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Introduction

Proposition 58 (California Choices, 
2018), the California Non-English 
Languages Allowed in Public 
Education Act, was passed in 
N o v e m b e r 2 0 1 6 r e p e a l i n g 
Proposition 227. In 1998, California 
passed Proposition 227 (California 
Department of Education, 2018) 
known as the English in Public 
Schools in i t ia t ive . Bi l ingual 
education is an option made 
available for students to learn 
academic content in two languages. 
Varying program models aim to 
either transition students towards 
English proficiency by using their 
native language or develop complete 
bilingualism in both languages. 
Proposition 227 intended to increase 
the academic achievement of ELLs 
by having them focus solely on 
English. However, Proposition 58 
repealed this notion under the basis 
that bilingual education offers the 
greatest benefit to language minority 
students. Schools throughout the 
country are having to redefine the 
effectiveness of bilingual education 
on the academic achievement of 
ELLs as depicted by high-stakes 
tests scores. 

B i l i n g u a l 
E d u c a t i o n a n d 

H i g h - S t a k e s 
Testing 

The No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB) of 2001 aimed to hold 
teachers and schools accountable for 
the academic performance of all 
students by requiring state and 
national tests to determine grade 
level proficiency in reading and 
math (Smyth, 2008). In 2015, Every 
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
replaced NCLB by promising that all 
s tudents at al l grade levels , 
“especially low-income students, 
students of color, students with 
disabilities, English Learners, and 
other historically marginalized 
students” (ESSA, 2015, p. 1), 
receive a quality education. The 
passing of NCLB and ESSA 
promoted high levels of academic 
achievement for ELLs by ultimately 
redirecting emergent bilingual 
students towards English-only 
in s t ruc t ion (Thomas , 2017) . 
Preparing ELLs to take standardized 
tests requires focused instruction in 
mainstream classrooms in order to 
effectively navigate language 
barriers. Educators must be equipped 
with the necessary practices and 
strategies to facilitate language 
minority students in performing at a 
standard level of proficiency on 
high-stakes tests.  

The Impact 
of Proposition 58


Bilingual education has 
incited controversial views in terms 
of its effectiveness with ELLs. 
Proposition 227 was originally 
passed in order to promote the 
prolonged academic success of 
l anguage mino r i t y s tuden t s . 
California’s underachieving ELLs 
and low rates of English learners 
who were reclassified as English 
proficient were presented as 
evidence to depict the failure of 
bilingual education (Gandara et al., 
2000; California Department of 
Education, 2018)). Years later, the 
debate for bilingual education 
continued and Proposition 58 was 
passed to repeal the English-only 
requirement made by Proposition 
2 2 7 . A l t h o u g h g r a d e l e v e l 
p ro f i c i ency con t inues to be 
measured by high-stakes tests, 
research depicts the benefits of 
language acquisition on academic 
achievement to be the ability to build 
on students’ native cultures and 
maintain their heritage (Goldenberg 
& Wagner, 2015).  
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Prior to the passing of 
Proposition 58, the misconception 
existed that bilingual education was 
a mandate for all ELLs in California. 
Supporters of Proposition 227 
argued that bilingual programs failed 
to provide students with the English 
proficiency needed to be functioning 
members of society. Bilingual 
communities throughout the country 
find that minority languages are 
often associated with low socio-
economic status and lack of 
educational achievement (Garcia, 
2011). The impact of bilingual 
education on test scores raises 
questions as to whether or not it 
shou ld be o ffe red to ELLs . 
Opposition to Proposition 58 
presents the difficulty in finding 
teachers who are fully bilingual at 
the elementary level to teach both 
languages with integrity. Oftentimes, 
students in bilingual programs end 
up receiving the majority of their 
instruction in the language their 
teacher is most comfortable with 
(Rossell & Baker, 1996; Goldenberg 
& Wagner, 2015).    

Critics of bilingual education 
state that “children emerge from 
these programs not knowing English, 
while supporters claim that the 
alternative- all-English instruction in 
a regular classroom- stunts a Limited 
English Proficient (LEP) child’s 
intellectual development and self-
esteem” (Rossell & Baker, 1996, p. 
7). The passing of Proposition 58 
allows schools to design their 
programs with the needs of their 
students at the forefront. Bilingual 
programs are offered as an option for 
both ELLs and for students who are 
interested in learning another 
language. Parents, schools, and 
teachers are able to meet the needs 
of language minority students 
through the option of bilingual 
education.  

Recommendations 
•Making parents knowledgeable 
of their ability to opt into 
bilingual programs By allowing 
parents to choose bilingual 
education for ELLs, they are 
empowered to make a decision 
that aligns with their beliefs. 
Parents should view the option of 
bi l ingual educat ion as an 

oppor tuni ty ra ther than a 
requirement.  
•Implementing a curriculum that 
re f l e c t s a d e v e l o p m e n t a l 
approach Full bilingualism 
denotes proportionate abilities in 
both languages. A developmental 
approach strengthens students’ 
native language while allowing 
for second language acquisition.  
•S p l i t t i n g u p l a n g u a g e 
instruction based on teacher 
proficiency level Teachers are 
allowed the opportunity to teach 
the content they feel most 
comfortable with so that students 
are able to receive high-quality 
language instruction. Splitting up 
language instruction can alleviate 
the shortage of language teachers 
in schools.  
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