have nc&ative impJjcab~JlS Dot only for the SOctal SeCurity
Administration. tiut for the naUon as a whole.: We are ,o6viousl), a visible and large
organization. SSA is an agenc;y that impacts on virtu~ all Americans, either through
collection of taxes or payment of benefits. I choose to address my concerns to you, because 
of the leadership role you have in the Sodal Security area. You may, wish to use the ' 
information in this letter in your oversight of issues involving OUf agency. , 

Undersroring what I wish to bring to your attenti9n are the fonowing principles that most 
Americans sbare as reflected in voting and pollin" We fi~ believe that certain trends 
in the countly. which'often fall under the labels fif muJti-culhiralism, cultural diversity. or 
bi-JinguaJism are Vert dcstnlctivc. Many oC us believe sodal cobesion and pro&,"oss come 

.from 8S$imilation of certain sbared values and behaviors. We must not be afraid to state 
that those values and behaviors are positive. 

Those immigrating, to thiscountlJ should be expected to accept these values and behaviors. 

This sboulo. be impJicit in theu. choosing to come here. Many thoughtful historians, 

journalists, and otbers have agreed on this. including people geneial)y on the~litical left 

such as Arthur'Schlesinger, Jr. We only need to lOOK at the ~Htical turmoil in Canada and 

the war in the former Yugoslavia to see the ultimate results of multi-culturalism and multi
lingualism. . . ' , 

This brings me to the mattor I want to brinJ '10 ,your attention. The Social Security 

Administration bas recently pursued an aggresSive program. which its top managers oj)Cnly

boast about, or recruiting/hiring bi-lioguarem~oyees to serve clients woo are unwilllDg or 

unable to conduct their Dusiness in ~lish. There is even an officialbi-Ungual Position 

Description, and a proposal in the active discussion sta.&elo pay bi-lingual'employees ~ 

t~an ,~ngJish-onl1 spea!dng employees. This '.hinng preference actually ~rves ,to 

dlSCtlmlDate unfauJy agawt those who speak h omy. The pr~ gay dlffeLentlal 


, .. . , , 

Many people tend not to view a.flini1ative actiog programs fayorabil. but while certain 
, affirmative action p'rogI:ams have withstood Court chalfenge. I do Dot believe there is any
Constitutional justification to' diScriminate· against the EDjlisb-only s~g emp)~ee Dr 
woul~:be eI}Jproyee. Thls d~ DOl. even pretend to ~ to (omct past wrongs done to 
Amencan CIlJZCl'lS as affirmatIve actJon supposedly seekS to do. .., , 
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~re is no legal right~ that I am. a~re of. 10 havegO'iemment service' provided in ,one's 
, natiVe language. oIlier than Bo~ht In thls ~untry. While people baveno control· over' 

tbeirrace or gender and are entitled to protcction if di.sc:riJninated against. people can 
control whether they learn the lappage of thc'.rounuy they livc in. 

In pan. this push to hire bi~lingUal employees h;.s come 'about from concemabout fo~gn.

speakina dien1lS and their translators falJricating information in their claims. While this 

undoubtedly ()CCUfS, it is DDt dear how a bi':Ji.oP.al ~1~ C8.I! assist in detCCling this. 

There are other w9.,S to deal with the ~roblem. ioclud!DI the sttIct enforcement of fraud 

penalti~ and identify!ng ~dworking With oUtside immigrant..assislant organizations which 

an prOVIde ~ translator services to help those IheJ SCNC.. ~~Americans also believe 

we sbowd reYlew some ofour entitlement ud immIf'lliOD pOlicies which cause us to~ave 

a bigh number of forei~ speak!ng clients.' But that IS anotJier matter for Congress to deal 


, with as it ,'considers welfare and fJnmj~tiOD refJrm.) , ',', ,". 


,Another, ~rhaJ?s more im~rtant. reason tor tbe emphasis on bi-lingual hiring is beCause 
oC misguiGt;c' cu]tuI1ll or political perceptions on the part of those who do nOi understand 
that the streu~ ofthis countl')' comes flom, in part. stiared.values and a common JaDguaF
.It does D? gcjOd for us to scna 'a ~Uent a m~e that be 0: she need D~ leamBDgJi:'b.
The reality IS that the Jle!SOn WID never achlCYe eCOllOlDlC advances WIthout ]earmng
English. Offering serVices in a foreign language onlY'guarantees that those services will hi 
demanded by.even,morc dients.· ". . " " 

Also. selC·servinB ~led spokeSpersons for im.rDi~ts thrive on keeping their constituents 
separate, unlSSJrnilatedt ana dependent on them. This way they assert ~wcr and retain 
influenee as spokespersons. They exploit feeJings of gunt wc may have about AJDerica's , 
role in the world and some oC oW' past shOrtcomings in dealing with different ~ups. . 
InddentaJJy, most studies suggest that immigranlS want, to Jca~ English and ISSmulate, 
despite whal those. in aud OUt of ~~rnment. with vested interests. hl fragmentation ma}'
sa)'. Empl~ent entitlements, base on group identification, run counter to, the spirit ~f 
individual a~hievemen" which, is One of the:great,valu~of the United States. 

Another problem with hiring preferences.for bi.linguals is that there can be instances where 
it will, be considered so UnP.,erative to hire someone with a s~cifjc language ability. that 
SSA will hire someone with less than acceptable Englishskillii. These employees will havc 
difficulty learning ~ut prOlr:'m. policies ~. int~.ractiDg .~th f~llow employ~. This 
s:!rcvents them from commumcatlDg well WIth Eng!is!t speakIng clients, and even prevents
them Cram rendering quality•. accura~ se~cc to their foreign spea~ng clients. ' , 

S~ abo pu!'Suc:s ol~er ~erUi eff~rts to aeco~odate the Don-EngUs~.speaking. iUch as 
wrltang pubhcanons In rorcJplanguages•. I deeply resent tax doUars gomg to suppon such 
socially unproductive ,pracuces. The non~Ena1isb SJJU:kiDg should seek oui ttanslators ' 
Ihemselv~ This differs Cram, SSA printing notices in .Braille, Cor· Instance, because 
handicap is n91' something someone can contro~ unlike .leamina a Janguage in a host 
counlty. ,. . , , '" · , " 
. , ". 

•• " , ,. J", , 
I s\!ongly. believe ~ ~qual and cOu,teous treatment Cor ill our dients, but this .taIl ~ 
actileved m a non-bl-lingual framework.· I do not even object to ,n employee woo IS bl
lin~al discussing matters in a Janguageotber than English. What I do objeet to is the 
speciaJ classifi~uon and discrimh1ation inherent in retruiting/biring bi-linguals to conduct 
government bUSin,ess. and in pay differenti~ tctpromote cWtu~ disunity':, qur existing bi
lingual staff can and should be absorbed tDIO me regular Poslu~n Desmptlon.' . 

http:bi':Ji.oP.al
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I I am sure that the expected reaction from the "politically correct- is that this Jetter comes 

. from sqmeone unsympathetic to tbos~ 5ee~& the Ameri~ Dream. This lelter actual1), 
comes from someone whose!parents murugraled to ~ .Umted States ~because they bad ,
something to contnoote and the country needed 'thear 'labor. They did not expect our 
country to adjust to their values, D1hG.t they became Americanized. 

. , 

While p-roud of tbdr background, they did, Gt St.Ck 10 exploit that background to win ' 
spedallavors. They would never· have expeCted laremmenfal agencies to deal with them 
.in their native language. Whatever success Ibat their child has achieved,came, in part. 
because ofleaming a common language 'and 'assimilating into a colDDlon culture. AlsO, as 
Geor~ wm has ~inted out. tbat generation.of ~auts did not, ,<:orne here seeking 

', either financial entitlements, or job entitlements based on ethnicity. . ' " • 

I am confident that m~ others working for SSA share the view that we have approached
this subject In a very inappiupriate way. Our empl¥c loCus groups are nOl nearly as 
entbusiast!c about bf-linguaUsm as our agCllCJ headS. Voters haVe sent a message to our ' 
eJected poli~y makers about some of the is.:-"11~ .iddressed here. As U5U-1. ccrtain vocal, 
self-seMog mterest groups are fightiog to prevent the views of the majority f'i"om prevailing. 

It is time for cbange in service delivery io this seositive area. Congress recently made SSA 
ao independent agency apart froni HHS. Our Cotnmissioner..cJesignee, Shirley OIater bas 
a ~ance to move away rro~ the !deas fostered by Donna ShaJala, ber fOfl!1er boss: I am 

, hopmg tbat your focus 00 thIS subJect may promp.t ber to act. Your u~rrung heann~ on 
disability nJaI be an opportune time to address the bi.linguaI issue WIth Ms. Chater. It is 
disability apyUcants woo often request that assistance be provided. in olher languages. 'lam ' 
sure most 0 these peopJehave English-speaking relatives or friends avaiJable who could 
help them.' , 

J 

.i, 

TOT~ P.05 
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'Deputy Assista'nt Attorney General " ,Washington, D, C, 2()53() , 

M E M 0 R AN DUM 

'. ~ :. " 

To: Steve Warnath 

From: :John Trasvifia 

Re: Anti Bilingual ,Ballot Cong. Record statement 

Date: January 26, 1996 


See ,attached in yesterdaY'sCongressional Record by Rep. Toby 

Roth (R-WI). 


I have asked the Civil Rights Division to drafttal~ing pointi to 

be turned into a floor statement in rebuttal. "Rep. Dellums would 

likely do this since ,Alameda County' is his' district '. ' 


" 

This would not b,e DOJ' s rebuttal. but we would provid~ relevant 

information to Rep. Dellums'. " , 


When I revie~ a draft·, ,I will, give you a c:::opy. I don' texpect to.,
J.' . 

,ge.t it to 1:he Hill until Tuesday ,or :Wednesday. 
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Jemitary 25, 1996' C()NGRESSIONAV'REtORD~HOUSE H867 
'which Is the 'natlonalversIriIi': of yoUr they c~n:ie to the bank. t want'tci 'tb&nk 
local credit 'burea.u, consIdering ,down~ the gentlew'oma.n froin COnDecticut for 
'gra.dingthe' United, States' debt to the taking the, time' to give' the American 
tune ,of about S387 blll10n to Infa.ct ere-'people' and our colleagues ,&better un· 

, ,ate' much higher costs for all or us'ln 
this country In paying that debt, roll-
Ihg it over ona periodic basis; It' also 
'includes an article about the Mexican 

, econonly and th'e fact' thatintlieir 
credit crunch, loa.ns' are today almost 
impossible to get; .a.nd. 'if YOU' can get 

, them. they llie ranging at the .SO-per
cent level. " 

The rea.son I bring that up is this 15 

derst,anding, or, something t):l.a.t I tbink 
we never' really entertained, 'never 
thoughtwas.possible.untiljust re
cently when we'begantq see just'how 
far irresponsibilltywas leading the nil
nority, the majority party In the,direc-, 
tion of bringing about a real financial 
disaster for this country. . 
' Ms. DELAURO.· 1. wa.nt to thank my 

coUea.gue from California. for just out-
a country tha.t is hl !leep troubletodayUningwhat it is all about. I want to 
just for contelflpla.ting default., This thank my other. colleagues who joined 
country stepPed in and helPed prevent' with us this afternoon. and I 'just want 
that and st11l;"t,justbecause they flirted to say that the issue is credit rating, 
with default; today It is almost impos- the credit rating of the UllitedStates. 
sible to get a. loan in that country; 0 1400 '. 
, ' We would be, by this a.ction here that "Wben'y,'ou hear the words "debtlim1t.

' is being brought about by the freshman debt extension,", put that aside. Credit 
Republicans and others who are in-e" ,rating;'that is: what ,this.is ,about, and, 
sponsible. in my view, about hoW they 'whether or not we are gOing to say ~hat ,
want to conduct, our pubUc policy de-' 
bate. are c6urtingthis kind o'f(;UsaSter. the United States will continue to have 

We are about to move :,to a point the best credit rating iil: the world, , which it cUrrently has. ' " ,
where our U.S. bonds. which are the ,I would just ,say to you 'that we 'do 
best'bonds you call get anywhere in the have people; we have a'group oe'people 
world, which pay the' lowest interest 'In this House ,that are ,'willing to do 
rates because of their security and lack harm to the'credit rating of the United 
of risk. will faUlnto the category ofal·' 

.most junk bonds. Here we ,are. a coun· 
try that theoretically bas learned 
about the perils of junk bondS. having 

, hr h S&L ri come t oug our, c sIs, we un
, derstand that these kinds of high .yield 
bonds we call junk bonds. pay a pre

•mium. because of the risk involved, be
cause of the potential for,default. 

It Is a lesson we, have got to remem'" 
tier as we continue to do our business 
in this Congress; Hopefully. the effort 
that Mr. KEl-jNEDY Is leading'and ,Mr. 
BENTSEN and'ot;hers to get this Con
gress to adopt a clean debt limit exten
slon. what we mean bythat.1s to deal 
with the credit rating of this country
without encumbering it With'any o,ther 

, extraneous activHies. any other legis·, when .theysay what difficulty wew1ll 
la-tion that ought to be .dealt with in be In in the world -if thts happens to the 
separate vehicles. United States; listen to ,Main Street; 

We think, and 1 think Members of the' listen to the' working men and women 
Republ1can Party honestly agree with 
us. that i!we know what is good Cor 
our country; we will act preCipitously 
today, tomorrow. next week, whenever 
we can possibly 'get the attention of 
the leadership of this institution to 
guarantee that we do not allow our· 
selves to sUp Into, default and to pro
vide long·term detriment. additional 
'cost to us' as individuals and as tax· 
payers and as a Nation, .. 

We need to sign this discharge petl 
tlon. We need to briri'g our Republican 
colleagues ·of good will. who are Willing 
to ,be independent and stand up for 
what is right for, this country. to join 
us 'so that ,we can have sa.nity reign 

states by defaultIng on our, debt. This'ld b h,' 'I N 
wou e for t e first time 0. this a-
tion's history. They are prepared to do 
this, and even ha.v~ talked about this 'that voting ballots an'd ma.terl'als be 
in terms of a strategy for boldiJig th~ , ,. 

Presldel',l,t hostage. fortilaCk,mall!rig prlnted'ln dozens of languages otheIl 

the President to tty to get'something than English. Today there are ,some 37~, 

from him on the Issue of the budget. '. voting districts' across this coUntry 


We have put to rest the issue of the that are' required to print ballots 10. 
bala.nced budget. The President ha.s foreign languages:" ' , • " 
laid one on the table. It is now myRe- 'In a classic' example of ,an unfunded 
publ1cancolleagues who are walking ma.ndate gone, arnok" politicia.nS in 
away from the balanced budget that Washington are forcing Statesa.rid 10
the President has put down. which they cal1ties to provide multtungualballots
asked for. ,w.ithoutproviding the, funds to imple
'"What lam begging, the leadersbip. 
the Republican Gingrich leader:shlp of 
this House to do, listen to Wall Street 

of this country. whow11l see theira.d
justable rate mortgages on ,their homes 
go up $1.200 as:my colieague, the gen-' , In the' real wodd. these services 
tleman !rom Massachusetts. has said. should not be ,needed at alL Voting 
'Creqlt card payments, because the In· , rights are extended to citizens of this, 
terest rates w1ll go uP •. w111 be higher. country, and one needs to demonstrate 
Towns and cities arid States wlll find. somelluency in ,English to ,become a 
and school districts and water dis- U.S: citizen, so why all of these ballots. 
tricts. ,that their'bonds will ,be in dU-' In other languages other than English? 
ficulty. That tsall' the result of tam. , In practice. this reliuirement for ,citi· 
peririg with the' credit rating or the zenship has been ,unenforced. but that 
United States. It will have' a disastrous does no~ change the facts. By law. Eng
effect on the United States and on tlie 'Ush tSthe requirement for citiz.enship 
people of this country. ' , ,in this country. We should not ,be pro. 

We ca.nnot let this ha.ppen. What we ' vlding GovernmEm~ services. indirect ,__ ' 
need to do Is to send the President of 
the United States, a clean debt limit 

here and so tha.t we are not going to ,credit rating bill. so that in fact we can 
find extortion and blackmail on 'some
thing as fundamental to this country 
as the extension of that debt limit OCe 
curring. , 

Remember, we have written ,the 
checks, It Is a question of whether we 
are' going to cover those drafts when 

continue' on a.s the great Nation'that 
we, have been, and that our Founding 

'Fathers sought for us. '" 
Ms, BROWN 01 Florida. Mr. Speaker. if we 

don' pass a debt limit, exfenslon and the 
country defaults on the milional debt, the ra
suit wiil be devastating, 

: 'The 'RepJbIi~ns 'don't believe Treasury, ' 
Set:retary ,Rubin when he warned of ,default.' 
lostead. th6y 'have, resorted to a dal!getoLJs 
game of chicken with our Nation'S economy, 

If we do default on the national debt. it will 

have.an ~dverse, effect, on 89 many, ,people. 

Social 'Security and)leteran benefit recipie~s 

may not receive cHeeks. Interest rates would 

rise drama*ally. affecting home .. car., and stu

dent,loans. ecmci',prices would fall diamatl


"cally, causing people to sell in fear of this., ' 
, First.the Republicans held Government em- ' 
pIoyees hostage In their attempt to get the 
President to cave in to 1heir i3xtreme balanced 
budget plan. And,n!)w.1hey aie fooling around 
with the possibility of defaulting rin tt1e debt 

.TMyJust never learn that their _~)(lreme but-

lying tactics just aren't going t~,work. , 


We ,can't afford to defaulf on the national 

debt. We need a CI~ah debt limit extension. ' 


' , ' ' , ' " VOTING ,BALLOTS PRINTED iN 
FOREIGN LANGUAGES. ANOTHER 

EXAMPLE OF' GOVERNMENT EX
,"

'CESS' ' 

,The '&peaker pro, tezilpor, e. Under, a 
, ,

previous order of the House. the' gen

tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] is 

recogniiedJor 5minutes. 


Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker" I rise today 
to call attention to another' example of
G'overnm'en't 'exce~s. In' . the ~plrit of ~o"-'" <> ., 
called' multiculturalism. the' Federal 

Government has mandated since 1965 


ment the ballots, This Don Quixote, 
ma.nl,l.ate, the' legislatIon that has 
caused this mandate, 15 the voting 
Rights, Act, of 1965. Under the taw.' 
countries must, provide multilingual 
voting inlormation and ballots in the 
language of any mlnodtygroups with 
more than lO,OOO eligible vo~rs in tliat 
county. " ' , " ' " , 

contradictIon with,the spirit,if not the 
letter, of the law's requirement. ' 
',l'vtorevoer. these services are expe!1~ 

sive. as well as unnecessary, It mlgbt 
sl,irprise supporters of mul tllingual ba.l· 

' lots to know that very few people actl1
ally request 5uchspecialtreatment. By 

' and large multllingual' ballots are rare· 
ly requested. and even less often il.\led" 
eVEln when they are provided. That is 

http:politicia.nS
http:bythat.1s


01126/96 15:13 '5'202 514 5499 OLA 
, 	 " 

[4]004 , 
'.;; 

,.' ~.." 

',,' " Jariwi,,,,'25,'i996 ' . ',', , CONGRESS~ONALREC6~D~ II,oUSE; 
, ,.' '.,,', 

what makes these oosts and their cost .' Mi~'TORRICELLI., Mr. Speaker. It is " p~Ura.li$~lc ,governmeJ:\ta $n, a, singUlar ': 
, to the ,.local ',taXpayers 'all, the more ' &aid that in ' historY, grea.t conflicts and special category., ,,-' ," , " "", , ',' ,: 
shocking, ,.,' '" ' ,,' " ,,', " ,begin more orten from misea.1cUlat1on ,Thlsls; after all. n~t" the TiLiwanoi20 

Election officials ,in Alameda. COUJ;1ty. than by purposeful desi,8'I1. Even in. our yearS'ago,There is g.' free press; a. plu
CA. told me recently that they spent 'own time,'It is oid that the Korean raJ1st democracy, and now, a popularly 
almost S1oo,OOO to Produce, bll.llots, in war may have begun by 'the unfortu- elected Presfdent.,TJl&t does not negate 
Sp:i.ttish and Chinese "for, the 'entire nate statement' oLMr.Avenuees that 'e.spects of. orin ita totality. the Tal
country, yet only 900 were ultimately the defense perimeter of .the, United wan Relations',Act. It' is s1mplyan at

, requested. You can do ,the,math. The States began in the Sea of Japari. &rid' tempt 'to ,i:na.ke 'an effort on my own 
taxpayers of Alameda County spent not the 38th parallel.. " '. ' " pa;r~ to' communica.te. with the leaders,,' 
over $100 for. every ri:J.ult1l1ngual ballot A few years 'ago the United' States in Beijing' to let them kllo~ that the 
that, was actually used in thatJun6 Ambassador .to Iraq ,suggested to Sad- flr1ng:, of the ,missiIes' was· not only 
1994 ' election. This appears. to be a. dam Hussein that in a dispute between,wrong. but threatening milItary action. 
trend.. , " " ..' " '. ' Kuvvait 'and Iraq,' the United States '. Is'irrespona1ble. '. ". . 1 

The last election in"Los Angeles sa.w would regard the matter as a.n internal ·However they ma,y·ca,lcull\.te it. wb.!it., . 
ballots printed in six languages ·othel'.. pr.oblem in the Arab world.·Today in ..ever. their ~dviserB may say.. at the, end 
than ,AmoDg them were Span- .the stratts of Taiwan a foundation may' .of the,daydn spite of all the- 11ivest;
i.sh, C nese, Japanese. Vietnamese, be being· laid for' a sirilllarmisunder- fIlent and all·the:·hopes Jor .good. rel~ 1;'",'.. Tagalog, and.Korean. It cost thectty 'standing. . " ,tions ,withChina.,.the'.wor,ld will'not 
~overnmentover $125,000 to prepare the· I take the noor today; Mr. Speaker. watch a' military ~ncursion. a. renewal, , ,":of.:
materials, Yet, and listen to this, only as .one' Member of. this institution, in of host1llties, or ev~n lrr~sponsible aots 
927, ballots were used. Los Angeles, the 'hope that the leaders or our coun- tha.t threaten the peace. ", ' , . ".'''~~;:.~ ; :', 

,;·-1"1" 

, ~;r.~, 

helped. .,., .... ,,'. . " . ...' publlcof China; come to -some mutual. parties to. thi,s potential dispute; will· . : \~; , 

Even, small communIties are .not.1m· 'understanding of events that aretak~ aga.1:n renew' their' commitment to 
mune. Long Beach spent a relatively ing shape even as we speak'between peace'and ens'ure·that'ouractions re~. 
modes~ $1,026 'llreparing m~lt1lingual Taiwan' and the People:sRepubl1c of main re'sponsibh~; but that. all' parties
materIals for its ,eligible vo.·ers when, CJP,na;.,·, . at the end oUhe day recognIze that the 

oIlly 22 requests,came in. The township Orily weeks ago the PeopHisRepubl1c United States will not w1tness the 

spent over $280 per mult1Ungual voter. fired misslleSinto the airspace and.theCorceful end of the Government of Tal

As a frustrated election .,official .told shipping .lanes 'around Taiwan. It is wan, . 

me recently, "This is a lot of money to now oPenly"being discuSsed what fur,.:. 

help a Cew people," That official could ther actIons. including military meas- TRAVEL HABIT'S" OF: THE '.·S"E·C"~ 

spent over $136 roreach voter the city . try, our grea.t allies-1n the People's Re- So I hope each in ,our priv:ate ways, 

not be more right.' , ' ", ., ures, might be taken:. The·.1eaders in 	 . ' 
.These ballots have other. more serl- Beijing are displeased with: comments . RETARY OF THE" DEPARTMENT 

ous ?osts associated with them, too. or activities of President Li after the OF 'COMMERCE 
Provldin~ these s,Pecia.l services creates. Taiwanese elections.""" The SPEAKER protem·pore. Under 
the (1ctlo.n· that newcomers to. t,his. It is ·the pollcy of the 'United States the Speaker's announced pollcy of May 
country ?an..enjoy the fUll benefits of Government to have formal diplomatic 12, ,1995; the gentleman' from Michigan 
citizenshIp wJthout the language.oC,the relatio'ns' with the People's Republic [Mr. CHRYSf..E;R] is. recognized for 40 

· land, which is English. How can a citi- and to recognize it as the sole legiti- minutes as tl1e designee of f.hema.jor
zen ca.st an informed ballot in a f~relgn . mate Government· of China, but the', ity leider.· "'. ' ..' . 
language when most candidates.. plato. Taiwan Relations Act is infinitely Mr. CHRYSLER •. Mr. Speaker. once 
forms, stw:np spee,ch-;s, and media. co~- more complex. It also permits, and In:-.a.gain, theCotnmerce De,Partmenthas 
erage a.re in. Enghsh. EXe;Cising one s deed. in. my' judgment. pro~ides a re- made. news . .B.ut it's not news about any
r1ght~ of cl~izenship in olves .more sponsibUity for the United States Gov- new. trade deals it won for: American
than lust castmg a vote. It means mak- . . . ' '. , ," I" h
'ing a thoughtful decision regarding an ernment to continually reassess our· business. It s .for. the tra~e abits of 

· iss e'or a can<Udate role and obligations if the security sft- the Secretl!-ryof Commerce. It, seems 
'. A~ult1Ungual voti~g ballots give indi- ' ·u.a.tion ofTa1wan were to deteriorate: that the. Secretary has a .penchant fot 

viduals the: right to' vote' without 1. reco~ze that the~elationsh1p be- travel~ one that has cost the taxpayers 
.granting the power to cast an informed tween BeiJing and Washington iil. one of of this country millions ofdollars.. 

· vote, The logical extent of, the argu- the. cornerstones of, world peace; It 1s •..In fact. the curre,nt Sepretary's'trav

ment behind the mult111ngual ballots is one of this .Nation s most important el costs have increased by.over 145 per


, to provide these services in'all the lan- economic. cultural. and security rela~ centfrom,thll-t of his predecessor. One 

guages spoken in the country. Arter tionships.I want it to .be .strong and I "can only assume he is using tbe same 

all, why should weprh1lege one lin-, want it to be. sound. ·But 1. also recog- tra.vel agency as the Secretary of En

, guistic minority over another? ,ShOUld nize, and history bea~s witness., the ergy. . . .. .. ' . , ' . 
we not pro\1de news reports' andelec- United St~tes kee;ps. Its obUgatl0ns,.'- . This weekend, the Los Angeles TlI'!les 
tion coverage 1'n all these languages, so recognizes Its .relationships. ,and mee,ts report;d, that the Department of Co~
these citizens have access to all the in- the needs of its friends.. merce s o~ inspector. general was 
formation they need to cast an. in-l trus.t and I hope that BeiJin~ In the sharplr crItiCl!-l. of Secretary Ron 
formed vote? The simple and obvious coming montbs, Wlll.,act, responsIbly, re- ,~rown s tr~vel expenses. noting, that 
answer is that we cannot. There are 327 . tain the comnutment t~at any dispute His spen~ng. levels areparticula7lY 
la.nguageS spoken in the United States it mlghthave with the people on .Tai- striking smC6 ~e to()~, .over .the 'Job 
today. We c;:annotprov1de these serv- wan and the questIon of the larger. fr,om a Republican. adrillDl8tratl~n that 

· ices .in all of these 'limgu~ges, What Is' China is re~olved, peacefUlly, .r~spon- was oft;~n under rll"~ for incUITmg ex- . 
more, we should not. slbly. and diplomatically. But slmply. ces!>ive traveJ costs.. 
, . . because Members of this institution T)l.e Los Angeles' Times goes on ~o 

and the larger U,S.' Government are add. "Brown. a 'former chairman of the 
CALLING FOR A MUTUAL UNDER- cOlnmitted to 'good relations 'with Democratic Party, was accused by his 

STANDING. BETWEEN TAIWAN' Beijing, Simply because we 'want good 'critics of using his travel ·budget to 
AND THE 'PEOPLES REPUBLIC. OF ., political, rehl.tionships, .increased in- gain favor' with pol1tical all1es .and 
CHINA vestment and trade: simply because of party contributors, many ,of whom 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a the progress of all these years, they have been invited to a.ccompany the' 

previous order 'of the Ho~se. the' gen-- should not put aside that this 1s .still a secretary on his' extensive' foreign 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. nation tha.t k/lleps' 1 ts ,obligations, de- trips." 
TORRICELLI]. is 'recognized for, I) min- fends the weak against the strong. and, ,Mr. Speaker" I include for the 
utes.' holds democra.tic governments with .RECORD the, Los 'Angeles Times article, 
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15 STATE SYMBOLS, MOTTO, ETC. 1-4-121 

History. Acts 1987. No, 850, § 1; Deep in Me)" and "Oh. Arkansas" to be 
House Concurrent Resolution No. 1003, designated as the official state song, the 
Acts 1987; House Concurrent Resolution lyricists of the songs must file with the 
No. 1007, Acts 1987. Secr@taryofState, by May 12.1987, writ 

A.C.R.C. Notes. As enacted, subdivi ten consent for the use of each song as the 
sion (a)(l) of the section provided that in state's official state song. Such consents 
order for the Bongs ..Arka1'l.9as (You Run were timely filed. 

: 104-11'7. Official language. 

(a) The English language shall be the official language of the State 
of Arkansas. 

(b) This section shall not prohibit the public schools from performing 
their duty to provide equal educational opportunities to all children . 

History; Acts 1987. No. 40. § 1: 1987, 

No. 77, § 1. 


1..4·~18. State bird. 

The mockingbird is declared and everywhere recognized as the state 
bird. of the State of Arkansas. . 

History. Souee Concurrent Resolution 

No. 22. Acts 1929. 


1-4-119. State tree. 

The pine tree is declared and everywhere recognized as the state tree 
. of the State of Arkansas . 

. ifistory. House Concurrent Resolution 

No.2, Acts 1939. 


1·4~120. State folk dance. 

The dance known as the square dance is hereby designated and 
adopted as the American Folk Dance of the State of Arkansas. 

History. Acts 1991. No. 93, § 1. 

1-4-121. Purple martin capitals. 

(a) Since the purple martin, a bird known for its appetite for flying 
insects, is deemed by most as an attractive asset for its appearance, 
song, cleanliness, and diet - America's Most Wanted Bird, and since 
the City of Lake Village in Chicot County of southeastern Arkansas is 
located along the North-South Flyway, the major migration route for 
millions of birds, the City of Lake Village in Chicot County, Arkansas, 
shall be designated by the Arkansas General Assembly to be known as 
the "Southeast Purple Martin Capital of the State of Arkansas." 
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Language Bills before the 104thCongress --Quick Summary 

I. Directly Repealing Section 203 of'VRA 

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

(Roth R-WI) 
H.R. 739 

(King R-NY) 
H.R. 1005" 

H.R~ 351, the 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 examiner and obs'erver protection resulting 
from determinations under Section 4(b) (third 
sentence). The following jurisdictions would be: 
affected: 

Alaska 
Arizona (except for Apache, Cochise, 

Coconino, Mohave, Navajo; Pima,Pinal,' 
Santa Cruz, and 'Yuma. Counties) 

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

, Buena Vista Township (Saginaw 'County) 
North Carolina: Jackson County 

, South Dakota.: Shannon and Todd 'Counties 
Texas 

H.R. 739,' t;he proposed Declaration of Official 
,Language 	Act of 1995" would repeal Secti'on203 but 
not Section '4,(f} (4) . Also repeals Title VII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Preempts 
,other states and, local governments' 'laws on this. 
Declares'English the preferred language of 
communication among citizens! Creates right of 
action for any person injured by violation of the 
act; ,allows atty fees. All federal "govtbusiness . ' 
in English. . 

Section 4 (Repeal of Bilingual voting 
Requirements) of H.R. 1005, the proposed 'National 
Language Act of 1995, is identical to H.R. 351. 
Terminates bilingual education programs. Declares 
English Official language 'of U.S. Requires English 
language for citizenship naturalization 
ceremonies. 

1 




II. Other English Only Bills 

(Emerson R-MO) 
H.R. 	 123 Declares English as the O~fi~ial Lan~uage of the 

government· of the U.. S.No preemption of state 
laws. Sets up calise of.· action for' .II any person . 
alleging injury arising from a violatIon" 

(Pickett R-VA). 
H.R .. 345 . Dec:Lares English as the of·ficial language of the 

U.S.govtanq. amenas·the INA to provide that 
public ceremonies for the admission of new '. 
citizens shall be conducted solely in English. 

(Shelby R-AL) 
S. 175 	 Declares English as the official languag~ of the 
S. 	356 U.S. govt. Se~s up c~use of action for "any 

person alleging injury from a violation of thisII 

law. 

(Serrano D:-:NY) ... 
H. Con. Res~~ 83 English Plus Resolution which. recognized English 

as the primary language and encourages proficiency 
of English.but.at the some.time recognizes the. 
importance ofmultilinguali'sm and individual 
rights and opposes English Only measures. 

(Doolittle R-'CA) ,. . . 	 . 
H.J.Res.109. 	 .A joint resolution proposing an amendment to the 

U.S.'constitutj,.bn.establishing English as the 
official language 6f the U.S. 
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Legislative Action and Related Bil.ls 

Congressional Quarterly's Bill Tracking 


MEASURE: HR 351 
SPONSOR: Porter, (R-IL) 
OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to eliminate 
certain provisions relating to bilingual voting requirements. 
INTRODUCED: 01/04/95 
COSPONSORS: 13 (Dems: 2 Reps: 11, Irid: 0) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on the JUdiciary 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

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

07/19/95 Cospon~or(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: 1 


'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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MEASURE :. HR 739 

SPONSOR: Roth (R-WI) 

BRIEF TITLE: Declaration of Official Language Act of ],.995. 

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:O) 

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) introduced, in House .. *** . 
01/09/95 *** Related measure (S175) introduced in Senate. *** 
01/30/95 Referred to Committee on Econom'ic and Educational 
Opportunities (CR p. H889) 
01/30/95 Original Cosponsor (s) : 25 
Archer (R-TX) Hancock (R-MO) Parker (D-MS) 
Bartlet·t, 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) . Sensenhrenner (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 (R-CT) 
02/03/95 *** Related'measure (S356) introduced in Senat.e. *** 
02/07/95 Cosponsor{s), added: 3 
Chrysler (R-MI) ,Duhcan (R-TN) Stearns (R:-FL) 
02/08/95 Cosponsor (s) added: 1 
Johnson, Sam (R-TX). 
02/16/95 Cospo,nsor (s) added:, 2 
Cooley (R-OR) . Crane (R-IL) 
02/21/95 ***Related measure (HRI005) introduced in House. *** 
02/23/95·Cosponsor(s) added: 2 
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) , . Stockman (R-TX)' 
03/08/95 Cosponsor (s), added: 4 
Baker, B•. (R-CA) ,LaHood· (R-IL) 
Chenoweth (R- ID) Livings'ton' (R'-LA) 

Copr. (C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly~nc. 
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03/09/9~ Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Baker, R'. (R-LA) , 

03/16/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Ehrlich (R-MD) 

04/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 

Calvert (R-CA) Meyers (R-KS) 
 ,.05/10/95 Cospons?r(s) added: 2 

Burr (R-NC) Ewing (R-IL) 

05/16/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 

Christensen (R-NE) 'Manzullo (.R-IL) 

Kelly (R-NY) Norwood (R-GA) 

05/18/~5 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Weller (R-IL) 

06/07/95 Cosponsorts) added: 3 

Bachus, S. (R-AL) Linder (R-GA) Souder (R-IN) 

06/29/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 

Bryant, E. (R-TN) -Tate (R-WA) 

Scarborough (R-FL) Wicker (R-MS) 

07/10/95 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' 

Bono (R-CA) Chambliss (R-GA) Seastrand (R-CA) 

07/11/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Emerson (R-MO) 

~7/13/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Hostettler (R-IN) 

07/19/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Young, D. (R-AK)' 

07/20/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Barton, ;}. (R-TX) , 

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) Pickett' (D-VA) 

08/04/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2" 

Hilleary (R-TN) ,Wamp (R-TN) 

09/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 , 

Istook (R-OK) Kasich (R-OH) Pombo (R..:.CA) 

09/12/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 

Bliley (R-VA) Blute" (R-MA) Dornan, R.' (R-CA) 

10/12/95 Cosponsdr(s) added: l ' 

Roukema (R-NJ) , , 

10/~9/95 ROTH, R-Wis., House speech: Inserts an article on 

problems with bilingual education. (Wall Street 

Journal) (CR p. E1988-Ei989) 

CQ US HR 739 SUMMARY 


END OF DOCUMENT 
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MEASURE: HR 1005 

SPONSOR: King (R-NY) 

BRIEF TITLE: National Language Act of 1995. 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to amend title 4, U.S~ Cod~, to de~lare English as the 

6fficial langu~ge of the government of the United States,and for other 

purposes. 

INTRODUCED: 02/21/95 

COSPONSORS: 35 (Dems: 1 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: 


01/04/95 *** Relat~d me~sure. (HR123) introduced in House. ,***' 

01/09/95 *** Related me~sure (S175) int~oduced iri Senate. *** 

01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR739) introduced in House. *** 

02/03/95 *** Related measure (S356) introd~ced in Senate. *** 

02/,21/9SReferred to Committee on Economic and Educational 

Opportunities, Committee on the ~udiciary (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-F~) 
Calvert (R-CA) Jones (R-NC) Weller (R-IL) 
03/14/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 3 
LaHood (R-IL) Radanovich (R~CA) Royce (R-CA) 
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,-I'L) 
Christensen (R-NE) Stump (R-AZ) 
04/05/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 
Funderburk (R-NC) Kelly (R-NY) 
05/01/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Porter (R-IL) 

Copr. (C) 1995 Cong~es~ional Quarterly Inc. 
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06/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 ~' ~ 
Petri (R-WI) 
06/22/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Barrett, B. (R-NE) 
07/12/95 Cosponsor(s) added: l' 
Bachus IS. (R-AL)' , 
08/02/95 Cosponsor(s) added: '1 
Taylor, C. (R-NC) 
08/04/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Wamp (R-TN) 
09/06/95RADANOVICH,' R-Calif., 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)a,dded: 1 
Meyers (R-KS) 
09/27/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Linder (R-GA) 
CQ US HR 1005 SUMMARY 

END OF DOCUMENT 
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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:O ) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on 'Economi~and Educational Opportunities 
RELATED BILLS: See S 175, S 356, HR 739, HR 1005 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: ' 

01/04/95 Referred to Committee on Economic and Educational 
Opportunities (CR p. H167) 
01/04/95 EMERSON, R-Mo., House speech: Introduces' the Language 
of Government Act. (CR p. E13) 
01/04/95 EMERSON, R-Mo., House speech: Introduces the Language 
of Government Act. (CR p. E35) 
01/04/95 OriginalCosporisor(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-WI) 
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)'. Kriollenberg (R-MI) Wamp (R-TN)' '., 
Dickey, J. (R-'AR) Linder CR.-GA) 
Doolit~le (R-'CA) , Livingston (R-LA) 
01/09/95 *** Related measure (S175) introduced in Senate. *** 
01/20/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 42 
Baker, . B. (R-CA) Hastert (R- IL) Quinn (R-NY) 
Bartlett, R. (R~Mb) ,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 (R-NY) .Shays (R-CT) 
Chrysler (R-Ml) McKeon (R-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) Paxon (R-NY) Vucanovich : (R-NV) 

Copr. ,(C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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Goodlatte, R. (R-VA) Payne, L. '(D-VA) 

Hall, R. (D-TX) Pryce, D. (R-OH) 

01/24/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 5 . 

Funderburk (R-NC) Pombo (R-CA) 

Jones (R-NC) Sm'ith, Lamar (R-TX) 

01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR739) intropuced 

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) 


added: 25 
Hunter (R-CA) 
Istook (R-OK) 
Johnson, Sam (R-TX) 
Kelly (R-NY) . 
Lewis, Jerry (R-CA) 
Lightfoot (R-IA) 
Lipinski (D-IL) 
Miller, D. (R-FL) 
Myers (R-IN) 

PAGE 

.. 
in House. *** 

Myrick (R-NC) 
Ney (R-OH) 
Robe:r:ts (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 Cosponsor(s) added: 13 
Armey (R-TX) DunGan (R-TN) Peterson, c. (D-MN) 
Bilbray (R-CA) Forbes (R-NY) Pickett (D-VA) 
Bryant, J. (D-TX) Hilleary (R-TN) Quillen (R-TN) 
Combest (R-TX) Kim (R~CA) 
Cramer (D-AL) Lewis, R. (R-KY) 
02/21/95 *** Related measure (HRI005) introduced in House. *** 
03/08/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Allard ,(R-CO) 
Cooley (R-OR) 
Crane (R-IL) 
Deal (R-GA) 
03/21/95 Cosponsorls) 
Clement (D-TN) 
Everett (R-AL) 
Flanagan (R-IL) 
Gilchrest (R-MD) 
05/11/95 Cosponsor(s) 
Chambliss (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) 
Heiger (R-CA) 
Tauzin (R-LA) 
07/26/95 Cosponsor(s) 

added: 11 
Gekas (R-PA) 
Graham, L~ (R-SC) 
Nethercutt (R-WA) 
Sanford (R-SC) 

added: 11 
Hayworth (R-AZ) 
Horn (R-CA) 
Parker (D-MS) 
Schaefer (R-CO) 

added: 16 
Kasich (R-OH) 
McCollum (R-FL) 
McCrery (R-LA) 
Metca)f (R-WA) 
Raqanovich (R-CA) 
Rahail (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) 

,TorkildseIl' (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 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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Camp' (R-MI) Gallegly (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 

languag~. (CR p. E170.3) 

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 (R-MS) 

09/19/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 4 ' , 

Hostet tIer (R- IN) , Thomas lB. (R-CA) 


'Lincoln (D-AR) Tiahrt (R-KS) 
10/18/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 
Latham (R-IA) Rivers (D-MI) 
CQ US HR 123 SUMMARY 

END ,OF DOCUMENT 
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Legislative Action and Related. Bills 

Congressional Quarte~ly~s Bill Tra~king 


MEASURE: HR 345 
SPONSOR: Pickett (D-VA) 
BRIEF TITLE: Language .ot 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 and to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to. provide that public ceremonies for the 
admission of new citizens shall, be considered solely in English. 
INTRODUCED: 01/04/95· 
COSPONSORS: .2 (Dems: 0 Reps: 2 Ind: 0). 
COMMITTEES: Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, Committee 
on the Judiciary 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

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 provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned) (CR p. H173) 
03/06/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 2 . 
Brewster (D-OK) .Stockman (R-TX)' 
04/05/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 
Bereuter (R-NE) 
04/06/95 Cosponsor(s) withdrawn: 1 
Brewster (D-OK) 
CQ US HR 345 SUMMARY 

.END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr . (C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc .• 
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Legislative Action and Related Bills 

Congressional Quarterly's Bill Tracking 


MEASURE: S 175 
SPONSOR: Shelby (R-AL) 
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: 01/09/95 
COSPONSORS: 0 .(Dems: 0 Reps: 0 Ind: 0) 
COMMITTEES: Committee.oIi Governmental Affairs 
RELATED BILLS: See S 356, HR 123, HR 739, HR 1005 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

01/04/95 *** Related measure (HR123) introduced in House... *** 

01/09/95 Referred to Committee on Governmental Affairs (~R p. 

S653) 

01/09/95 SHELBY~ R-Ala., Senate 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) ·introduced in Senate. *** 

02/21/95 *** Related measure (HR1005) introduced in House. ***. 

CQ US S 175 SUMMARY 


END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr. (C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
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MEASURE: S 356 

SPONSqR: . Shelby (R-AL) 

BRIEF TITLE: . Language of .Government Act of 1995. 

OFFICIAL TIT.LE: 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: "Committeeon Governmental Affairs' 
RELATED BILLS: See S 175, 'HR 123, HR 739, HR·1005 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION:, 

01/04/95 *** Related measure (HR123) introduced in House. *** 

01/09/95 *** Related measure (S175) introduced in Senate. *** 

01/30/95 *** Related measure (HR739) introduced in House.*** 

02/03/95 Referred to Committee on' Governmental Affairs (CR p. 

S2124) 

02/03/95 Original cosponsor(s): 1 

Coverdell (R-GA) 

02/13/~5 Cosponsor(s) added::4 

Craig (R-ID) Hollings (b-SCf 

Helms (R-NC) Lugar (R-IN)' 

02j15/95Cosponsor(~) ~dded: 2 

G:tassley (R- IA) . Stevens (.R-AK) 

02/16/95 Cosponsor"s) added: 2' , 

Cochran (R-MS) Grams, R. (R-MN) 

02/21/95*** Related measure (HR1005) . introduced in House. 
 *** 
02/22/95 Cosponsor(s) added: :2 

Gregg (R-NH)" Lott (R-MS) 

03/08/95 Cospcinsor(s) added~ 1 

Inhofe(R-OK) 

03/30/95 Cosponsor(~)' added: 2 

Pressler (R-SD) . ' , 'Thurmond, S. (R-SC) 

04/25/95 Cosponsor(s) 'added: 1 

Santorum(R':"PA)' 

04/26/95 Cosponsor(s)added~ 1 

Coats (R-fN) , ' 

06/15/95 Cosponsor(s) "added: 1 

Simpson (R-:-WY) , 

07/20/95 Cosponsor,(s) added:,! 

Faircloth' (R-NC) , 

09/07/95 Cosponsor(s) added: 1 

Byrd (D-WV) 

09/25/95 Cosponsoi(s) added: l' 

Frist(R:-TN) 

CQ US S 356 SUMMARY 
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Legislative Action and Related Bills 
Congressional Quarterly's B I Tracking· 

MEASURE: HConRes 83 
SPONSOR: Serrano (D-NY) 
OFFICIAL TITLE: Concurr~nt re~olution entitled, the 'English Plus Resolution,' 
INTRODUCED: 07/13/95 
COSPONSORS: 32 (Dems: 31 Reps: lInd: 0) 
COMMITTEES: Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 

"07/13/95 Referred to Committee on Economic_ and-Educational 
Opportunities (CR p. H7011-H7012) 
07/13/95 Original Cosponsor(s): 32 . 
Abercrombie (D-HI) Menendez (D-NJ) Richardson (D-NM) 
Becerra (D-CA) Miller I G. (D-CA) Romero-Barcelo (D-PR) 
Dellums (D-CA) Mineta (D-CA)· Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) 
Farr (D-CA) Mink (D-HI) Roybal-Allard (D-CA) 
Fattah (D-PA) Moran (D-VA) Scott (D-VA) 
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) 
McDermott (D-WA) Pelosi (D-CA) Velazquez (D-NY) 
Meek (D F'L) Rangel (D-NY) 
CQ US HConRes 83 SUMMARY 

END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr, - (C) 1995 Congressional Quarterly Inc, 
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Legislative Action and Relat~d Bills 

Congressional Quarterly/sBill ':['.racking 


, ' 
MEASURE :' HJRES : 109 , 

SPONSOR: Doolittle (R-CA) " 

OFFICIAL TITLE: A joint resolution proposing'an amendment to the Constitution 

of the United States estabiishing English as:the official languageo~ the 

United States.' '" 

INTRODUCED: 09/28/95 

COSPONSORS: 10 (Dems : 1 Reps: 9 ''Ind: 0) 

COMMITTEES:' Commit tee on the, Judi<?iary, 


LEGISLATIVE,' ACTION:, 


09/28/95 Referred to committeeontheJ~diciary '(CR p. H9670) 

09/28/95 Original Cosponsor(s): ,3' 

Hancock (R-MO) 'Hansen (R-UT) Shays (R-CT) 

10/17/95 Cosponsor (s) added: 7 

Calvert {R-CA}" Horn (R':"CA) Royce {R-CA} 

Chenoweth (R7ID) Lipinski (D~IL) 


Dornan l R:' (R-CA) Moorhead (R'-'CA) 

,CQ US HJRES 109 SUMMARY 

END OF ,DOCUMENT 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, the National Asian Pacific Am~rican Legal 
Consortium (the "Consortium") is a nonprofit organization whose mission is to advance and 
protect the legal and civil rights of Asian Pacific Americans across the country. English-only 
policies are of particular concern to the Consortium because of the large percentage of recent 
limited English proficient (LEP) immigrants in the Asian Pacific American community and the 
long history of racially discriminatory treatment of Asian and Pacific Islander immigrants by our 
country's laws. 

The Consortium and its affiliates, the Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund 
in New York, the Asian Law Caucus in San Francisco and the Asian Pacific American Legal 
Center of Southern California, collectively have over a half a century ofexperience in providing 
direct legal services, community education and advocacy on immigrant issues, voting rights and 
other issues involving language barriers. 

. The Consortium has several concerns regarding the "Language of Government Act of 
1995," S.356, and other proposed English-only laws. First, the Consortium believes that if the 
current English-only proposals become law, they will join a long list ofexamples of 
institutionalized discrimination against immigrants from Asia. Second, these proposals are being 
offered to address a nonexistent problem. Third, these are not benign proposals, but ,violate 
several cornerstones of our democracy, the First Amendment right to free speech, the Fifth and 
Fourteenth Amendments' right to equal protection and due process under our laws, and the right to . 
vote. Fourth, they raise public health and public safety issues, as well as threaten the education of 
our children and the economic growth of our nation. Finally, while it is true that many proponents 
ofEnglish-only type laws are well-meaning, it is also true that it is a cause that is extremely 
divisive in its pandering to bigots and xenophobes .. 

I. HISTORY OF ANTI-ASIAN IMMIGRANT LAWS 

It is no secret that the history of this country's immigration laws has been fraught with 
racial bias. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 which prohibited the immigration of Chinese 
laborers, epitomizes this country's particularly infamous record on immigration from Asia. lOver . 
the next 50 years, anti-Asian sentiment resulted in several other laws which all but end 
immigration from Asian and Pacific Island countries. These laws include the Gentleman's 
Agreement with Japan liniiting Japanese immigration;2 the Immigration Act of 1917 which banned 
immigration from almost all countries in the Asia-Pacific region;3 the Quota Law of 1921 which 
limited the annual immigration of a given nationality to three percent of the number of such 
persons residing in the U.S. as of 1910;4 the National Origins Act of 1924 which banned 
immigration of persons who were ineligible for citizenship;5 and, a decade later, the Tydings
McDuffie Act of 1934 which placed a quota of 50 Filipino immigrants per year. 

It has been just been one generation since the Chinese Exclusion Act and its progeny were 
repealed in 1943.6 The intensity of the discrimination against immigrants from Asia is reflected 
in the fact that they were not allowed to become naturalized citizens for over 160 years. A 1790 



law allowed only "free white persons" to become citizens. Even after the lawwas changed to 
include African Americans, similatlegislation to include Asian Americans was rejected.7 The 
Supreme Court upheld the laws making Asian immigrants ineligible for citizenship.8 The last of 
these laws were not repealed until 1952.9 

Asian immigrants who managed to enter the U.S. became the victims of other forms of 
discrimination. As early as the 1850's, states enacted various laws which targeted Asians by 
taking advantage of the discriQ1inatory nature of naturalization laws. California imposed a 
"foreign miner's tax" which imposed a tax on any non-citizen miner.to As intended, virtually 
all of the $1.5 million collected under the "foreignminer's tax" came from Chinese miners. 

The California Alien Land Law Act of 1913 is another striking example. This law was 
primarily directed at Japanese immigrant farmers and prohibited persons ineligible for 
citizenship to purchase land and obtain long term leases or crop contracts. Twelve other states 
adopted similar laws, the last being Utah, Arkansas and Wyoming in the 1940s. The last law 
w~s not repealed until 1962.11 . 

Similarly, in 1922, the Supreme Court upheld a law that aliens ineligible for citizenship 
cannot form corporations,12 and in 1945 California enacted legislation denying commercial 
fishing licenses to persons ineligible for citizenship.13 At the time, Asians were the only racial 
group ineligible for citizenship. 

Education is also an area in which Asian Pacific Americans have been historically 
discriminated against. In 1860,California barred Asian Pacific Americans from attending its 
public schools entirely. After the California Supreme Court ruled that this was unconstitutional, 
the . State set up a system of "oriental" schools and the California Supreme Court upheld the 
constitutionality of "separate but equal" schools for Asian Pacific American students in 1906. 
In 1927, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the exclusion by Mississippi of Asian American 
students from white schools. 14 . 

In the early 1970's frustrated Chinese American parents brought a class action suit 
against San Francisco Unified School District, alleging that unequal educationaf opportunities 
resulted from the District's failure to establish a program to address the limited English 
proficiency of students of Asian ancestry. In Lau v. Nichols, the Supreme Court ruled that the 
District's failure to provide English langUage instruction was a violation of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964. 

Many proponents are fond of citing polls noting the popularity of some of these English
only proposals and note with pride the fact that 22 states have adopted some version of English as 
an Official Language laws. This was also true of the many discriminatory laws that our country . 
has since condemned and repealed as immoral and antithetical to the highest values we hold. 
Would we today applaud the reintroduction of the Alien Land Laws? Or the internment of 
Japanese Americans during World War II which was popular in its day? A California new~paper 
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during that time asked its readers hew many weuld suppert the depertatien ef American bern 
citizens ef Japanese ancestry. An everwhelming majerity supperted that prepesal, yet this 
Cengress has since apelegized fer the actiens taken against Japanese' Americans and neted it 
happened because ofa failureefleadership. Cengress sheuld net permit anether such failure ef 
leadership. . ' 

II. ENGLISH-ONLY ADDRESSES A NONEXISTENT PROBLEM 

Many supporters ef English-enly laws er Official-English laws appear to. believe that there 
is a threat to. the English language and that immigrants weuld net etherwise learn English. There 
is abselutely no. basis fer their beliefs. Accerding to. the 1990 U.S. Census, 97% ef Americans 
speak English "well" er "very well." A recent study by a University ef Seuthern Califernia 
demegrapher, Dewell Myers, feund that "immigrants de net remain una~similated and unchanged. 
The speed ef immigrants' upward mebility is striking -- reflecting their rapid incerperatien into. 
the American ecenemy and seciety." The study tracked immigrants who arrived duri~g the 
seventies and feund that the prepertien ef English speakers ameng Asian immigrants rese frem 
39% to. 53% in 10 years frem 1980 to. 1990. 15 

In additien, accerding to. the Natienal Immigratien Ferum, "immigrants are lesing their 
native language at a faster pace than immigrants early in this century. Previeusly, it had taken 
three generatiens fer an immigrant family to. ~empletely lese its native tengue .... <In recent 
decades, there appears to. be a trend tewards menelingual English speaking in the children ef 
immigrants.:' 

Clearly there is no. need fer any additienal punitive "incentive" to. enceurage immIgrants to. 
learn English. The data spews that immigrants are beceming net enly fluent in English, but 
menelingual English-speaking within a generatien. Censequently, English-enly is inapprepriateas 
it is a respense to. a misidentified problem. The preblem is net that immigrants are refusing to. 
learn English, but rather that, there is a lack ef reseurces to. meet the need fer English as a Secend 
Language classes. Even such greups as U.S. English agree that "immigrants want and need to. 
learn English. 16 Indeed, statistics shew that there are leng waiting lists ef peeple who. want to. 
study English. In Washingten, D.C., an estimated 5,000 immigrants were turned away from 
English as a Secend Language classes in the 1994 scheel year. In New Y erk, the scheels have had 
to. resert to. alettery system to. decide enrellment in English classes. In Les Angeles, there are 
waiting list as leng as 40 to. 50 theusand waiting to. enrell in English classes. 

S.356 states that its purpese is "to. help immigrants betterassimilate .... " If this is the intent 
ef its spenser, Cengress sheuld fecus en increasingreseurces fer English classes rather than en 
punishing these who. already want to. learn English, threugh English-enly laws, like S.356. 
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Ill. ENGLISH-ONLY LAWS VIOLATE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS" 

The Supreme Court in Meyer v. Nebraska l7 stated that: 

The protection of the Constitution extends to all~ to those who speak other languages as 
well as those born with English on the tongue. Perhaps itwould be highly advantageous if 
all had ready understanding of our ordinary, speech, but this cannot ~e coerced by methods ' 
which conflict with the Constitution -- a desirable end cannot be promoted by prohibited 
means. 

A. Prohibiting Translation Compromises Due Process 

The civil and criminal judicial process would be seriously compromised by official English 
legislation. The exception in Section 3(a) ofS.356 does not protect participants in our legal 
system. It does not protect litigants in civil actions. 

Moreover, there have been instances where Asian Pacific American crime victims have 
been mistakenly jailed by police officers while the real criminals walk away because they were 
able to speak English. Asian and Pacific Islander women have suffered "revictimization" by the 
very sources from whom they have sought help because of language and cultural barriers. In one 
case, a woman who had been repeatedly abused by her husband was preparing dinner when he 
tried to attack her. When she tried to ward him off, he lunged and fell onto the knife she had been 
waving in front of her. Terrified, she ran to call the police but when the police came, her husband, 
who spoke better English, accused her of attacking him. She was arrested and put in jail with bail . 
set at $500. The case is still pending. IS This kind of situation is not atypical. Ifinterpreters or 
language assistance is not allowed, how do the police and investigators communicate with crime 
witnesses or victims who might have pertinent information? 

The Massachusetts Commission to Study Racial and Ethnic Bias in the Courts found that 

non-English speaking. participants in the legal system obtain fewer restraining orders in domestic 


, violence cases. Moreover, because restraining order forms are only in English, victims of 
domestic violence often were unable to obtain them unless they could find a volunteer 
interpreter. 19 They also are,more likely to lose the custody of their children when'interpreter 
services are unavailable in the early stages of a care and protection proceeding. At public 
hearings, people told the Commission that judges had actually asked defendant husbands to act as 
interpreters Jor their battered wives.' . 

Government must b~ permitted or even required to provide cet1ified translat~rs for criminal 
and family court cases ..Reliance on volunteer translators can result in judicial-procedures that fail 
to provide due process or equal protection. A 1994 Virginia State Supreme Court study cited 
several incidents when an improper translation seriously affected a trial's outcome. It concluded 
that there is' a "widespread breakdown in due process and equal protection for non-English 

\ . 
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speaking litigants who appear before the COurtS."20 A court administrator for a Maryland court said 
that poor translation during a trial can mean excessive jail time or fines for non-English speaking 
defendants. 21 

B. English-on1y Laws Violate the First Amendment .. 

English-only laws violate the First Amendment right to free speech for government 
employees and for elected officials. The exemptions in S.356 clearly do not eliminate these 
problems. Just this year, the Ninth Circuit, en bane, held that an Arizona English-only law with 
similar features as to the various proposed legislation in Congress, "was not a valid regulation of 
the speech of public employees and is unconstitutionally over broad. By prohibiting public 
employees from using non-English languages in performing their duties, the article unduly burdens 
their speech rights as well as the speech interests of a portiQn of the populace it serves. The article 
similarly burdens the First Amendment rights of state and local officials and officers in the 
executive, legislative and judicial branches.'m As Judge Brunetti noted inhis concurrence in 
Yniquez v. Arizonans for Official English, "By restricting the free communication of ideas between 
elected officials and the people they serve, [Arizona'S English-only law] threatens the very 
survival of our democracy." He added, "The First Amendment precludes a successful electoral 
majority from restricting political communications with a certain segment of the electorate."23 

C. English-only Laws Disenfranchise Voters 

S.356 appears to repeal Section 2'03 of the Voting Rights Act which requires jurisdictions 
with Hispanic, Asian or Native American populations meeting a threshold requirement to provide 
language assistance in voting, from registration through voter education and the voting booth. In 
reauthorizing and broadening Section 203 in 1992 with bipartisan support and the support of 
President Bush,Congress acknowledged the need to ensure the importance of language assistance 
to providing Hispanic, Asian and Native American citizens with an effective vote. 

The affiliates of the Consortium have monitored voting· practices in New York, San 
Francisco and Los Angeles. Bilingual assistance is extremely important to ensuring the full 
participation of Asian Pacific American voters. Many elections cover complex subjects that even 
native born English speakers find difficult to understand. Negotiating one's way through a polling 
place and through ballot instructions involves vocabulary not used in everyday communications. 
In the November 1994 elections, 31% of the Chinese American voters polled in New York City 
and 14% of the Chinese American voters polled in San Francisco indicated they used election 
materials translated into Chinese. These are individuals who want to participate in the democratic 
process, but who might not be able to do so if English-only becomes the law of the land. 

IV. . ENGLISH-ONLY LAWS CREATE UNJUST PUBLIC POLlCY 

The issue is whether government should try to prohibit the use of other languages to the 
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detriment of other American values such as due process, equal treatment, effective and efficient· 
delivery of services, health care, education and public safety. 

Every official English bill before Congress would amend Title 4 of the United States Code 
making English the nation's official language of Government. It is important to point out that 
"official English" is English-only because it would become illegal for federal employees or 
documents to communicate in a language other than English. 

S.356's main section states that the U.S. Government shall conduct its official business in 
English. In S.356, the term, "official business," is defined as "those governmental actions, 
documents, or policies which are enforceable with the full weight and authority of the 
Government. tI 24 However,.there is no clear distinction between official and unofficial business. 
Furthermore, do English-only laws simply refer to the form of speech or linguistic medium or does 
it extend to the content or substance of the message?' More importantly, is this a really a debate 
about the importance ofspeaking English or is it about the government regulating what language 
may be used? 

The public is hardly well-versed in the details and legalities of what "official" uses of 
language could entail. In some states with English-only statutes, people are led to believe that 
because an English-only law exists, they are permitted and even required to impose English-only 
rules at work, including restricting conversations at work and lunchtime, in administrative settings, 
and other settings.25 Some people may also use the statute, however well-intentioned, for further 

. discrimination. 

A. English-Only is Unenforceable 

Another potential problem is policing the use ofEnglish. What is an English word? In a 
recently published commentary in the U.S. News & World Report, the author described the 
English language as a 'glorious mongrel.' The English language is an immense amalgamation of 
words adopted from over fifty languages. Three out of the four words in the dictionary are foreign 
born. The English language is ever developing, taking foreign words and making them our own. 
Who will be the official government arbiter of what is an English term? An enormous government 
apparatus w()uld be needed to enforce these laws. 

Several proposed English-only bills would allow citizens to sue one another if the new 
federal "preference" for EI)glish is violated. One can only imagine the divisiveness and invasion 
of privacy that this "bounty hunter" provision would engender. Our courts would be clogged with· 
cases where parties would be arguing over the use of a word or phrase that mayor may not be 
English and that mayor may not have been used in an "official" communication. 
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For example, would schools he sued for having "tacos" or "salsa"on their menus? Would 
the President be sued for using a foreign phrase in an official greeting? This law would have 
prohibited President Kennedy from making his famous "Ich bin ein Berliner" speech. The U.S" 
Mint would be required to remove the Latin motto of the United States of America, E Pluribus ' 
Unum, and Novus Ordo Seclorum from the one dollar bill. 

B. 	 English-Only Laws Impair the Government's Ability to Provide Important Services 
to Taxpaying Americans 

S.356 states that the bill "will promote efficiency and fairness to all people," but 
prohibiting language assistance by government employees would actually further limit the delivery 
of government services to many Americans not proficient in English who, because oflanguage 
barriers, may not be aware ofeither social services or their right to seek such services. 

1. 	 Health Care 

One in five Asian Pacific Americans are limited-English proficient (LEP); For these 
persons, language becomes a formidable barrier to accessing and receiving health and safety 
information and health care services}6 It isu.nclear how far the exemption for public health in 
Section 3(a) goes in covering-the health of individual Americans as opposed.to the general public 

( .-	 ! 

health. Pr()hibiting public health entities and workers from providing information arid forms in 
other languages would have terrible consequences for the health and safety of Asian Pacific 
Americans and the' general public. 

, Asian Pacific Americans who have limited English skills will not have access to 
preventative services and will be turned away from public hospitals. Even worse, the lackof 
accurate communication between physician and patient may result in misdiagnoses, Urmecessary 
and expensive tests, and delayed second class care. One study found that language differences 
caused treatment to take 25-50 percent longer than treatment for English-'speaking patients.27 

Such delays may have serious, even fatal consequences. According to the statement by Dennis P. 
Andrulis, Pl1.D., one.physician bluntly stated, '.'I've seen patients die because' of the inability to 
communicate their problem t6 their provider." . 

, , 	 ' 

A study on interpretation and translation services released in March 1995, revealed that 
over one in ten U.S. teaching hospital patients face significant challenges incomrminicating care 
needs to their provider as aresult of language barriers 'or hearing impairment However, while the. 
use of professional interpreters is common in international business and diplomacy, professional 
interpreters are rarely available in health care?8 What the system requires is more, not less,' 
assistance. 

Lack of trained translator services has resulted in malpractice. When LEP persons are 
. forced to rely upon untrained interpreters and family niemb~rs, they often avoid seeking care when 
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it might involve embarrassing disclosures. For example, a mother may not want to talk about 
female problems in front of a male neighbor or a y:oung son. Inaccurate translations result in 
inappropriate care and failure to understand the health care options that are available to them.29 

There was a case in Chicago when a woman complained ofsevere abdominal pains after 
prematurely delivering her son. The doctor understood a little Spanish and told her that the pains 
were normal and ordered aspirin and orange juice for her. Thenext morning, she died of a brain 
hemorrhage.30 In another case, a patient had undergone kidney surgery but did not know whether 
the entire kidney or part of it had been removed. She continued to go back for follow-up visits and 
took eleven medications she did not know what they were for. Only when a community health 
center worker called the hospital to investigate, did she learn that her entire right kidney had been 
removed due to complications ofTB and,the follow-up visits/medications were unnecessary.3l 

Existing bilingual services are effective in providing Asian Pacific Americans with 
adequate health care. In Miami, Jackson Memorial Hospital provides comprehensive and sensitive 
interpretation services to meet the needs of the multi-ethnic population of Miami. Since its 
existence, several hundred thousand non-English-speaking patients have been served. 
Bilingual health classes are very important in educating people about prevention of transmittable 
'diseases such as AIDS. Without bilingual education health programs, there would be more disease 
'spread and the overall health and safety of Americans would be affected. . 

2. Public Safety 

There are many 911 emergency assistance progr~s that provide translation servic;es 
through AT&T Language Line. Without translators, many Asian Pacific Americans and other 
minorities would not be ableto get 911 emergency assistance; a service their taxes support and a 
service vital to public safety. 

Moreover, access to law enforcement and protection would be effectively eliminated if 
government employees and agencies are prohibited from communicating to the Asian Pacific 
American community in their native languages. Language barriers are one of the greater barriers 
to effective law enforcement in inimigrant communities. LEP persons cannot report crimes or 
assist the police or prosecutors if there are no translators to aid them. In an area such as Los 
Angeles where there are an overwhelming number of Asian Pacific Americans, ifofficers cannot 
use their language skills or use qualified interpreters, Asian gangs and organized crime cannot be 
infiltrated and eliminated. Murders, robberies, rapes and domestic violence will go unreported or 
unprosecuted. If these crimes are not reported and prosecuted, then the public safety of the entire 
community will he endangered. ' 
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3. Education 

S.356 appears to implicitly either abolish or amend the Bilingual Education Act. The BEA 
provides Congressional funds for a variety of state and local bilingual educational programs. The 
BEA came about as a result of the 1974 Supreme Court decision ofLau v. Nichols in which the 
Court declared that all students have the right to an eqmil educational opportunity. In other words, 
non-English speaking immigrant students have the same right to a meaningful education as 
English-speaking students .. Furthermore, failing to provide language assistance constitutes a 
violation ofTitle VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

Bilingual education is not about instilling ethnic pride or creating ethnic separatism. 
Bilingual education is a method of teaching English to language minority children while they 
continue to learn other subjects in their native tongue. There are studies that show students who 
become proficient in their native language actually do better in a variety ofother subjects and even· 
make the transition to English more easily. 

Enactment of any of the proposed measures would jeopardize the education ofAsian 
Pacific Americans. Although a survey in 1980 identified over 450 Asian bilingual education 
programs throughout the nation, they appear to be underfinanced and are often fragmented and 
uncoordinated.32 If bilingual education were to be eliminated or to become illegal, .teachers would 
be unable to teach or communicate with many of their students. Furthermore, English-only laws 
would prohibit teachers and school administrators from speaking with the students' parents to 
discuss problems or to encourage parents' school involvement. A Montgomery County Maryland 
school offic~al has stated, "Ifparents are involved and they know what'.s going on, their kids do 
much better."33 In a time where there are studies to show how important parent involvement is for 
the future well-being ofour children, English-only laws would promote just the opposite. ' 

A middle:school in Fairfax County Virginia initiated a special outreach effort for 
immigrant families. A Southeast Asian father appreciated the effort and said, "Without a 
translator, I couldn't come. It's too uncomfortable." A Pakistani father said that the multilingual 
information program gave him and his wife the feeling that "We belong.,,34 

V. OTHER CONCERNS 

The Consortium believes that the proposed legislation is racially divisive. For example, 
dUring the debate over an English-only sign ordinance in Monterey Park, the public meetings 
generated discussion rife with racism and bigotry. The debate split the community even though 
only 13 of 1,000 businesses in Monterey had no English on their signs. 

Public officials who encourage the politics of division legitimize acts of hate violence. The 
debate over Proposition 187 led to increased incidents. In the Consortium's anti-Asian violence 
audit report for last year, we found an all to common theme running through th~ incidents.. For 
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example: 

IJ 	 An Asian American man was stabbed by a white man in Sacramento, California. 
The attacker explained that he was acting "to defend our country." 

o 	 A White man attacked an Asian American man with a bat while yelling, "Y ou're in 
my country--Get out!" "Go back to your country, this is America." . 

o 	 An Indian American student in Pennsylvania was assaulted by a group of white 
youths who were yelling "Go home, f---ing Iranian, you f---ing Asian sh-t, go home 
foreigner." . 

As this debate moves forward, it is important that the Subcommittee exercises its 

leadership in ensuring that the discussion remains on the principles involved and that their 

statements do not, however inadvertently, add to the xenophobia and bigotry that has already 

begun to take their toll. 


CONCLUSION 

English-only and English as the "official" language laws are divisive and are an 
. unnegessary solution to a nonexistent problem. Moreover, they violate First Amendment rights, as 
well as rights to due process and equal protection under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. 
Finally, they are antithetical to the publiC welfare of our country. They seek to punish Americans 
not fluent in English by effectively withholding vital public services such as education, health care, 
law enforcement protection and public safety warnings. These laws will have a disproportionate 
impact on Asian and Latinos who have made up 80% of the immigration stream over the past two 
decades. 

Proponents of theses laws who sincerely want to ensure the increase in the ability of our 

newest Americans to speak English would do better to invest in providing funding for English 

classes. 
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BILL TEXT Report for H.C.R.83 
As introduced in the House, July 13, 1995 

IV 

l04th CONGRESS 


1st Session 


H. CON. "RES. 83 

Entitled, the "English Plus Resolution". 


, IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
July 13, 1995, 

Mr. Serrano (for himself, Mr. Pastor, Ms. Ros-Lehtinen, Ms'. 
Velazquez, Mr. Underwood, Mr. Romero-Barcelo, Mr. Gutierrez, Mr. 
Richardson, Mr. Torres, Mr. Becerra, Ms. Roybal-Allard, Mr. 
Gonzalez, Mr. Ortiz, Mr. Tejeda, Mr. Menendez, Mr. Towns, Mr. 
Owens, Mr. Farr, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Moran, Mrs. Meek of Florida, 
Ms. Jackson-Lee, Mr.' 'Fattah, Mr. Scott, Mr. Dellums,Ms. Pelosi, 
Mr. Miller of California, Mr. Lewis of Georgia, Mr. Nadler, Mr. 
Rangel, Mr. Mineta, Mrs.' Mink of Hawaii, and Mr. Abercrombie) 
submitted the following concurrent resolution; whic;h was ref~,rred 
to the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
Enti,tled", .the "English Plus Resolution". 

==============================. 

Whereas English is the primary language of the United States, 
and all members of the society recognize the importance of English 
to national life and individual accomplishment; 

Whereas many residents of the ' United States speak native 
languages other than English, including many languages indigenous 
to this country, and these linguistic resources should be conserved 
and developed; 
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c . \.:..

Whereas this Nation was founded on a commitment to democratic 
principles, and not onr'acial,' ethnic, or religious homogeneity, 
and has drawn strength from a'giversity of languages and cultures 
and from a respect for individual liberties; 

" Whereas multilingualism, or the ability to speak languages in 
addition to English, is·a tremendous resource to the United states 
because such ability enhances American competitiveness in global 
markets by permittingimproved communication and cross-cultural 
understanding between producers and suppliers, vendors and clients, 
and retailers and consumers; . 

Whereas multilingu'alism' ';improves United states diplomatic 
efforts by fostering enhanced communication and greater 
understanding between nations; , 

Whereas multilingualism has historically been an essential 
element of national security; including the use of Native American 
languages in the development of coded communications during World 
War II, the Korean War,. and the Vietnam War; 

Whereas multilingualism promotes greater cross-cultural 
understanding between.· different racial and ethnic groups in the 
U:nited States;· 

.Whereasthere is no threat to the status of English in the 
Undted States, a.language that is sp~ken-b¥~_ p~~cent of United 
States residents, according to the r9~90 Uhi"i: 'fates Census, and 
there is no need to designate any official United States language 
or to adopt similar restrictionist legislation; 

Whereas "English-only" measures, .or proposals to designate 
English as the sole official language of the United States, would 
violate traditions of cultural pluralism, divide communities along 
ethnic lines, jeopardize the pr9vision of law enforcement, public 
health, education, and other vital services to those whose English 
is limited, impair government efficiency, and undercut the national 
interest by hindering the deve~opment of language skills needed to 
enhance international-compet-j;ti~veness·-'and conduct diplomacy; and 

Whereas such "English-only" measures would represent an 
unwarranted Federal' regulation of,· self~expression, abrogate 
constitutional rights to freedom of expression and equal protection 
of the laws, violate international human rights treaties to which 
the United States is a signatory, and contradict the spirit of the 
1923 Supreme Court case Meyer' v. Nebraska, wherein the, Court 
dec~ared that "The protection of the Constitution, extends to all; 

·to those who speak other languages as well as to those born.with 
English on the tongue" : 'Now, '.' therefore,' be it 



, .... 

Resolved-by the House of Representatives' (the Senate 
concurring), That the 'United~S'tates Government 'should pursue 
policies that-

( 1) encourage.', all r'e's'idents of th.+s country to, become 
fully proficient in English by 'expanding educationalopportunities; 

" • ' , ••f • '. 

( 2 ) conserv~':'<and"'''' develop the Nation's linguistic 
resources by encouraging::s'llresidents of this country to learn or 
maintainski'ils in a language 'other then 'English; 

(3) assist NatIve' ;Ame~icans, Native Alaskans , Native 
Hawaiians, and other peoples indigenous to the United States; in 
their efforts to prevent', the extinction ofthe1,r languages and 
cultures; , 

(4) continue to provide services in languages other than 
English as rieeded to facilitate'access to essential ,functions ot 
government, promote public health and safety, ensure due process, 
promote equal educational opportunity, and protect ,fund<;imenta,l', 
rights; and 

(5) recognize the importance'of multilingualism to vital 
American interests and individual rights, and oppose "English-only" 
measures and similar language restrictionist measures. 

* 



~, OCT-20-95 FR I 11: 19 AM HHS OCR FAX NO. 2026193437 P.02, 


" October 20, 19;15 

Note: Steve Warnath 

Attached is a summary from our Legislative OfficE! of the 
hearings on English as the -Official Language. It might be helpful 
for the Administ.ration to have a view overall of agency bi1ingual 
programs and what they do. I am going to ask for a' catalog of 
programs/informacion brochures with HHS as a starting point in this 
regard. 

Dennis Hayashi 
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COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 


Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Families ~Hearing on English as tbe Common Language 

Panel I 

Representative Bill Emerson, (R -M0) Repres~ntative Jose E. Serrano CD-NY) 
Representative Toby Roth (R-WI) Senator Richard C. Shelby (R-AL) 
Representative Peter T. King CR-NY) 

Panel II 

Representative Sonny Bono (R-CA) Representative Gene Green CD-TX) 
Representative Xavier Becerra (D-CA) Representative Sam Farr (D-CA) 
Representative Ed Pastor CD .. AZ) Representative Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) 
Representative Robert Underwood (D-GU) . Representative Sheila Jackson~ue (D-TX) 

'Representative John T. Doolittle (R-CA) Representative Robert A. Underwood (D
GU) . 

Openine Remarks 

Chairman Cunningham noted that 21 states have declared English as the common language. 
He recognized that the U.S. is the only country that uses one language and supported that 
policy. He credited Dole for bringing the issue to the forefront back in September and 
stated, "If you want [0 achieve the American Dream, you must undersm.nd and use the 
English language." He urged no discussion of the bi':'linglial education program. 

Rep. Kildee stated our forefathers saw no need for establishing English as the official 
language of the tJ. S. and there is no need for a law now. He mentioned that 95 % of the 
population speaks English, and the U.S. is already the most mono~lingual country in the 
world. There are enough forces to encourage people to learn and speak English. 

Panel I: T estirrlonJ: 

Rep. Emerson supports esm.blishing English as the official language. It is our language by 
custom and force. Citing a GAO report, the government and taxpayer resources have been 
wasted to produce government documents in several languages. He sponsors HR 123 which 
supports a common language suggest it would promote empowe.rmcnt and inclusion. 

Rep. Shelby argued thar promoting English would not limit anyone from speaking his or her 
native language. It is an unifying force and the greatest divider. He noted that 88 countries 
in me U. N. ha\'e constitutional policies. . Eighty-one percent of.lst inunigrants support . 
English as the official language. , It is a bonding force. English is th.e language of 
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0pp0mlnity and assimilation in this country .. 

Rep. Roth, an advocate of English as the common langUage, stated that twelve different. 
languages are spoken in NY. He argued that the lack of a common language denies students 
an adequate education. relegares children as 2nd class cirizens and promotes segregation. 

Rep. King stated that without legislation to establish a common language the U.S remains a 
nation divided against itself. He also argued tha,t bi·lingual education takes away the 
incentive to learn English. 

Rep. Serrano testified in opposition to establishing English as the official language. He 
argued that there is no problem •. ninety-seven percent of Americans speak Englisb. Non
English speaking Citizens have economic and social incentives to learn to speak English. He 
advised against passing a law which would make use of another language against the law. 

Panel I: Discussion 

Rep. Kildee commented that only 265 documents out of 400.000 governm.ents produced by 
the U.S. Govenunent. were in other languages. 

Rep. King - NOled his legisbirion makes allowances for senior citizens but benefits kids better 
when just English is learned. 

Rep. Roth - Argued that the US has a unique challenge among countries: 190 ethnicities. 
English as a conunon language would serve asa bonding factor. 

Rep. King - The citizenship ceremony in another language sends the wrong message. 

Rep. Mink: - If local education is the culpril, then you need to address the education system. 
. Just because I speak: English, it doesn't mean I feel like I have a bond with anyone around 

here. Values, not language, create the bond. 

Rep. Engel accused supporters of the legislation of "shameful immigrant bashing" He stated 
this legislation promotes divisiveness, and questioned why regulate the language we choose to 
speak to each other should be regulated. " 

Rep. Barcelo - He exemplied the common pressures on immigrants to learn English without a 
law when they came to this country: When his family came over to the U.S., sons and 
daughters were ashamed of their parents becau~e they didn't speak English. He added thaI: 
his daughter just got a job because she speaks two languages. 

Rep. Roth stated the U.S. is a "melting pot" and not a "salad bowl." 

panel II: Testimony 
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Rep. Bono - It's common sense: We're Americans. we speak English, 

Rep. Doolittle- He introduced Hse. Res. 109 constitutional amendment dec1aring English the 
. official language of the United States. It is a mistaken notion that multi-lingualism is a 
hinderance. If you don't speak English. you can't succeed. 

'Rep. Green testified that making English the official hmguage is a phony solution, and it 
limits our nation.· English is and always has been the first language. It is clear that English 
is spoken by a vast majority of Americans - 94 perccm. Only .06% ofgovernment ... 
document!) are printed in other languages. 

Rep. Jackson-Lee arguedrhat Democratic values, freedom and tolerance urufies us, not 
language. Language is a personal fonn of expression. 

Rep. Farr - Thirty-two million speak Spanish to each other. You can't enforce the law. 

Rep. Pastor - Arizona passed a law requiring all business [0 he conducted in English. The 
9th Circuit Court of Appeals moved the law unconsti[utional;it violated the first ainendment~ 

Rep. Pelosi testified that only 1 in 5 have limi[ed English skills. Children adapt differently 
. ro new languages. A law requiring non-English speaking citizen's to receive a proper 
education with a right to vote and education. 

Rep_ Underwood - We acknowledge thar English is already the official language. This bill 
would be bas.ed on fear of diversity. English only is like driving a car with one gear. 
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1. CONGRESSIONAL HISPANIC CAUCUS 
STATEMENT ON "ENGLISH-ONLY" MEASURES 

. " ;,' 

'" 

"',: "," The CODg~ionalliispanicCaucus (CHC), advocates th~ promotion"of greater 'cross-culturill 
UliderstancliJig betweerf different raeial and ethnic groups in the United States. Our cultUral 

, and linguistic riChness should be conServed and developed. MultilingUalism is vital to ' 
, Anlerican interests ,and individuafrights. . , 

The eRC strongly opposes "Englisb-only" aDd' silniIat JaDguage restrictionist measures. 
,Numerous bills have been introduced in the l04th Congress that propose to make English "the 
'ofrlCiallanguage of the government of the United States.'1 These,proposals are dangerous, 
tiDnecessarY,and shortl..sighted. ' 

..." ,. English-Only is, unneceSsary: No one is contending' that English cease to be our primary 
language. According to the Censtis~ over 97, percent ,of Americans speak English. 
Furthermore, oiuy 0.06 percent offederal documents are ill 'languages other than English, , 

, " " 'I 

aecording to the General AccoiInting Office (GAO). Newcomers to pur Country are leanrlng 
, English faster than' ever, before. ' " 

• 	 English-imly undenninesAmerica's globalcOu1petitiyeness; In an era in which four of five 
jobs ate created through exports, the suppression of, otller languages, makes it more difficult ' 
to do business -with other nations. ' 

'. , English.;onlY measures areilnconstitutioi1af, The Arizona "English-only" initiative has been 
found to, be unconstitutional by the Ninth Circuit Court in Ylliguez v. Arizonans for Official 
English. According to the Courts, it viol~tes the First Amendment right to free speech. 

'.! " 

• , 	 Enilish;.on1y rt.akes, government inefficient and ineffective: In Arizona, the court found that 
etpployees' knowledge of diverse languages made government more efficient and less coStly; 
The,Arizona. law and legislation pending, in Congress would o~t1aw communication betWeen 
elected offiCials and their constituents in an)' language but English. 

, • ' 	 English';;only restricts access-to services and..goyernment: Millions of tax-paying,cltizens and 
residents, wdUld' be unable t6 ~ccess andeoIilmunicate, with their government; That would 
mClude residents of Puerto Rico, Native American reserVations arid U.S.' temtories in the 

, Pacific, whose rightto communicate, in a native laDguage is protected by treaty or custom. 

• 	 English·only measures undermine our diplomatic ties with..other countries: English-only 
proVisions woUld ban the use of other languages in'developing relations with other countries. 
In addition, multilingualism assists in national security effo$ through the development of 
cOded communications and the collecti~ of sensitive' intelligence infonnation. _' 

',', • 	 English:..only threatens public' h~th and safety: ' Heal.th and immunization policies will be, 
harder to implement if the government Cannot successfully communicate with non-English~ 
speakers. ,In addition, police will be ~dered when gathering information and interviewing 
non·English~sp¢akirtg witnesses. ' 

/ 
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.• • 	 English-only do¢s noteqYa1better education: English--only has nothing to do with improving .:' 
education or educational opportunities.. Ins~ead of facilitating learning and Communication, 
proponems of English...only focus on prohibiting the use of other languages. 'Bilingual . 
education, on the other hand, teaches children,English and facilitates their learning of math, 
2science and other, areas of chal!enging content at tbesame time. .. ;En&:lish·only measures are intrusive and divisive: English--only measures would tell 
A.mericans how to; talk for. the fITst time in i19 years of our history: English-only measures 
are divisive and encourage discrimination against Americans whose fwt language is not 

. English. 	 . ':.. ,' " 

The CHC-sponsored legislation, The English Plus Resol~tion (H. Con. Res. 83) introduced on July ':,: :.~ 
,.13, 1995, would have the United Stites Government pursue policies that encourage aU Americans to 

" . learn or mainrain skills in a language other then English and become fully proficien~ in English by ': 1 
, 

expandirig educational opportunities. The Resolution also supports policies that provide services in 

. wlguages other than English as needed to facilitate access to eSsentiaJ functions of government and . 

protect ftilldamental rights. ' 


Issued PebTIIIJr, 2. 1996 
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The"Ertglisli'Ph]s"Resoiufi~n:6n July"13/ 1995, the Co~gressionai Hispanic: 
,CaucusiritrOduced the English P.iusRe~0Iuti.6~ to counteract English.;Only 
legislation.,' ',',. ,,' '" .' , "', ,," r'i" " 

" -.. 	 " 

-title: ' ',: H, Con Res 83', , The English Plus ResOlution of. 1995 ' , ' 
Author: ", 'Jo~'Serr~o (D--NY) (CHC:.sponsored'effort)' ,,',' :, ' 
statUs: ,33 cosponsorS, Teferredto the House, Committee on,Economic and: 

, Educational Opportunities,:(Subcommittee'on Early Childhood" 
.Youth and Families)' .' , " ' ", ,", ,,;', ',:' 

, 	 ",j' 

, 'Destription:, ~sHo~se:CoP:burrent ,Resolutionreinforcesth~ Iioli~~ that 
bilingualism is good and should ~ promoted. The (resolution notes: ' 
• 	 .'the'importance of English to national life and.ipdi,vidual accomplishment, 

. '. 'the lariguag.espoken b{94% of-the population;' ",." ,,', ,.: , 
• 'llngwstic resouices;; suph,as, native languages 'other than English, should 
, ' , be"conservCd and developed; , , ' , , ' " ': ,,:'.,',,' ' 

, • 'this' nation wa~ founded: on democrati6:prlnCiples; not homogeneIty; 
.in~ltiliri~~ism improves diplomatic effoJ!tsaridis' a b~nefit teithe, ' 

devel9!:iment o(internatioruU economic markets. '~.' '. 
• 	 ,< ". ,. '".: ", 

Th~ieso11.lti.on favors ,U:S., policies,tha.t:"· " , . :' . , " 
• 	 ", ,encourage all 'residents' to learn Qr'matntain skills in:'a language other 

" , than English; . and ',' '. " ." " , " ',:' , , 
• 	 : continue to provid~ services in languages,other than' E~glish as needed to 

, ',' facili~ie access tq es'sel'l:~argov~rrimenf functions, ptomote health and 
, "s'afety,and protert fundamental rights; " ", ", " ' 

B. 'CQurtterirtg';E~glish-Q~y 'InitiatLve..s:',-The eRC strongly o~poses Eilglish~Only
" 	 , 

, legislalion .because it .is uIUleCessaty,pange~ous) iind'divisive. The:CHC has" , 
'historitallY,oPpo$ed measut~s' that would rtiake ,English. the,offlciallang'l1:age' of ' 
, the tJ.S~>~d·other.imtiatives that.wou1d'HmitJhe,p~Cipatioft of,lan~a.ge, ' ' 
, minorities' in' govetnment: ' .", , 
• ," Engli~h.:.bniy la:\vs would disconnect millions of Americans 'froIiitbeir, 

',govehlme~t and'discourage; Americans from leamhig more'thanone 
, ,language -an economic :necessity in today~s global markets.' ' 
- ., . ." . . '. . . . 	 , . ~. 

.: ,The reality isth~t:English is the primary 'language of the U:S. ~ ,a statuS " 
, nOl'tru:eatened by, any 'other language., According to the Census~ over97 
,'~rcent ofAttlep,c8nssp¢akEnglish. ,.English-onlyme~ures are ' , 

, ,

. 
' 

" 

'unnecessary:'ntewcomers and lilTlited-Eriglish-spe8k:ers.\vantto leam', ' 
.. ' 	 .",.". 

'. 
.... , , 	 ; ".', 	 ", ,'j, 

I,,'. 

, 	, 
",', 

http:of,lan~a.ge
http:Th~ieso11.lti.on


. '03/27/96 15:05 '6'202 2251655 CONG. 	 PASTOR DC I~006 

English. In fact, new immigrants seem to follow similar language 
acquisition.pattems of past immigrants' from non-English-spealdng . 
European countries; ". 

C. 	 '. Bilingual Education: Many of the English-Only bills pending in Congress 
propose to eliminate the Bilingual Educ~tion program. The H~spanic Caucus . 
opposes its elimination~ . 

; ~ '. .','
• 	 The Bilingual Education Act was enacted in 1968 (pL # 90-247), and is 

now Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. On 
August 3" 1995, the House passed fIR 2127, the Labor, HHS>Education 
Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 1996. HR 2127 proposes 75 percent .. ' 

. in cuts to the bilingual Education program, from $192.2 million in FY95 . 
to $53 million in FY96. HR '2127 is stalled in the Sertate over 

,, .. 	 . disagreement in other areas. 

• 	 Bilingual instruction has been. proven' to help English-learning students 
maintirin a proficiency i~ critical subject areas, such as math and scienCe, , 
while they lire taught English .. Bilingual education is a means by which 
linguisticaUy diverse students achieve the same high standards required 

.~f all children in the United S~ates·.. The Federal bilingual program is 
essential.to ensuring that the nation' s 3.5 million LEP stUdents have a 
chance to stay in school and succeed . 

. ,1",' • 	 Without bilingual education, limited-English-proficient (LEP) students 
must first master a seCond language before receiving instruction in other 
academic areas. The National Academy of Sciences has proven that 
learning a proficient level of English in 'academic areas among grade 
students 'takes 3 or more years. . 

, . 
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III.' 'COMMITTEE ACTION AND PENDING LEGISLATION, 


, Committee FIearinas: The House Econ.omic and Education Opportunities 
,Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Families, chaired by Rep. 
'Cunmngham, held heariDgs on October 18 and November 1, 1995. The 
October 18 hearing included the testimonies of Representatives Pasto,r (D-AZ), 
Becerra '(D-tA),SeIrano (D-NY), Underwood (D-Guaffi), Farr (D-CA), 
Jackson-Lee (D-tx), a.nd'Pelosi (D-CA) in opposition of English-Only 
measures in the spring: Testifying in favoI' of English;"Only legislation were 
Senator Shelby (R-AL) and Representatives Emerson (R'-MO)" King (R-NY) 
,an'dBono (R'-CA). The Senate Govern.mental Affairs Committee', chaired by 
Senator Ted Stevens, has scheduled a hearing for March 7. 1996. " 

, 	 ' 

, Description of pending En~lish-OnlyBil1s 

Title: HR 123 and S 356 - The Laniuage of Government Act of 1995 

Author: Bill Emerson (R-MO); Sen. Shelby (R.:.AL) 

Status: HR 123 has 193 cosponsors; S 356 ~as 22 cosponsors. HR 123 


, 'has been referred to the House Committee on' Economic and 
Educational OpportUnities (Subcommittee on Early Childhood, 
Youth and Families) 

Des6ription: HR 123 h'as the highest probability' of being the vehicle' for 

Conimittee markup since it has the largest number of cosponsors. It states: 

• 	 the only. common thread binding 'the diverse population of the United 


States. is acomIllon language; ,. 

• 	 by leru:mng the English langUage, immigrants will have the .skills and 

literacy necessary'to become citizens; . . . 
the use of a single ,common language in the ~oi1duct' of the Government's 

. official business will promote efficiency and fairness to all people; 
.' 	 English should be recognized in law as the only language' of official 


business of the· Government; 

• 	 no person should suffer discrimination solely for speaking English. 

Exc1u:sions: . , 	 ' 
• . use of languages other than English' in any nonofficial ,capacity; 
• 	 actions· or doCuments that protect the public health 
• 	 actions that protc~t the rights of victims of crimes or criminal 


defendants; ~ 

. I 	 , 

• 	 actions', documents or policies that are not enforceable in the United 

States. 
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,Title: " , HR 1005 - The' National yn&ua&eAct of1995 
,Author:;' , Peter King: (R-NY) ,'., 
Status: 36 cosponsors, referred to the, House Com'miuee on the Judiciaryi 

(Subcommittee on the Constitution) and the House Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportunities, (Subcommittee on Early 
'Child~ood~ Youth and Families)'" ' ',; 

Description: HR 1005 is the broadest reaching of the English-only bills, since 
it targets bilingual education and other 'pTograms~ lL is also perhaps the nt()st 

'publicae:d. It would do the folloWing: ' , ' , " " 
• 	 make English the official language of the government; 

'. ' require thegoveriunent to conduct all, official business in English; , 
. 

.r~peal the Bilingual ,EducatioriAct, Title VIT; , 

,',' 

• 	 abolish the ,Office of Bilingual' Education and Minority Languages Affairs 
(OBEMLA);, ' ' ' ' 

• ' 	 ,deVote funds previously provided to OBEMLA for deficit reduction; 
• 	 'pennit funds to be used for the year, after enactment to support a 

,transition to programs of English as a second language; 
, , • repeal the bl1j.ngual assistance Tequirements, of the Voting Rights Act; and 

, 	,.' reqUire aU citizenship cererrio'nies to be admirustered, in 
English. 

" 'Qther'English;'Only Bills:', three'oth~T bills have,beell iutroduced that inClude 
, various components of the King bill. ,Some target bilingual programs and other 
, would amend, the U.S. Constitution to make English the' official national 

. " ,language. ,They include: ' 

• HR 739, Toby Roth (R-Wl), 94 cosponsors; , 

" . , S 175, sen Richard Shelby (D-AL). OcosponsoI;'s 


, " 

" , 

I 
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IV. ATTACHMENTS 

'l 

A: The English Plus Resolution, 

B~ Side-By':Side Comparison of tlEnglish'"~nly" Bills 
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Whereas tabs Nation was founded on acommitment to demo-
1~T11 CONGR.E8S 	 H C·ON RFS 83

1ST SESSJON • • • 	 cralic principles,. and not on racial, ethnic, or re&igiou8< < 	 < 

homogeneity, and 	hOI drawn strength from B divCI'S\ty of 

Elllilled,:lhe "English Plu! Resolution".· 	 languages and cultures and' from a respect for individual 

. liberties; 

< Whereas muH.ilingnolism, .or the ability tospcak languages in 

·addition to Engli~h, is a tl'emcndous resource to 'the
IN THE HOUSR OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Uniled States bec9n~ such ability enhances Anleriean 
JUT,Y &3, 199b 

competitiveness in gfobAI markets by permitting hriproved ',Mr. 8;;1111.\,...0 I(oc- Iliolll,'If, II1r. P4S'I"Oft. I[s. Ro:&-J.SIITI"EfI:'. Ms. 

YEt..\zQ1JI;Z, Mr. UI\'"DERWoon, l\lr. RmIl:RO-BARCELO, !IIr. OUTUU"..r.?:, commu'nieation ann cross-eultllral understanding between 


u lIfr. RfCIIARDSO'N, .lnr. TORRES.Mr, BBCBRRA. lUI.. Ro\"B41..-ALI.Aftll,
.::. 	 prodUCCI'S and S\lp)llicrs, vendors and clients, Rnd re.tail- '1I1r. GOl\'ZALF.z. ,..~. ORTI&. llr. TI!.II!IM,'Mr. NEI\"E~DF.Z. )fro Towt:El,0:.:< 
" 

>.~ 	 l\fr. O\\"EI\S, }\.fr. FAR'll, Mr. t.fc()£rn.OT'r, p'fr.)loJW\", Mrs. NREK of CI"8 and consnmcl'Sj
• CI) Florida. 11111. J.u,"xSOJ\·I.ER, Mr. FATTAlI, I\[r. Soorr. Mr. DEL1.mls • 

<t'! 
jl.. .. 	 Ms. PEWSI, Mr. ~IIU.RR of California, hEr. 1.&\\19' of Ooorgia. Itr. Whereas < multilingualism improves United States diplomatic 


NAnLT.s, MT.'R..\NOBI., lIS'.~hI\ET4, t.lra..J.IJI'\X o(Uftl1'aii. 8udllfr: 
< 


I-' 	 efforts by fosl(lt'iug enhnnecd comm"uicll.tion and greater .ABBRCRO)lRIE) submitted thefollw.;;11 C!OlleUmmt reliliutioo. whith "'118Z 

u o referrEd 10 the CommiUee on Reollomie and EdtaeatiOoel O,'IlO11unilies understanding betwce-n nations; . 


• < 

Whereas multilingualism ,118s hiRtorically been on essentiftl 

clement o( flatiOl'1\1 sccl1rity;inclnding the u~ of Nfttj,.·c . 

American lang1ll\~s iu U,c dcvclopmeut of coded eomnniCONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
nleatiolls dm;ng World War. n, the Korean Waf', and the 


tr) 

Elltitled,-tlic "English Pins IWsolution". 
tr) 	 Vietnftnl War; to 
.-I 
tr) 
.~ 

C\! Whereas English is> the primary language of the United Whereas IIltlltilingt.ali~m IlI'omotes greAter eross-cll1tural un

"' o.. Stales, Ilnd all mem~,~of t.he society recognize the im derstanding between tI,rferent..aeinl and·ethnic groups in 
~ 

.~. 	 portance of English to national life and individual a~onl the United Slates; 
,.1ishmeut; Whereas ·there, is no thrent tQ the. status ,of tnglish in t.he 

to
<0 Whereas mallY residents. of the United States speak nativt 	 United States, ft inl,guoge tlU\t is spo~en by 94 percent 

<tr) languages other than English, iuC&uding many la~guRgeg of United States residents, nccording to t.he 1990 United 

lndigmious to this country, and tncsc linguistie rcsourocs States . Census, 8n(1' tbcre is no need t() designate Itny offi· 


to should be conserved and dcvclo~; cial .. United StAteS. 'langu~gC or to adoptsimil81- restric


.-I 	
, " 

0) 

"r 
~ 	 tionist legislatiol1i
" _-C") 

o 
". -

Whereas liEnglish-on,ly"· measures, or proposals to designate 

, ',English as 'the~ole officiaLbmguagc of the United 'States, . . " .,. ~ .. 	 ~ 

-.UCON &1.IU 
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"3~; 
-t 
-t 
o would violate traditions of culturai' pluralism, divide eom
~ munitics aiOtlg ethnic lines, joopardir.e taw provision of 

la\\' enforcement, public heAlth, education, and other vital 

'services to lhose whose English is limited, impair govcrn~ 
menl efficiency. olid undercut the. natioJlal inte~tby 

hindering the dcv4llopmcni of lan~lagcskill8 needed' to 

e~h8nee inlcrnalionnl eoml»etit.ivenesSand conduct diplo

macy. ftnd 

"'herces"such uEnafish-oj.ly" measures wO\Jld represent an 

'unwarrantell FederalregUlatiofl of selr-c.~;ression, nbro- . 

gate constitutional ."jghts to, frcc'dom of expresRion nud 


Q 
V equal protection of the laws, "io\ateinter:nauonal hums'" 

~ rights treaties to '~hieh the United States is a sigJlatory, 
o 
I-t 
(/) 	 and eontradi(:l the s}lirlt or the 1923 Supreme Court ease 
~ Me~·er v. Nct.rnska, wherein the Court,.declarcd~h8t 
f.!J uThe protection or, the Com~titutioncxtends to oil; toZ o 
v 	 those who speak other langUages 88 well .8S to,tbose born 


wilh English milhe tonguc~': Now; therefore, be it 


J . ·,1lt30iWd ~p tli£, JIoitSe' 01 R~ePlia"'1I!s '(tlu 8tmale 

'2 co"cltrrillg)~ That the' United States Gov~nmlCtlt Rliouid 
It',) 

It',) 
 3 punme policies thftl..:.
<:0 

, -t 
It',) , 

N 4 (]) cneoumge all residents of U,is conntryto
N: 

N 5 become fully profieient in EnRtishb;v expanding eduo 
N 	 .' .: 

,il 6 ealionnl opportunitiesr 

7 (2) conserve and develop the Nalion'sitinguistie 
t 

O 


8 resourecsbyenconraging an residents or thill COUft-It',) 

-t 

..·9 ' try to Icarn ormRintain ski1b; .inalanguage other 
~ 


,(!) ~lO '-then Englisll;, 

I 
N 

C'? o • 

, , '.HCON I.t IH 

. 

4 


(3) assist Native Amerie~ms. Native Alaskans, '.2 Native Hawaiians, and other peOples indigenous to 

J the United Slates, in their efforts to prevent the ex~ 

4 tinction of their languages aud cultures; 

S (4) oontinuc to provide
, 

scrvieea 
, 
iri languages 

'6 other than English as needed to facilitate access to 

7 essential functions 01 government. promote public 

8 health and safely. ensuro due pl"'OCe8S. promote eql,al 

9 educational opportunity, and protoot. fundnm~'"tal . 

.10 righL'ij and 

H (5) l~cogni1i! the hl.IJlOrlan~~ of multilingualism 

12 to ~tal A~,i('ricfln interests oUd individual rights, and 

13 (1)llOSC "Engli!lh-onlylt measnres and similar Jan

14, gungc )'cstrictlonisf, measures: ' 
. 	 t. 

o 

'. 

,-'HOONU:'H 
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I1Tbe officis.llanguage of ,the 
government oFthe United States:is 
English." 

1) Places l1affirmative 

obligation- on the Federal 


u Government "to preserve and ,

~ 

enhance the role of English" as the 
o ~ 


E-o official language and to ~ncourage

en "greater opportunities Car, ' "~ 

individuals to learn the English 

Z 
Ul language." 

o u 2) Requires tbeFederru 

Government: to, "conduct its official 
business, in English." , ' 

3) Prohibits the denial to any 
person of ~8erVices, assistance, or 
facilities, directly or indirectly 

I/) 

I/) 
 provided by the Government soleJy , 
<:!) beCause the person communieates' ,~ 
I/) 

C'"' in English." " ,
C'.l 

'4} Provides tbatall persons in 
'0 the United States are entitled to 

C'.l 

C'..t 

'iJ "communicate with" of,tlreceive 
information" from the Federal 

~ Government in English and "be 
o informed of or be subject to official 
I/) 

~ orders in Englieh" , ' 
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English is "the official: language ,of 
the Government of the United 
States" and the "preferred language ' 
of communication among citizens 
of the United'States." 

1)' AU I1communications" by 
Federal officers and employees , 
with U.s. citizens "shall be in 
English" and the government "sbtill 
promote and support the use oC 
English foi' commuBications among . 
United Stalescitizens." 

2) ItAlI United States citizens 
should be encouraged. to read, 
write, and speak English to the 
extent of their physical and mental 
abilities.", ' 

3) ,The Immigration and 
Naturalization Service shall 
',-enforce the established English 
language profieiency standard for 
all applicants :Cor United States 
citizensbipl1 cand must IIconductaU 
Daturalizaticn ceremonies entirely 
in English." . 

nEnglish shall 00 the offici81language of the 
GovernmentoC the United States. 

l}ttTbe Goverh~ent olthe United 'States 
shall conduct its official business in English, 
including publications, income tax fOrlnr;, and 

,informational materials." ' ' 
2}The Immigration BDd Nationality Act is 

amended to require that It[alllpublic ' 
ceremonies in which' the oath of allegiance is 
administ.ered'pursuant to this section shall be 
cond~cted Bolely in the English language." 

OJ'O' 
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All versions exempt 
governmental ~actions, documents, 
or policies" which are IInot 
enforceable in the United States,· 
are necessary for "international 
relatIons, trade, or commerce;" 
which "protect the public health;" 
or "protect the rights of victims ot 
Crimea or criminal defendantsj" or 
which use "terms of art" from other 
languages. In addition, only H.R.' , 
846 and S. 176 make exceptions for 
"actions or document that are ' 
primarily. informational or 
educational," ,while H.R~ 128 and 
S. 366 also exempt "teaching of 
foreign languages." 

Confers standing on private 
parties to sue -in fede~alcouit for a 
declaratory judgmeniand'''such 
other .relief as maybe .considered 
appropriate by the-courts." 

.. 

'Does not apply to use of other 
languages for 1) "religious 
purposes;" 2) "training for foreign 
languages for international 
communication;" 3) "use of non
English terms of art in 
government documenu;" or 
"programs in'schools designed to 
encourage students to learn 
foreign languages; 

_ Private persons alleging a 
viohitionmay brjng a federal civil 
action for "appropriate relief," 
including tlareaeonable attorney's 
fee 8Bpart of costs" if they prevail' 
on their claims. 

Does not apply to use of other languages 
Cor 1) "religious purposee;11 2) Ittraining in 
foreign 'languages, Cor international 
communication,lI 3) ~programs in scboo)s 
designed to encourage. students to learn 
foreign languages." or 4) "by persons over 62 
ye8l'8 of age." In addition. the bill would not 
,prevent the u.s. Government "from providing 
interpreters for persOns over 62years or age." 

No specific enforcement provisions. 
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HEADLINE: US debate over English heats up in election cycle 

BYLINE: Brigitte Dusseau 
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BODY: 
The debate over making English the official US language heated up this week 

with a call for legislation on the subject from the leading conservative 
presidential hopefUl. 

"Our diversity requires us to bind ourselves to the American idea in every 
way we can -- by speaking one language," said Republican Senate leader Bob Dole 
on Monday in Indiana, where he was addressing a veterans' group. 

"If we want ,to ensure that all our children have the same opportunities in 
life, alternative language education should stop and English should be 
acknowledged once and for all the official language of the United States," added 
Dole. 

The Kanasas senator is the front-runner in the crowded field of Republicans 
seeking to oust President Bill Clinton in the November 1996 vote and immigration 
issues have become central in the campaigning from both sides. 

, "What the president is concerned about is people trying to use these issues 
~to divide Americans, " White House spokesman Michael McCurry s,9-id Wednesday, 
~calling the English-only movement part of the "the agenda of "the ex·ereme right." 
~ , ' , 

~}, 

~ Clinton contends that while English is the best tool for getting ahead in the 
United States, bilingual education programs may be the way to get there. 

[.i 
;;:,'''''! . 

There is no federal law designating an official language in the United 
States, but faced with the growing number of immigrants and the languages they 
bring with them, 22 states have passed their own bills making English official 
for any public forum. 

In 1987' there were only nine, states with official language laws.,' 

English is a foreign language to more than 32 million people over the age of 
five living in the United States, including 17 million Hispanics whose numbers 
have been spiralling since the 1980s. 

In the state of New Mexico, more than one out of two residents speak, 
something other than English in the home and California comes a close second, 
according to the US Census Bureau. 
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In Hawaii, Texas and New York nearly one out of three people speak English as 
a' second language, the agency's figures show. 

More than 300 languages and dialects are used in the United States and its 
territories, though some such as Caucasian and Micronesian are spoken by just a 
handful of people. 

"You can get your driver's license in 35 languages in some states,~1 said 
Daphne Magnuson with the US English Association which is lobbying to get an 
official designation for English. 

MORE 

071409 

AFP 

Magnuson and, other supporters of the movement stress the need for a 
"unifying" language and protest the'administrative costs of multilingualism for 
things such as translating and printing. 

They also denounce the bilingual education programs instituted during the 
1970s which give children the choice of being taught in their native languages 
in the classroom before being transferred into the regular system. 

Critics argue that the programs slow the students' integration, complicate 
recruitment and cost too much. 

A measure proposed by Republican Representative Bill Emerson of Missouri 
would make English the official but "not the exclusive language" US language. 
Supporters say the bill has 180 supporters in the 435-memberHouse of 
Representatives. A similar bill is being drafted in the Senate. 

Dole is not the first Republican hopeful to make a case for English in the 
runup to the 1996 presidential 'election. 

Arch-conservative commentator Pat Buchanan, Indiana Senator Richard Lugar, 
California Governor Pete Wilson have made similar calls, as has the architect of 
the Republicans' legislative victory last year, House Speaker Newt Gingrich. 

bd/gc/rl 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETS WITH HISPANIC CAUCUS 


Discussion on immigration, naturalization, ,education, jobs is 'fruitful' 

WASHINGTON - U.S. Rep. Ed Pastor, D-Ariz., Chairman of the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus (CHC), announced that the group had a "very fruitful meeting" 
with President Clinton Tuesday. The four leading issues members of the Hispanic 

, Caucus discussed with the president were naturalization, immigration,' education 
and economic development and job creation. In addition, CHC members praised the 
president for his strong stand on affirmative action. 

President Clinton concurred that the issues they discussed are important not 
only to the. Hispanic community but also of national interest. The president 
made a commitment to join the Hispanic Caucus to counter efforts that divide our 
nation by creating fears and blaming others. The president praised the pro-work 
and pro-family values of Hispanics and vowed to continue to oppose the war on 
working families .and promote programs that reward work and create opportunity, 
Pastor said. . 

CHC members also urged President Clinton'to join ,them in citizenship. 
,promotion. They provided specific recommendations for streamlining the 
naturalization process by reducing the backlogs and length of time it takes to 
become a citizen.. Rep. Luis V. Gutierrez (IL), who' chairs the CHC Citizenship 
Task Force, state "there is a crisis at the INS (Immigration and Naturalization 
Service)" when - ins some cities - persons must wait 18 months to two years to 
go from the application process to the swearing-in ceremony. 

On another matter, CHC members urged the president to take a strong stand on 
anti-immigrant legislation, since it is potentially a politically and socially 
divisive issue. CHC members expressed concern over the recommendation of the 
U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform, chaired by Commissioner Barbara Jordan, 
and other immigration reform legislation pending in Congress. These proposals, 
it was stated, cut the number of legal immigrants allbwed into the United States 
and jeopardize family reunification policies. The CHC reiterated its strong 
opposition to an employer identification system, which would institute Big 
Brother and Big Government in every employment decision made. Even if such an 
identification scheme had only. a one percent error rate (an optimistic 
assumption), 650,000 ordinary Americans may be wrongly denied or delayed work 
each year. Rep. Xavier Becerra (CA) who chairs the CHC Immigration Task Force, 
states '''Hispanics and those who look and sound foreign would likely be most ' 
affected." 
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BODY: 
The U.S. Department of Education issued the following statement by Secretary 

of Education Richard W. Wiley regarding Oct. 18 congressional hearing onH.R. 
739, the "Declaration of Official Language Act" and H.R. 123/S. 356, 
the "Language of Government Act" 

"It would be sheer folly to deny millions of schoolchildren the 

opportunity to learn English -- at a time when the need,is greatest. 

Unfortunately, these efforts to make English the 'official' language and 

to eiiminate programs that teach English are more about politics than 

improving education. WASHINGTON, Oct. 18 


"Repealing programs that teach English as a Second Language and 

bilingual education .is wrong~headed. These programs have two key 

purposes: To make sure every child learns English; and to ni.akesure 

that every child masters, academic subjects, such as math and science, 

while continuing to learn English. .' 


, . "Obviously, English i~ our national language. New immigrants a~e 
clamoring to learn,it as fast as they can. All over America, people are 
standing in lines and placing their nam'es on waiting lists to take 
English and literacy classes. ' 

"Passing these bills is saying to children, and those who are 
struggling to learn English, that we don't care if they fall behind and 
fail. 

"The future costs to these children and adults -- and to our nation 
....... in terms of dropout rates and unemployment or underemployment is 
enormous. 

"Passing these bills is failing the future and our students." 
CONTAcT: Ivette Rodriguez of the U.S. Department of 

Education, 202-401-0262 ' 
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~~~~~~~~ to strike down a,1993 
federal appeals court rulJ..ng that upheld the rJ..ght of employers to requJ..re 

. workers to speak English on the job. 

In a brief filed with the high court this week, Justice Department lawyers 
attacked a decision by the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals that allowed a 
meat-processing company in San Francisco to impose an English-only policy on a 
work force that was heavily Hispanic. 

The appellate decision makes it too difficult for ethnic workers to 
challenge English-only rules that are not justified by any business necessity, 
government lawyers argued in the brief. 

"Depriving persons of the opportunity to use the language in which they 
communicate most effectively cannot be characterized 
said. 

as a [minor] injury," they 

. . 

The administration is disturbed that the appeals court rejected Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines that state that barring 
employees from speaking their primary language may create "an atmosphere of 
inferiority, isolation and intimidation .•• which could result in a 
discriminatory working environment." 

The brief was requested by the Supreme Court in March to help the court 
decide if it should review an appeal brought by two bilingual workers at ' 
Pan-Ready Foods Inc. who said the company discriminated against them by 
imposing a rule that "only English will be spoken in connection with work." 

Such rules are increasingly common nationwide. According to the 
government's brief, the EEOC has about 120.cases in which 67 different employers 
are accused of unfairly imposing English-only rules. 

The Supreme Court has not yet decided if it will review the appe·al brought 
by the assembly-line workers, Priscilla Garcia and Marciela Buitrago, and their 
labor union. The company was called Spun Steak Co. when they first filed suit 
in 1991. 

, 
[ 

1. 
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Currently, only one of the women, Ms. Buitrago, remains employed there; Ms. 
Garcia resigned, company officials said. 

The brief states that in September 1990 the women "allegedly taunted a 
non-:-Hispanic employee in,both English and Spanish." 

"The next day, company president Ken Bertelsen issued a le.tter stating: 
'Only English will be spoken .in connection with work. During lunch, breaks and 
employees' own time, they are obviously free to speak Spanish if they wish,' " 
the brief states. 

"We imposed the policy on our bilingual employees only," Mr. Bertelsen said 
in a telephone interview yesterday. 

He said the policy oniy affected day workers and that the lone daytime 
worker who spoke only Spanish was allowed to continue using that language. 

"As for my night crew, all but one man was bilingual," and all were 
Hispanic, he said. "I instructed the night crew to speak Spanish only, but the 
government didn't object to that. • .. The government objected only to the 
English-only policy, not the Spanish-only policy." 

A Justice Department source, who asked not to be identified, said the 
language policy for the nighttime workers was equally discriminatory. 

According to the brief, Mr. Bertelsen first imposed his company's 
English-only rule, then discovered the women speaking Spanish several months 
later and reprimanded them. 

But Mr. Bertelsen said the women "went to EEOC and were told they were 
suffering feel~ngs of inferiority, isolation and intimidation because of the 
policy" and then riled suit. 

Christopher Ho, a lawyer with the Employment Law Center, a public service 
legal firm in San Francisco that handles employment discrimination cases for 
low-income people, said the women deny they verbally harassed other employees. 

The Employment Law Center and the 'American Civil Liberties Union are serving 
as co-counsel for the women. The Justice Department is representing the EEOC. 

Mr. Ho·said the charges that the women verbally abused another worker came 
from a supervisor (not Mr. Bertelsen), who sexually harassed Ms. Buitrago in 
September i990. When she complained to someone at a higher level of management, 
the supervisor then counteraccused her, he said. 

Mr. Bertelsen denied that scenqrio, saying the EEOC found no evidence of 
sexual harassment in its investigation of the women's complaint. 

However, Mr. Ho said the EEOC's investigation ~'found probable cause that 
there had been a violation of [employee] rights" based on discrimination by 
national origin. 

A federal judge in 1991 ruled that Pan-Fried Fo~ds' English-only rule 
violated federal anti-discrimination law. Calling the rule too broad and 
unnecessary, the judge likened it to "hitting a flea with a sledgehammer." 
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The judge relied on guidelines established by the EEOC treating 
English-only rules in employment as presumptively illegal. 

Yet the 9th u.s. Circuit Court of Appeals rejected the guidelines in ruling 
for the company last year. 
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Buoyed by heavily publicized support from Sen. Bob Dole and other 
Republican presidential hopefuls, and the promise of congressional hearings, 
leaders of .the movement to make English the United States' official language say 
they're closer to their goal •. 

"There's nothing that can replace [the support of] the leadership on this 
issue," said Jim Boulet, executive director of English First, one of two 
national organizations that have led the push to make English the official 
language of both the federal and state'governments. ' 

Mr. Boulet was r'eferring to the, fact that earlier this week on the campaign 
trail, Senate Majority Leader Dole blasted bilingual education and declared: 
"English should be acknowledged once and for all as the official language of the 
United States." 

U.S. English, the other group that has been a driving force behind the 
enactment ,of official-English legislation, pointed out that Mr. Dole's primary 
rivals, Pat Buchanan, 'Sen~ Richard Lugar of Indiana and California Gov. Pete 
Wilson, had already made the question an issue in the 1996 race by calling for 
English as the country's official language. 

House Speaker Newt Gingrich, who 'mayor may not emerge as a Republican 
presidential candidate, also attacked "bilingualism" in his new book and has 
offered vocal support 'for the ~ecognition of English as the "American language." 

For months, English First has been pressing for congressional hearings on 
various bills that would make English the official language of the federal 
government. Rep. Randy "Duke" Cunningham, California Republican and chairman 
of the House Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee's subcommittee on 
early childhood, youth and families, plans to hold such a hearing Oct. 18. 

English Fi+st supports bills introduced by Rep. Toby Roth, Wisconsin 
Republican, and Peter T. King, New York Republican. The bills would: 

* Declare English the official language of the federal government arid 
require the administration to enforce the law. 

, 
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* End the federal mandate requiring bilingual education. 

* Eliminate the use of bilingual ballots. 

* Ban citizenship ceremonies in foreign languages. 

Mr. Roth's bill goes a 'little further than Mr. King's in that it would 

pre-empt existing state multilingual requirements and. eliminate mandatory 

bilingual education by st~tes. 


Mr. Roth's bill has the support of Appropriations Committee Chairman Bob 

Livingston, Louisiana Republican. Mr. Gingrich also co-sponsored the Roth 

measure last year. Mr. Dole reportedly favors the King bill. 


U.S. English supports a bill sponsored by Rep. Bill Emerson, Missouri 

Republican, that would make English 'the official U.S. government language but 

lacks the other provisions of the King and Roth bills. 


Daphne Magnuson, spokeswoman for U.S. English, said her organization wants 

to "reform," rather than abolish, bilingual education. "Instead of eradicating 

all the funds for children who' don't speak English, we advocate block grants to 

schools so they can .determine the best methods for teaching these children," 

Mrs. Magnuson said. 


"We don't advocate total immersion -'sink or swim [in English] - but. 
teaching children [who don't speak English] in their own ianguag~ seven or eight 
hours a day is a huge waste of money" because it prepares the .children for 
"careers as professional busboys," Mrs. Magnuson said~ 

..
¥ The White House hasn't taken a position on the legislative ,proposals, but 
rpokesman Michael McCurry said ye,sterday that their thrust is wrong. 

"Look, we want kids to get skills and to learn, and some kids only speak. 
Spanish or other native languages, and there are programs that are developed to 
help them .1earn those languages- or learn in those native ,languages until they 
can become really fluent in English. That makes some sense in some cases," said 
Mr. McCurry. 

Mr.· McCurry added that the issue·was more a product of GOP presidential 
politics than good policy. He said Mr. Clinton wants to promote reforming 
education, "not being caught in arbitrary debates that, frankly, have more to do . 

; with the agenda of the extreme right. tI 
;:i~~' ' 

Mrs. Magnuson says her group has been trying to'get Congress to make 

English the official language for 12 years. Meanwhile, "without any language 

policy, you have non-elected government bureaucrats making decisions and 

providing services in other languages." 


"It used to be the burden of people who came here to learn the [English] 

language to take advantage of the whole panoply of government services, 'but now 

the feeling seems to be that the burden's on the government," she. said. 


The 104th Congress already has shown reservations about bilingual education. 
Its 1995 rescission budget contained a $38.5 million cut in that program. And 
Mr. Boulet noted that the House has'~pproved $103 million for bilingual 

\ 
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education in fiscal 1996, $197 million less than the administration's request 
and $103.7 million less than 1995's appropriation. 

Karen Hanson, education policy analyst for the National 'Council of La Raza, 

an advocacy group for Hispanic Americans, said her organization considers 

official English legislation "unnecessary, discriminatory and divisive." 


"Ninety-five percent of U.S. residents already speak English, so there's no 
danger of English disappearing," she said. 

Ms. Hanson said bilingual education is "the most effective method of 

teaching a child English while also keeping the child up to speed" in other 

subjects. 


Mrs. Magnuson says she thinks an official-language bill will pass the House 
and "there's a really good chance" such a bill also will pass the Senate. Mr. 
Boulet says House approval may not come until next year and what will happen in 

·the Senate is "an open question." 

* Paul Bedard contributed to this report. 

****CHART 

MAKING ENGLISH THE LAW 

In 1812, Louisiana became the first state to pass a law making English its 
official language. Since then, .. 21 other states have followed suit, mostly in 
the second half of this century. 

Alabama: 1990 

Arizona*: 1988 

Arkansas: 1987 

California: 1986 

Colorado: 1988 

Florida: 1988 

Georgia: 1986 

Hawaii: 1978. 

Illinois: 1969 

Indiana: 1984 

Kentucky: 1984 

Louisiana: 1812 

Mississippi: 1987 

i' 
,I 

.. 
! 



i 

,. 

PAGE 25" 


The Washington "Times, September 7, 1995 


Montana: 1995 


Nebraska: 1920 


New Hampshire: 1995 


North Carolina: 1987 


North Dakota: 1987 


South Carolina: 1987 


South Dakota: 1995 


Tennessee: 1984 


Virginia: 1950 


* The Arizona law was struck down by a federal court and the 9th Circuit 
Court of Appeals. However, the 9th. Circuit later agreed to re-hear the case. A 
ruling is pending. Earlier decisions found the law unconstitutional because it 
was interpreted as barring state employees from using other languages in doing 
their job. The Arizona attorney general has argued that the law was not 
intended to do that. 

Source: U.S. English 

GRAPHIC: Chart, MAKING ENGLISH THE LAW, By The Washington Times 
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Thank you Norma for your introduction and leadership. I also want to 
acknowledge Susanna Valdez, the Asst. Director of the White House Office of 
Public Liaison who is with us today. I also want to acknowledge several other 

. senior members of my staff. . . 

Margarita Colmenares is my important connection to the business community. She 
has done so much to actively bring the business community into our Family 
Involvement Partnership. 

Mario Moreno is our energetic Assistant Secretary for Interagency and 
Intergovernmental Affairs. During our recent "America'Goes Back to School" week 
I went to five states to do events and visit schools including the my grandchild's 
school in South Carolina. 

I thought I was doing pretty good getting the word out. Then I looked at Mario's 
schedule an realized that he was visiting just about every school in Texas. So I 
want to thank him for his contribution to this very successful initiative. 

Alfred Ramirez is our very busy Director of the White House Initiative for Hispanic 
Education. Alfred was with me when I recently spoke at La Raza's annual 
Convention and we could report on the steady progress of this initiative. 

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the recent departure and singular 
contribution ofGene Garcia. Gene was a wise and senior advisor to me -- a 
thoughtful and caring educator who contributed so much to the progress we have 
made these last two and half-years. 

I will miss Gene here in Washington but he will be fulfilling an important role back 
in his home state of California as the Dean of Graduate Studies in Education at U.C. 
Berkeley . We all wish him well. . 
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Now, this is an important time for us to acknowledge the progress we are starting to 
see in American in education. We are starting to turn the comer. We aren't there 
yet by a long shot. There are a lot of peaks and valley's that we are going to have to 
cross -- and too many young people are still struggling. 

But we are making progress and that needs to be acknowledged. And, so many of 
you have contributed to that progress by your dedication, pride and hard work here 
at the Department. 

Student achievement is up and the drop out rate is down nationally. More students 
are taking the tougher coUrses. And we have more young people in college -- up 13 
percent since 1980 -- or thinking about college -- or getting ready for high skill jobs. 

A few weeks ago, we released our annual Condition of Education report. This 
report tells us high school students are taking the tougher core courses like algebra, 
geometry, chemistry and physics and getting results. As a result, the national scores. 
in math and science have gone up the equivalent of one full grade. 

So this is good news. We need to keep at it -- because there can be no equality in 
this Nation without a commitment to excellence. Educating every child to use his or 
her God-given talent is the pre-condition for full equality. They go together. 

But, we do have many challenges. The drop out rate for Hispanic students is much . 
too high. We need to get it down and there are several good initiatives underway 
that can make a contribution to this important effort. 

Unfortunately, when it comes to getting all of our children ready for the future, some 
members of the new C.ongress are not listening and that saddens me. Because we 
shouldn't be fighting about education. We should be moving forward together in a 
bipartisan way to fiDd common ground for our children.. But that's not happening. 

So we have our hands full. This new crowd in Congress wants to balance the 
budget but they seem to have adopted a "green eye shade" mentality - they just 
want to crunch the numbers without thinking about who or what they are crunching. 
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Earlier this year, the Congress wanted to end the school-lunch program. Then they 
decided that they wimted to eliminate this Department -- what I call trophy hunting. 
Then came the direct assault on the very important student loan program and diiect 
lending. 

And now we are fighting hard to stave off some very big cuts in our budget. And 
these are severe cuts for important programs like Title 1 and bi-lingual education. 

Now, bi-lingual education is a good, solid program. I am doing all I can to make 
sure it gets the budget mark it deserves. I won't let it be sacrificed for politics. 

Bi-lingual education has two key purposes. To make sure every child learns 
English. And to make sure that every child maintains their academic learning in 
other subjects as they learn English. 

For those in Washington who are now calling for the end ofbi-lingual education -- I 
say -- let local people decide what is best for their children. What works in 
.Arlington, Virginia -- a community with children from dozens of nations -- may not 
work as well· in Indiana or Iowa. But let the ~ocal people decide what's best for 
their children. 

Now, we need to balance the budget and we need to be open to change. We've 
made a lot of changes in this department with your help and support. But you make 
changes by thinking it through· and putting people first. 

The children of America didn't create the deficit yet they are being asked to pay for 
it with their education. Here we are in the middle of the Education Era and we have 
a tidal wave ofyoung people entering our nation'S school system in the coming years 
-- 7 million additional children. Demographers call it the "baby-boom echo." 

So this is absolutely the wrong time to go backwards and retreat from our national 
commitment to education. This is why President Cliriton is so strong for education 
- why he is putting his heart and soul into this fight. 
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Two weeks ago he ~oke in California -- out in the Central Valley -- to an audience 
of l5~OOO people. Last week, the President spoke to thousands of college students 
out in Illinois about the importance of direct lending and our other higher education 
programs. He has a vision of America that includes everybody and he knows that 
education is the fault line. 

We are all Americans here in 1995 ... all of us ... and if we are not quite the melting 
pot that we want to be, we are ,., at the very least , .. a rich American stew full of 
many exciting flavors, Our task -- in this time of great change -- is not to retreat to 
our own separate racial~ ethnic, cultural or political interest groups -- but rather to 
do just the opposite -- to find common ground. 

E Pluribus Unwn -- in many one -- doesn't corne easy for America at times: But 
only America has done it well in the entire history of the world. 

It shouldn't matter where you corne from or when you got here --- whether your 
family came over on a boat from Ireland like my family --- or if your ancestors 
came over with Colwnbus on the Santa Maria -- all of us have made a contribution 
and continue to make a contribution to this great nation of our's. 

I believe, more than ever, that finding common ground is the urgent work of 
America here in 1995 and there is no better place to start than to start with 
education. <, 

We are all in this together - going forward -- staying positive -- and having the high 
purpose of making sure that every young person gets an education of excellence 
that will allow them to be contributing and productive citizens. 

In closing I want to.tell you about a visit I had to San Antonio a few months ago and 
how impressed I was by the good thinking of the people of that fine community. 
For these educators and parents and teachers had come together to help their 
children and they had a slogan for their effort that caught my eye -- common vision, 
common ground, common action. What a great slogan for a community. 

I think that slogan is a good one for this department and for America as well. And, I 
assure you -- you are doing your patriotic duty for all the children of America by 
your work here at this Department. .Thank you. 
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Good evening. It is a great pleasure to be here with you in Chicago again, and to bring you 
greetings 'of support and encouragement from President Clinton and Vice-President Gore. 

This is has been a very active two weeks for the President and myself. Last week the President 
spoke at the Hispanic Caucus Dinner and presented the Medal ofFreedom to the widow of Willie 
Velasquez, -- who did. so much during his short life for the Hispanic-American community. 

On Wednesday,' the President greeted the Pope on his arrival in America. Two weeks ago, I 
spent the day in Chicago and had the privilege of meeting with many of this city's Hispanic 
leaders. And yesterday I had the privilege of hosting Miguel Limon Rojas, the Secretary of 
Education for Mexico, for an important series of meetings. 

As I thought about visiting with you tonight, I remembered what the President said last week at 
the Hispanic Caucus Dinner. "The central question ofour time," he said, "is whether we are 
going to be a crowd or a community. The Hispanic community in,America has always been a 
community, always tried to live by family values, (and) not just talk about them." 

The Presidenfwent on to talk about the difference between a crowd and a community. "A 
crowd," he said, "is a group of people that occupies the same piece ofland, but really has no 
particular connection to one another. So they elbow and shove and go to and fro until the 
strongest win and the others are left behind." 

"A community," he went on, "is a group of people who occupy the same piece ofland and 
recognize their obligation to another; people who believe they're-going up or dO\\lIl together; 

"The Secretary may depart from prepared remarks. 
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people who believe they should help protect children and do honor to the elderly; people who 
believe in freedom and responsibility; people who believe that we hav~ an obligation to find 

d ". . common groun ... 

Now, that is your President talking and I believe that he has it about right. The Hispanic
American community is a community and not a crowd .. You stand together, 'Work together, and 
you have a sure sense of family. 

I was so impressed a few months ago when I had the opportunity to see the movie "Mi Familia" 
with Doctor Gene Garcia, his wife and one of my senior advisors, Norma Cantu, who spoke to 
you on Wednesday. 

Norma is with me tonight. I want to recognize Norma and tell you aboutthe many Hispanic
. Americans in leadership positions in my Department. I want to recognize each of them to you 
for the good work they are doing for the people of this country. They are part of my family at the 
Department of Education. 

Norma Cantu is my Assistant'Secretary heading Civil Rights. Norma runs what amounts to a 
very large law firm that stakes out one issue -- the Department doing what is right for the 
children and young people of America. 

Margarita Colmenares is my important connection to the business community in America .. 

Mario Moreno, another Tex fln4i1QiiNOPIfta, who is also with me tonight, is my energetic Assis~t 


Sec'retary for Interagency and 'Intergovernmental Affairs. I can tell you, he is making things· 

happen in that office. 


Alfred Ramirez has been the very busy Director ofthe White House Initiative for Hispanic 
Education. 

lam proud to say that the Hispanic Agenda gavemy Department an "A" for being a Cabinet p 
official who had the good sense to go out and recruit talented Hispanic Americans .. 

Tonight, I want to talk to you abut the education ofoUr children and tell you that we are in a real 
fight with the new Congress over the future of American education. Education -.:. which has 
always been a bipartisan commitment to America's future -- is suddenly on the chopping block. 

Of all the issues where we should find,common ground, none is more important, to my mind, 
than education. You see, we always need to remember that we are raising our children not as 
Republicans, Democrats or Independents, but as Americans ... the future of our-country. 

"-' 
.--~ ....... _" -.---- -

, Uflfortunately, however, when it comes to getting all ofour children ready for the future; this 
new Congressjs not listening, and frankly, they don't seem to be waiting to hear from anyone 
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either. 

Earlier this year, the Co~gresswanted to end the school lunch program -- a good, solid and 
·successful initiative that has helped feed millions of children for well over fifty years. 

Then the Congress decided it wanted to eliminate the Education Department to show that they 
were doing something for some of the folks back home who believe that the U.N. runs America's 
schools ... and I'm not being wild when I make that statement. 

Then came the assault on the very important student loan program and direct lending ... programs 
that are so important to young people in your community who wantand need to go to college. 

And now the House Republicans want education to take a $3.8 billion budget cut next year. 

This new Congress proposes to balance the budget in a very simple way -- by leaving your 
children and young people out. They are going to. dramatically cut things like education and 
Medicare to give a tax break to the very well-off and hope you don't notice ... that's the plan. 

You see, they 'have come to the conclusion that childreIidon't organize PAC's ... childi'en don't 
hire lobbyists.;. children don't gotofundraisng,dinners ... and children don't vote. 

. . 

So this new Congress, with its green-eye shade mentality; is into cutting education. Let me 
describe some of these cuts. 

They propose cutting dose to 50,000 children from bein~ part of HeadStart, a program that 
already underserves the Hispanic-American community. ' 

They then want to cut, by more than half, our efforts to keep oUr chlldren safe and drug free, 
even th<?ugh drug use has gone up three straight years in a row among yoUng children, 

They propose to cut bilingual education by more than half. This is not the right thing to do and it 
is a direct attack on your commitment to giving every Hispanic-American child a first-class 
education. I think this is a terribly wrong thing to do~ 

And there are some who now want to make English the official language of America. Now, 
English is America's language and new immigrants are jusrclamoring to learn it as fast as they 
can. You can go anywhere in this country and see people standing in line for hours waiting to 
sign up for English classes, . 

I am not impressed with this new "English only" push and I think it has a lot to do with politics . 
. And I know -- as-you-know~;"--that~bilingual· education has a proven track record,ofgiving young 
people' a good solid academic foundation as they make the transition to English. 

[J 


[j 
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So I will tell you -- straight out -- that the President and I will do all we can to preserve and 
protect this vital program. It makes absolutely no sense to be cutting this program when the p 
demand forit is increasing year after year after year. 

These budget cutters who ,are going after bilingualeducation are also proposing to cut offover 
one million disadvantaged children from extra help they need to learn the basics. Some ofyou 
know this as the Title I program -- the old Chapter I program. ' , 

Now, this is a very important program for children who have limited english proficiency -- what 
we call LEP students. Forty-three percent of all LEP students getextra help through Title I. And 
we have just made changes in the law to give LEP stUdents more access and help through this 
program. But Title I is on the chopping block as well. 

And so it goes. Education for the homeless children is cut. Support for summer jobs gets 
entirely eliminated. Americorps -- which has many Hispanic young people serving their country 
through ASPlRA, the National Council of La RaZa, and other grassroots groups is to be entiiely 
eliminated. 

, ." . . 

Even our grassroots effort to improve schools from the bQttom up -- by getting parents and 
communities working with teachers and principals to change and' imprpveour schools -- what we 
call Goals 2000 -- is to be eliminated. ' 

.' " 

I must tell you that all this ,cutting ofeducation is just the wrong way to go about preparing for 
America's future. Here we are in an education era when we should be investing every extra 
nickel and dime we have in the education of all ofour children. 

, " 

This new Congress is also starting to close the door on the 50-year national commitment to 
access to college. The American middle class is what it is today, in large part, because'we have 
made access to higher education -- in whatever form -- 'part of our national purpose. 

Student loans Will be hard hit --'losing $10 billion over the next seven years -- one third ofwhat 
we now have -- just when ,a tidal wave of new students -- many of them Hispanic-American-
seek to get a leg up in life and get a coqege education. 

This is why President Clinton is fighting the Congress tooth and.nail. President Clinton believes 
in education. Where they want to cut education, he wants to add. Where they want to trim, the 
President wants to invest. Where they want to eliminate, the President seeks to improve and 
reform. 

You see, Bill Cliriton is a pro-education President. A President who is working to strengthen 
, families, pro-children -- who is thinking about the long-term 'future of this great nation -- and 
that, in my book, is called leadership. 

D 
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The President and I are also·concemed about the very high dropout rate among so many Hispanic 

youth~ There have the brains and the talent to sllcceed if they will only try. 


This is why I have asked Doctor Walter Secada of the University of Wisconsin to lead a special 
task force on the high dropout tate among Hispani~ youth and report back to me with concrete 

. steps'we ~an take to help these young people stay in school. 

For I believe that these three simple words hold the key to the future for the Hispanic-American 

community. Saber es poder -Knowledge is power. I urge you to make this powerful statement 

-- saber es poder -- the·"watchword" for·success for the Hispanic youth in the 1990's. 


And this is why President Clinton should not stand alone as he seeks to build a new cOmInon 

ground for America's future. As Willie Velasquez said so often, "Su voto es su voz" -- your 

vote is your voice. 


Now,I come from a part of the country that had a long legacy of discrimination. And that legacy 

was overturned when decent, hard-working individuals became a community -- when maids and 

bus driver~, teachers and dishwashers, shop owners and nurses got the call to citizenship in their 

blood. 


All of these good people worked hard to make a living. And most of them just wanted to go 

home at night and kick off their shoes. But they didn't go home. Theykepttheir shoes on, they 

got up, got out and got in line to register and to vote. 


The call to citizenship, you see, got in their blood and they became a community, standing in line 

together for hours in order to register to vote. It wasn't easy. But they didn't quit. 


They did their patriotic duty for their country and ttteir children. And because of that 

commitment to America -- their sense ofcommunity and their call to good citizenship -- we are a 

stronger and better country~ . 


As I look out at this vibrant, community tonight I sense that same call to good citizenship. 

Citizenship -- as you know so well because you do it every day -- is not passive. 


And I will tell what else it is not --citizenship is not the color of your skin, the place of your 

birth, or the language you speak at home with your family. Citizenship is not small-minded, 

narrow-minded or veiled bigotry. Citizenship is none of the above. 


As Pope John Paul II said on his arrival in America, "Of the United States, we can truly say, 'E 

Pluribus unum.'" 


E Pluribus Unum -- in many, one -- doesn't come easy for America at times. But only America 

has done it well in the entire history of the world. Ifwe are not quite the melting pot that we 


0 
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want to be, we are -- at the very lbst -- a rich American stew full of rri~y exciting flavors. 

I sincerely believe that the Hispanic community that·I see here tonight with its youth and vitality 
represents so much that is positive about America's future. . , 

But we will only succeed if every child and every adult in this commUnity recognizes that saber· 
es poder, and if every part of this vibrant community fO'cuses its attention and strength on the 
education of our young people. I believe that. 

So let us move forward, together, as "one Nation,. under God" -- as citizens and patriots -- to give 
all of our children an education ofexcellence which will create, in turn, a stronger, more equal 
and more inclusive America. An America that is a community and not a crowd. An America 
where we are all equal, free, self-reliant and responsible. 

The power to create this better future is here in this audience, with all of you. For you define,in 
so many ways, what is best about America. 

And I assure you that you are doing your patriotic duty for all the children ofAmerica -- when 
you come together as citizens and as a commlJnjty and hold firn'l to the ideal that knowledge is 
power -- "saber es poder." 

Thank you. 
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SEN. ,SHELBY'S ENGLISH LANGUAGE EFFORTS REINFORCED BY 

OFFICIAL GAO REPORT AND FEDERAL DOCUMENTS 

WASHINGTON, D. C, - At a news conference today in the U. S~ Capitol, U. S. 
Sen. Richard C. Shelby (R.-Ala.) gave important. General Accounting Office data 
to support his claims and legislation that English should be made the official 
language for all purposes and functions' of t~e Federal government. 

On March 10, 1995, Sen. Shelby', together with Rep. William F. Clinger, 
Chairman of the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee (which has 
jurisdiction over this issue in the House.), :and Rep. Bill Emerson,. sponsor of 
companion legislation in the House, wrote to the GAO requesting an official 
determination " .•• of all services currently offered by government agencies in 
languages other than English (excluding those offered by the Departments of 
State and Defense,)" The three also requested a cost estimate which is still 
pending with GAO. 

In GAO's response on September 20, 1995, two databases were identified which 
would provide a semi-complete accounting of the printing of federal government 
documents in languages other than English. According to GAO, 265 federal 
foreign language documents were identified in the databases. The federal agency 
that issued the greatest number of federal documents printed in a foreign 
language was the Social Security Administration with some 50 documents, or 19 
percent, of the 265 foreign language documents found in the GAO study. Of the 
265 foreign language documents found ' 83 percent or 221 documents were written 
in Spanish, with French occupying 5 percent or 12 documents. Unfortunately, the 
GAO was unable to account for the number of documents per agency currently 
printed in house or through private means. "The GAO findings. I released today 
provide important reinforcement for my legislative efforts aimed at making 
English the official language for the purposes and functions of the Federal 
government, According to a 1990 U. S, Census, there are more than 323 
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different languages spoken in the United States. While the costs associ'ated 
with printing these documents in only one language, English, is astronomical, it 
is unthinkable to consider printing these same documents in the more than 323 
languages represented, particularly when that number is steadily growing each 
year., , 

While GAO's search found many documents which related to the mission and 
official functions of a particular agency, it also found many examples of 
documents Sen. Shelby considered questionable in terms of their official 
relevance to our Federal government. "My belief that all official Federal 
government documents should be printed in 'English, is only reinforced by the 
existence of many documents that have questionable purposes related to the 
agencies·through which they are printed. I cannot justify our hard-earned tax 
dollars paying for Investigation About.the Reproductive Behavior of Young People 
in the City of Sao Paulo -Portuguese, U. S. Mint - Chinese, JFK Center for the 
Performing Arts: Official Guide to the Park -Spanish, Investigation of the 
Ukrainian Famine 1932-33 - Ukrainian and many others. . 

We must encourage non-English speakers to learn English~ By allowing ou~ 
government to accommodate by printing government documents in other languages we 
are taking away an important incentive for non-English speakers to learn 
English. Designating English as the official language for purposes of 
government and encouraging everyone to learn and speak English, is not only 
inclusionary, but essential to maintain multicultural. . 

A very serious situation is developing in this country, one which I believe 
if not addressed, will become a full-blown problem in the foreseeable future. 
With no viable reason for waiting to address this situation, we can and should 
do so now, rather than continuing to encourage a government practice that breeds 
separatism. 

While we continue to wait for GAO's full accounting of the cost estimates 
associated with the printing of·documents in languages other than, English, I 
would venture to guess that any money we are currently spending, or would likely 
spend in the future, could be better spend on teaching these same non-English 
speakers English." 

Sen. Shelby has written Sen. Ted Stevens, incoming Chairman of the Senate 
Governmental Af~airs Committee to request Congressional hearings on this 
legislation. . 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE: September 22, 1995 
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2000e-2(a), unless justified by business necessity. 
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STATEMENT 

l. Respondent Spun Steak is a poultry and meal pro
ducer. flet. App. 2a. II employs thirty-three workers, 
twenty-four of whom are Hispanic. Ibid. Sput:! Steak's 
Hispanic employees speak with varyingdegrees of English 
proficiency. Ibid. Petitioners Garcia and Buitrago are two 
of Spun Steak's employees. Ibid. Both are bilingual. 

For many years, 'he Hispanic employees of Spun Steak 
~ conversed freely in Spanish.ld. at 3a~ In September, 1990, 
~ petitioners Garcia and Buitrago allegedly taunted a no~
~ Hispanic employee in both English and Spanish. Ibid. The 
~ next day, company president Ken Bertelsen issued a leiter 
G slating (ibid.): 
..,"
o only English will be spoken in connection with work. 
~ During IUllch, breaks, and employees' own lime, they 

are obviously free to speak Spanish if they wish. 

Spun Steak laler modified its policy to permit its clean
up crew, ils foreman, and Ihose aUlhorized by its foreman 

c»' 10 speak Spanish. Pel. App. 4a. The rule was strictly en
~ forced, howevcr, against petitioners Garcia and Builrago.
N , 

..... Jbitl. Both were reprimanded for violating the English
:; only policy and, for a period of IWo mouths, [hey were not 
g pcrmitled 10 wOI'k next to each ·01 her. Ibid. 
~ Petitioner Garcia contacted Local II 5, which requested 

Ihat Spun Steak rescind its rule. Spun Steak refused to do 
so, and petitioners Garcia, Buitrago, and Local J15 filed a 

c» . 
~ charge of discrimination with the EEOC. Pel. App. 4a. 
.~ The EEOC round reasonable cause to believe that re

spondent had viola[cd Title VII. Ibid; 
~ Thercaflcr. petilioners filed suit against respondent
"
~ .. lIcgillg Ihal its' English-only rule violaled Tille VII. Ibid. 
~ Petiliollers Garcia and Buitrago filed suil on bella'if ofo . 

3 
I 

themselves; Local 115 represents all Spanish-speaking em
ployees at Spun-Steak. Pel. App. 5a. ' 

1 2. The district court granted summary judgment in 
favor of petitioners. Pet. App. 35a. As a remedy, the court 
enjoined respondent from enforcing its English-only rule. 

'Id. at '38a. 
In comments from the bench, the court explaincdlhe 

basis for its ruling. The court found thai respondent's 
English-only rule had a discriminatory impaci on 
Hispanics. ,CA. Rec. 227. The court reasoned that "You 
are telling [Hispanicsl that they cannol make little jokes in 
their own language when you don'r tell English .4Ipeaking 
people that they can't do it in their own language. So it is 
clearly directed at Hispanics in this case. II Id. at 226-227. 
The court furl her found that respondenl had failed lb, 
demonstrate a sufficient business justification for the rule. 
1£1. at 227. The courl explained that respondent had olher 

,"ad.equate remedies" to deal with the kind of conduct that 
had prompted the rule. Ibid. The English-only ru'le, the 
court concluded, was like "hitting a flea with a sledge ham
mer. You have gone on far beyond the force that is needed 
for these circum.~tances'" Id. at 224 . 

3. A panel of the Ninth Circuit reversed. II held that 
pelitioners had failed to eSlablish a prima facie case of 
disc~iminatory impact. The court first rejected petitioner's 
claim that the English-only policy had an adverse impact 
on Hispanics because il prevented them from expressing 
their cultural heritage and identity. The court concluded 
thai while u an individual's primary language can be an im
portant link to his ethnic culture and identil)'I.1 Title VII 
'* '" * does nol protect the abililY'of workers to express 
their cullural herilage al the workplace." Pel. App. Ila. 
. The court next rejected petitioner's claim that the 
English-only policy adversely affected Hispanic workers 
because iI deprives them of the privilege of conversing in 

http:Spanish.ld
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the language they speak most comfortably. P~1. App. Ila. 
~ 

The courl concluded that an, employer has the. right to 
denne the "contours" of a privilege, and in this case, Ihe .. 
employer has defined the privilege narrowly as "merely Ihe 
~bility to speak 011 the job:' Id. at II a-12a. When the 
privilege is defined in this way, the court concluded~ bi
lingual employees are nol adversely affecled since they can 
,engage in conversation on fhe job. lei. at 12a. The courl 

(/) 	 a1so concluded thalthere was no disparate impact because 
f-i 
::x:: 
t:!) 	

"the bilingual employee can readily comply with the 
..... 
!XI English-ollly rule and still enjoy the privilege or speaking 

....l on 1he job!' Ibid. Even if bilingual employees un-' 
..... 

>..... consciollsly switch rrom one language to another, the 

u 
"- court added. requiring them u to carch(lhemselvesJ from 

o 
" 
~ 	 occasionally slipping illlo Spanish docs no. impose a 

burden significant enough to amount to the denial of 
equal opportunity." Id. at 12a-13a. 

The court held Ihal employees who speak no English 
might slate a prima racie case. ,Pel. App. l3a. The courl 

a> noted Ihat there is one such employee at Spun Sleak, and' 
<") 

CIO 	 the cdurt remanded for a consideralion of her claim. Ibid.N 

I"'  The court held that a prima facie case might also exist for o , , 

<") employees "who have such limited proficiency in English 
1:'-1 
o , Ihatlhey are effer:tively denied the privilege of speaking on 
N 
.@J . the job." Ibid. The court concluded thai it was unclear 

rrom the record whether there are such employees and that 
o a remand was nccessary 10 resolve Ihat issue. Ibid. 
N 

Finally, the court rejecfed petitioners' claim Ihat re
I"' ,..-j spondc;!nl's English-only rule created an atmosphere of "in

It) 
feriority. isolation, and illtimidalion/' PcL Api>. 143. The 

a> courl held lhat "(wJhethcr a working ,environment is in- , "
N 
" 

It) 	

fused with discriminalion is a factual question, one for 
a> 
o 	 which a per se rule is particularly inappropriate." Id. at 

ISa. In this case, the courl found, petitioners had in
Iroduced "no evidence other Ihan conclusory statements 

5 

that the policy had contributed to an atmosphere of 'isola
tion, inferiority, or intimidation.' II Ib;d. For thi\! reason, 
the cour,t concluded, "the bilingual elBllloyecs ha{d) hOi 
raised 	a genuine issue of material fact fhnl lhe dfcCI is so 
pronounced as to amount 10 a hostile envirollment." Ibid. 

The court acknowledged that ils decision was al odds 
wit'h the EEOC's longstanding position currently set forth 
in an EEOC Guideline (29 C.F.R. J60~.7) Ihat 3n em
ployer must provide a business j lIst.ification (or an 
English-only policy. It!. at 16a. The court concluded, how
ever, t hat there were "compeJling indicalions" Ihat the 
EEOC had improperly interpreted Tille VII. Ill. at 
16a-17a. In particular, the conrt concludedthal the 
EmOCs Guideline is inconsislent wilh the policy of Title 
VII because it "presllinfes] Ihatan English-only polic)' has 
a disparate impa'ct in I.he absence of prooL" lri. at 17a. 

Judge Boochever dissented in pari. He would have de
ferred 10 IheEEOC Guideline and held that "a'n employee 
establishes. a prima facie case '" ... • by provillg the exist
ence of an English-only policy, [hereby shifting the burden 
to Ihe employer to show a business necessity." Id. al 18n. 
Judge Boochcver would have remanded Ihis case for a .rial 
Oli' the issue of business necessilY. Id. at 19a. With Judge 
.Boochever dissenting, the panel denied a petition for 
rehearing. Id. at 21a . 

4. The full court rejected peli.ioners' sllgges.ion for 
rehearing ell bane. Pel. App. 21a. Judge Reinhardt dis
sented. He specifically took 'issue with Ihe majority's view 
that EngliSh-only rules do not have a discrimillatory effect 
because bilingual employees can casily comply wilh them. 
That conclusion, Judge Reinhardl slaled, "demonslrated a 
remarkable lnsensilivily 10 lhe facts and hislory of dis
crimination:' lri. at 24a. He explained Ihal "[sJomc of 1he 
mosl obJectionable discriminatory rules are the leasl ob
trusive in lerms of one's abilily 10 comply: being required 
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to sit in the back of a bus, for example." Ibid. Judge 
Reinhardt furlher concluded that the suppression of a per
son's primary language'cannot be dismissed as a "mere in-. 
convenience." Ibid. Judge Reinhardt explained that 
"English-only rules nol oniy symbolize a rejection of th~e 
excluded language and the culture it embodi~s, but also a 
denial of tlml side of an individual's personality." Id. al 
24a-25a. Thus, "being forbidden under penalty of-

III discharge to speak one's native tongue generally has a per
. ~ nicious effect on nalionai origin minorities." Id. at 25a.· 

.... 
c:.: 
~ .... 	 mSCUSSION 
:.. o The court of appeals has rejected the EEOC's long
:3 standing view that English-only work rules have a dis
Q t.:riminalory ian-pact on national origin minorities and 

therefore must be juslified by business necessity. The 
court of appeals' decision is wrong. " fails 10 accord ap
propriate deference to the EEOC's longstanding view and 
is premised on several fundamental misunderstandings 

~ . about what plaintiffs musl prove in order 10 establish a 
~ discriminaloryimpacl under Title V II. The decision also 

) ~ resolves an issue or' great importance to national origil.l 
.~ minorities am1luevents the EEOC frolll administering a 
~ single naliollwide standard for judging the validity of ' 
II English-only work rules. Review by this Court is therefore 

warranled. 
. ~ I. III 1')70, Ihe EEOC issued ilsfirst published d~ci-
~ sion on English-only rules. In thal decision, the EEOC 

communicated its position (firs! laken in an unpublished 
~ decision in 1(67) thai such rules have "Ihe obvious and 
~ dear efrect of denying [nafional origin minority! employ
~ (.~s .- II< * a term, conditioll, or privilegeof employment en-
o 	 joyed by olher employees: to converse in' a familiar 

lallguage with which (hey are mosl comfmtable. It EEOC 

7 

Dec. 71446, 2 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 1127, 1128' 
(1970). Accordingly. Ihe EEOC explained, such rules musl I-, 
be justified by business necessity. Ibid. Later EEOC deci
sions adhered to Ihal view. E.g., EEOC Dec. 72-0281, 
1973 CCH EEOC Dec. (CCH) , 6293 (1971); EEOC Dec. 
73-0479, '19 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 1788, 1804 

. (1973). 
In '1980, the EEOC adopled a Guideline Ihat "reaf

firm[ed) (he Commission's position" on English-only work 
rules. Proposed Revision (0 Guidelines on Discrimination 
Because of Na'tional Origin, 45 Fed. Reg. 62.728 (1980) . 
The Guideline states thal"'(a) rule requiring employees to 
speak only English at all' times in the workplace is a 
burdensome term and condition of employment!' 29 
C.F.R.1606.7(a) (1993). Because "[t]he primary language 
of an individual is often an essential nat ional origin 
charac,teristic," the Guideline explains, "(plrohibiting 
employees at all limes, in the workplace, from speaking 
their primary language or the language Ihey speak most 
comfortably, disadvanlages an individual's employment 
opportunities on [he basis of national origin." Ibid. In ad
dition, the Guideline explains that such rules "may also 
create an atmosphere of inferiority. isolation and in
timidation based on national origin which could resull in a 
discriminatory working environment." Ibid. Based on 
Ihose .considerations, ,the Guideline provides that if an 
English-only rule is applied at all times, "the Commission 
will presume that such a rule violates I itle V II and will 

( closely scrutinize il." Ibid. In a separate subsection, the 
Guideline further provides that Ula)n employer may have a 

I 
rule-requiring that employees speak only in English at cer" 
tain times where the employer can show thai Ihe rule is 
justified by business necessity." 29 C.F.R. J606.7(b). Both. 
subsections of the Guideline are premised on (he conchl
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sion Ihat English~only rules have a dis<:riminalory impact 
on national origin minorities and therefore must be justi
fied by a business necessity. 

Baore issuing its Guideline. the EEOC sought cOIn
menls hom federal agencies and the public. 45 Fed. Reg. 
51.229. 51.231 (1980); id. at 62.728. The ,EEOC received 
over250 comments. and the final Guideline sought to 'ac~ 
commodate some of the concerns expressed in those com

II"l 	
menls. Ill, at 85,632, 85,634-85.635, 

Fdlowing the promulgation of its English-only Guide~ .... line, IhcEEOC adopled a Compliance Manual Section [0 
~ 

..J assist in the investigation of claims that English-only work .... 
> 

' 

rules violate Title VII. 2 EEOC Compliance Manual .... 
u (BNA) 	 623 (Aug. 6,1984). That Section thoroughly 
"":l 
o 
"

disc1.IScs possible business justifications for an English
Q 

oniyrule. For instance. the Manual suggests that an 
English-only rule would be appropriate in jobs in which 
Ihe railure 10 maintain close communication among 
employees could result in injury to persons or property. 

C!) Manlal § 623.0012. The Manual lists as examples the per
~. forrmnce of surgery or the drilling of an oil well. Ibid. On 
N 

t  (he other hand, the Manual suggests that the principal 
:; . justification offered by respondent ordinarily would not 
~ justify an English~only rule. Manual § 623.0015. Thus, (he 
S . Manual notes' that while co-workers commonly express 

fears that employees speaking in a language other than 
Engli'ih arc making fun of them. those beliefs are ,0 nen 

N 
-4 

unfounded, Ibid. And even when an 'employee has a 
t  legitimate basis for complaint, the Manual explains. the -4 

Jli"oblem can almost always be worked Oul informally. 
If:) Ibid. If informal resolution fails,the Manual concludes. C!) 

an 
N 

"  the auployer can discipline Ihe, offending parly. Ibid. 
" Silce its adoption, the EEOC has consistently applied C!) 

o 
its GJideline ill detennining whet her English-only work 

9 


rules violate Title VJI. The EEOC has published several 
decisions that implement the Guideiine. See, e.g., EEOC 
Dec. 81-25. 27 Fair EmpJ. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 1820, 1822 
(1981); EEOC Dec. 83-7.31 Fair Empl.Prac. Cas. (UNA) 
1861. 1862 (1983). It has also filed suit to enforce its inter
pretation. In Ihe lasr eighl years, the EEOC has filed suit 
to challenge English-only rules in nine cases. Eight of 
those cases have now been sellled, with the employer in 
each agreeing to eliminate the English-only rule. I 

When Congress amended Title VII in 1991 and altered 
the standards for proving disparate impact discrimination 
(see 42 U.S.C. 2000e-2(k)(l )(A)(i), the EEOC's Guideline 
on English-only work rules was discussed on Ihe rloor of 
lhe Senate. Senator DeConcini stated that many of his 
constituents had complained about the use of English-only 
work rules and he asked Senator Kennedy. a sponsor of 
the legislation amending Title VII. whether the E;EOC's 
Guideline would continue to apply fo such rules. Senator 
Kennedy responded thatlhe EEOC's Guideline had worked 
well during the prior eleven years and that nothing in Ihe 
new legislation would arrecl the validity of that Guideline. 
137 Congo Rec. 15.489 (daily ed; Oct. 30, 1991). 

I See Eltoc v. Leu'is & SOlt d/blal Comel and Qnrik Clctillers. No. 
CIV·92.-I07i .lP/LfG (D.N.M. filed S~pt. 28, 1992); EEOC v. Tile 
Brown Derby ResiOlIrfIllI, No. 90·.5004·RJK (C.D. Cal. l1Ied Sepe. 19, 
1990); EEOC v. Mutlsjleld Busilless Sell., No. EP90·CA-J9011 (\V.D. 
Tex. filed Sept. 27, 1990); EEOC v. Sears, Roebltck {~ Co., No. 
90-JOJ7-WrG (C.D. Cal. filed June 13, 1990); DimarlllulII &EEOCv. 
PomOIUl Valle),MedicuIC'r,. No. 89-4299ER (C.D. Cal. filed Apr. 2, 
1(90); EEOC v. Volrmleel's of Am. Ccire Fot'ilities, No. 89·1586 (D .. 
A.riz.tiled Sepl. 27. 1989): EEOC v. SlIlI'l1lhJ,If Army. NQ.87-0784~. 
(C.P. Cal. filed. Nov. 20. 1987); EEOC v. Mold 6- Yuma, No. 
CIV86·1J70-PHX-EHC (D. Ariz. filed July 17, 1986). In EEOC v. 
lI'ym!ll, /Ilc., (lib/a A & B Nrlrsery Seh .• No. H-92-3938 (S]). Tex. 
filed Dec. 21. 1992), the dislricl coma recently uplleld Ihe employer's. 
English-only rule. . . 
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2. In EEOC v. Arabian Am. Oil Co.', 499 U.S. 244, 
257 (19)1), this Court held that the level of deferenceaf
fordedan EEOC interpretation of Title VII ,"will depend 
on the thoroughness evident in its consideration, the 
validity of its reasoning, its consistency with earlier and 
later plORouncemenls, and all those factors which gi.ve it 

. power 10 persuade, if lacking power to controL t) Id., ae 
257. 	TIis Court has also indicated that an agency inter
pretation is entitled to greater deference when Congress is 

Ul 
aware of the interpretation and does not change it, but ~ .... amendS'lhe statute in othe~respects. United Sloles v. 

~ Rutherford, 442 U.S. 544, 554 (1979).
....l .... Mearured against those crileria, the EEOC's position on:>.... 
u 	 EnglislrOllly rules is entitled to substantial deference~ The 
"...., EEOCadoptcd its position Ihree years after TitJeVII was o 
~ 

enact~and has followed it ever since. The EEOC's posi
tion has been subjected to full notice and comment review 
and thnughly tested by experience. The EEOC's English
only Guideline and Ihe Compliance Manual Section imple
mentill it set forth areasoned and careful analysis of the 

0) 

<? 
co issue. And \-vhen Congress adopted recent amendments [0 
IN Title 111 on disparate impact discrimination, it left 
I 
o 
<? 	 EEOCl approach intact. 
IN Most important. the EEOC's interpretation reflecls a 
o 
IN sound application of established Title VII principles. Title 11 VII flady prohibits all discrimination in the U[erms. condi

tions. or privileges of employment" because of national 
..... 
IN origin,42 U.S.c. 2000e-2(a)( I). Discrimination with~n the 
I ..... 	 mcani" of Title Vll includes practices that disproportion

ately impose adverse impact on members of:a protected 
If) group IIld Ihat cannot be justified by businessnecessily. 
" Griggs" Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 4JI (1971). The 
0) 

If) 

IN 
"- EEOCl position on English-only rules follows directly 0) 

o 	 ,from tkseprinciples.English-only rules plainly impose a 

I 	
11 

I 
,j. term or condition of employment, And while English-only . . 

rules may perhaps be seen as facially neutral, they dis
proportionately burden national origin minorities because 

, they preclude many members of national origin minority 
groups from speaking the language in which Ihey are bt:st 
able to communicate, while rarely. if ever, having (hat ef
fect on non-minority employees. Accordingly, under 
established TiHe VII jurisprudence, such ,rules must be 
justified by Qusiness necessily. 

3. The Ninth Circuit held thaI the EEOC·s interpreta
tion is not eillitled 10 deference. In the Ninlh Circuit's 
view, the EEOC's Guideline is inconsistent With the policy 
of Title VII .because it "presum(es] Jhar ail English-only 
policy has a disparate impact in the absence of proof:' 
Pet, App~ 17a. Thalcrilicism is incorrect. The I?EOC has 
soundly concluded, based oniogic and experience, (har 

I 
, I 	

English-only rules invariably have a disparale impact on 
national origin minorilY groups. It is certainly true that 
many members of nalional origin minority groups feel 
completely comforlable speaking English in all ,circum-

I 

, , 

slances; it is f,llso true thai. some eniployees who do not 
belong to such a group may somelimes be more comforl
able speaking a language olher than English. Bu( there can 
be no doubl that, in a workplace with a substanlial 
number of nalional origin minority group employees, 
English-only work rules will necessarily predude dispro
porlionatcly more national origin minority employees 
than olhers from conversing in the language in which lhey 
are most comfortable and besl able to communicate. The 
:EEOC therefore properly adopted a categorical ap-proach 
to the issue of Ihe, disparate impact of English-only rllles, 
ralher than requiring proof of the obvious on a case-by
case basis. 

The court of appeals appeared 10, undersland lhat 
English-only rules invariably precll,lde disproportionately 
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more national origin minority employees than ochers from 
'conversing in their primary language. ,Pet. App. lOa. It 
held 'nevertheless thai this effect was insufficient to sup
pOli a Title VII disparate impact claim. Pet. App. 
11a-l3a. That conclusion is based on several serious 
misconceptions aboul what plaintiffs must prove' 10 

establish a disparate impact under Tille VII. 
First, the court held that since a privilege of employ

ment "is by definition given at the employer's discretion." 
III respondent was free to define the privilege "narrowly" as 
~ .... "merely the ability to speak on the job." Pet. App. 
iii: Ila-12a. Because bilingual Hispanic employees enjoy thai 
..l... narrow privilege ,to the same extent as non-Hispanic>... 
u employees, the court reasoned, bilingual employees could 
" not stale a disparate impact claim. lei. at 12a. As this o " ~ Court has held, however, "[a) benefit that is part and 

parcel o'r the employment relationship may not be doled 
out in a discriminatory rashion, even if the employer 
would be free '" .. >to not to provide the benefit at all. It 
HiS/lOll v. King & Spaulding, 467 U.S. 69, 75 (1984). Title 

0) 

r? 
(I() 

. VII. as we have noled, is not concerned solely with rules 
N lhal have been defined in discriminatory terms. It also 
t
o prohi bits rules that are "discriminatory in operation."
r? 

Griggs, 401 U.S. at 431. No matter how narrowly responN 

N 
o 

dent has defined the privilege to speak on the job, the con
12· sequence of respondent's English-only rule is that its non

Hi~panic employees are able to converse in the language in 
N which they are best able to communicate, while many ofN 

t  ils Hispanic employees are not. That discriminatory conse
,oj 

quence violates Title VII unless it is justified by a business 
IQ 
0) 

necessity. 
"
IQ Second. the court or appeals held that respondent's 
N 
"- English-only rule did not have a disparate impact on bi
0) 

o lingual Hispanic employees because they can comply with 
the rule. Pel. ApI'. 12a. Hmvever,as Judge Reinhardt ex

,. 
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plained, history reveals thai . "[sJome of the most 
objectionable discriminatory rules are the least obtrusive 
in terms of one's abililyto comply: being required 10 sit in 

· the back of a bus, for example." Id. a~ 243. Under the 
court of appeals' analysis, a black employee could not 
challenge a rule requiring black employees to use separate 
bathrooms and drinking fountains; an Orthodox Jew, 
could nO[ challenge a rule-forbidding the wearing or head 
coverings; and bilingual members of a national origin 

· minority group could not challenge a rule requiring 
employees Lo speak only English at all times 'on the 
employer's premises, including at lunch and at breaksi 

J' (even though respondent in this case thoughl it obvious 
that employees should be able to speak their language of 
choice on their own time). Those examples iIlustrale that 
the court of appeals seriously erred in rocusing on the 
physical·· difficulty of complying with respondent's 
Eng1ish~only rule, rather Ihan on the discriminalory im
paci of that rule upon Hispanic employees. 

Finally. the courl of appeals held that plaintiffs in a 
· Title VB case must demonstrate thai ,hey have suffered a 
"significantUadverse impact.. Pel. App. 12a. In the courl's 
judgment, moreover, English-only rules do not. impose a 

· significant adverse impact on bilingual employees. Id. at 
12a-133. This Court, however, has rejected the view that 
the Equal Protection Clause requires a plainliff who is 
subjected Lo dis<;riminatory treatment to prove some 
minimum level of adverse effects. Papasan v. AI/ain, 478 
U.S. 265, 288 n.17 (1986). Indeed, even when a difference 
in treatment causes nothing more lhan "inL:onvcnience," 
Ihal difference must be justified. MississippiUl1itlcrsify 
for WOlllen v. Hogall, 458 lJ .S. 718, 723 n.S (1982). The 
same is lrue of Title VII. 2 

l To establish lhe clement or causation under Tille VII, "Illainliff 
must show Ihal a rule has adversely arfcctcd signiricanlty morc 
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In any event,· English-only rules have a significant 
adverse impact on bilingual members of national origin. 
minorilies Jor at least two reasons. First, such roles sig
nificantly handicap the ability or bilingual employees to 
communicate on the job. Bilingual persons have a wide 
range of English·speaking ability, Crom minimally profi
cienl 10 rully r!uent. For those who have minimal or less 
than average English-speaking ability, an English-only 
rule can dramatically limit their range of expression and 
communication. And even bilingual persons who speak 

(I) 

~ 
...... English very well can ordinarily speak their primary~ . 	 . 

..J language with more "precision and power. tI Hernondez v. ...... 


...... > New York, III S. CI. 1859, 1868 (1991). Depriving per

U 
" sons or the opportunity to use the language in which they ..., 
o communicate most erfectively cannot be characterized as a 

de minimis injury, 
English-only rules also do more than limit an employee's 

range or expression. "Language permits an individual to 
express both a personal identity and rnembership in a com

ex> munity." l-!emolJdez. III S. Ct. at 1872. It is "used to 

Q 

C":> 

N 
00 . define the self." lei. .at 1868: Accordingly, as Judge 
I  Reinhardt staled, to banish a person's primary language o 
C":> rrom the workplace not only communicates "a rejection of 

N 

N 
o the excluded language and the culture it embodies, but 
@l also n denial or thaI side of an individual's personality." 

Pel. App. 24a-25a. That serious imposition requires a 
N husincss justification. under Title VII-. 
N 

I 
.-I 	 mcmbers of one group t\1an .molher. Walson v. FOri Worth Balik & 

Tm,<;', 487 U ,S.977. 994-995 (\9IUI) (plurality opinion). There is 110 re
II? 
ex> 	 tlllirCUlclll, howc\'cr, lhat pl'lillliffs prove Ihat the t1iscriminalory 
"
II? 	 h:lrIll the}' ha\'c suffered because or IInl ioua' origin !>3t is lies somc 
N 
" Ihre~hold standard of "~ignifi('nl1ce."ex> 
o 

I 	 15 

4. The question whelher English-only rules Illust be 
justified by business necessity is an imporlant and recur
ring one. There are indications Ihat there has been a recent 
upsurge or such rules in the workpJace. The EEOC cur
rently has approximately 120 active charges againsl.67 dif
rerent employers who have imposed English-only rules .. 

I 

The Ninth Circuit's decision is also especially troubling 
because of the composition of the population in that Cir
cuit. About one-third of the people in the Uniled States 
who speak a language other than English at home live in 
the states included in the Ninlh Circuit.} That large group 
is now precluded from relying on the EEOCs Guideline in 
seeking protection from English-only rules., 

The decision in this case also interferes with Ihe EEOC's 
abililY to administer a uniform nationwide policy on 
English-only workplace rules. If the Ninth Circuit's deciI sion is left unrevicwed, the EEOC must either renolince its ! 
longstanding policy on English-only work rules, or it must 
develop one enforcement policy for cases in the Ninth Cir
cuit and another for cases in the remaining circuits. The 
EEOC should not be rorced to make that choice." 

j The ninc Slates thai make lip Ihe Nillth Circuil conillin over (en 
million people who spealc a hUlguagc other IhanEnglish at home. 1990 
Census of I>opulation, Social and Economic Characteristics, Nos. 

I 1990 CP-2-J (Alaska); 1990 CP-2-4 (Ariz.); 1990 CP-2-6 (Cal.); 1990 
CP-2-ll (Haw.); 1990 CP-2-14 (Idaho); 1990 CP-2-28 (Molll.); 1990 ! 
CP-2-JO(Ncv.); 1990CP-2-J9{Or.); 1990CP-2-49{Wash.). Tttble 18. 
Close 10 J2 million people in rhe Ullilell Slates spenk a lallguage other 
thnn English al home. 1990 Census of Poptllatioll, Social and Eco
nomic Characterislics, No. &990 CP-2-t (Ul1iled Slales), Tah'c 15. 

i 

l 0111)' olle olher Circuil has addressculhc validity 01' English-ollly 
work rules. and thai dedsion preceded the adoption of EEOC's 
Guideline. See Gu,.<:ia v. Gloor, 618 F.2d 264 (5th Cir. 1980). ccrl. 
dcniell. 449 U.S. 1113 (1981). The scope of Ihat decision is 1101 entirely 

! dear. See 45 Fed. Reg. 62.728 (1980) (viewing it as Iimiled 10 bilingual 
1.·lUllloj'ccs who fail 10 SllOW (hal Ihcirprimary hlllgliacc is olle olher 

i 
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CONCLUSION 

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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than ElIgli~h). The Fifth Circuil expressl)' lIolcd the abscllI':c of an 
EEOC GuiddiilC as a'raclor in iCsdcci:o;ion. 618 f.2d i14 268 n.1. 
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