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ABSTRACT
The amount of English language learners (ELLs) in the United States has steadily
increased over the past several decades and continues to grow (Nieto, 2004; Ovando, Collier, &
Combs, 2006). This increase in ELLs has driven many to contemplate how to best address the
learning needs of these growing numbers of students (Slavin & Cheung, 2005). While there are
currently several existing models for teaching ELLs, many researchers have promoted the
effectiveness of bilingual education as a means for teaching these students (Besel, Glass,
Montoya-Tannatt, & Bachelor, 1982; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Rolstad, Mahoney & Glass,
2005). However, there is still a need for more research regarding the attitudes and beliefs of the
teachers and parents of these students regarding bilingual education, particularly in areas where
bilingual education is not yet offered and yet is often required via a policy change. Therefore,
the goal of this study was to determine the attitudes and beliefs of parents and teachers regarding
bilingual education being implemented in their school district, before a new law mandating it is
enforced. The participants of this study included parents and teachers in four elementary and
middle schools in a large, urban district in Western New York. A paper-based Likert-scale
survey was used to collect data from teachers and parents. Results indicated that parents and
teachers are generally supportive of bilingual education and its principles and that the creation of
bilingual education programs is warranted in the future. This study intends to add to the existing
literature and research in this area.

iii

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

Table of Contents
Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................... iv
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. vi
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... vii
Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 1
Problem ....................................................................................................................................... 1
Purpose ........................................................................................................................................ 3
Significance ................................................................................................................................. 3
Literature Review............................................................................................................................ 4
Bilingual Education ..................................................................................................................... 4
Recent U.S. Language Policy.................................................................................................... 12
Types of Bilingual Education .................................................................................................... 16
Effectiveness of Bilingual Education Programs........................................................................ 21
Parent Attitudes toward Bilingual Education ............................................................................ 26
Teacher Attitudes Toward ELLs and BE .................................................................................. 29
Methodology ................................................................................................................................. 31
Setting........................................................................................................................................ 32
Sample ....................................................................................................................................... 32
Participants ................................................................................................................................ 33
Procedure ................................................................................................................................... 33
Instruments ................................................................................................................................ 35
Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................ 36
Validity Considerations ............................................................................................................. 38
Results ........................................................................................................................................... 38
Theme 1: Attitudes toward Bilingual Education ....................................................................... 40
Theme 2: Attitudes towards ELLs ............................................................................................ 44
Theme 3: Attitudes toward bilingualism ................................................................................... 49
Theme 4: Attitudes toward English-only instruction ................................................................ 55
Theme One: Positive Attitudes Toward Bilingual Education ................................................... 60
iv

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES
Theme Two: Positive Attitudes Toward ELLs ......................................................................... 62
Theme Three: Positive Attitudes Toward Bilingualism ............................................................ 64
Theme Four: Negative Attitudes Toward English-Only Instruction ......................................... 66
Limitations ................................................................................................................................ 67
Conclusion/Implications............................................................................................................ 68
References ..................................................................................................................................... 70
Appendix A ................................................................................................................................... 80
Appendix B ................................................................................................................................... 81
Appendix C ................................................................................................................................... 82
Appendix C cont. .......................................................................................................................... 83
Appendix D ................................................................................................................................... 84

v

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

List of Tables
Table 1- Survey Themes ............................................................................................................... 36
Table 2- Distribution of teacher surveys according to school ..................................................... 40
Table 3- Distribution of parent surveys to students according to school ...................................... 40

vi

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES
List of Figures
Figure 1. Mean scores of attitudes (with reverse coding) ............................................................. 39
Figure 2. Mean score of attitudes .................................................................................................. 39
Figure 3. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 1: Attitudes
toward Bilingual Education .......................................................................................................... 40
Figure 4. Item 1: Bilingual education is not acceptable because it meets only the needs of a small
select group ................................................................................................................................... 41
Figure 5. Item 2: The maintenance of bilingual education is too expensive for a school district 42
Figure 6. Item 3: Cross-cultural attitudes and appreciation could be enhanced through
bilingual education ........................................................................................................................ 43
Figure 7. Item 13: If a student is not proficient in English, the child should be in a
classroom
learning his/her language (reading and writing) as part of the school curriculum ....................... 44
Figure 8. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 2: Attitudes
toward ELLs.................................................................................................................................. 45
Figure 9. Item 4: Non- or limited-English speakers suffer educational disadvantages because of
their culture ................................................................................................................................... 46
Figure 10. Item 5: Non- or limited-English speakers can mutually learn from one another in the
classroom ...................................................................................................................................... 47
Figure 11. Item 6: English language learners suffer educational disadvantages because of their
culture ........................................................................................................................................... 48
Figure 12. Item 7: Having non- or limited-English speakers in the classroom is detrimental to
other students ................................................................................................................................ 49
Figure 13. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 3:
Attitudes toward bilingualism ....................................................................................................... 50
Figure 14. Item 8: Students would benefit from learning two languages ..................................... 51
Figure 15. Item 9: Speaking two languages helps a child's self esteem ....................................... 52
Figure 16. Item 10: High levels of bilingualism can lead to practical, career-related advantages 53
Figure 17. Item 11: High Levels of bilingualism can result in higher development of knowledge
and mental skills ........................................................................................................................... 54
vii

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

Figure 18. Item 12: It is important that people in the U.S. learn a language in addition to English
....................................................................................................................................................... 55
Figure 19. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 4:
Attitudes toward English-only instruction. ................................................................................... 56
Figure 20. Item 14: If a second language learner is in an English only class he/she will learn
English better ................................................................................................................................ 57
Figure 21. Item 15: Students must learn English as quickly as possible even if it means the loss
of the native language ................................................................................................................... 58
Figure 22. Item 16: Everyone in the country should speak English and only English ................. 59

viii

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

1

Introduction
Problem
Within the last few decades in the United States (U.S.), the demographics have changed
significantly. The amount of legal immigrants coming to the U.S. has grown steadily, peaking in
1992 and continuing to be strong after that (Nieto, 2004; Ovando, Collier, & Combs, 2006).
According to Ovando et al. (2006) the amount of linguistic minorities will outnumber
monolingual English speakers in several regions throughout the U.S. in the coming years. As the
amount of immigrants in the United States grows, so does the number of minority language
children enrolled in schools, many of whom are English language learners (ELLs) (Baker, 2011;
Nieto, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006). This increase in ELL numbers has been felt throughout the
country and has driven many to contemplate how best to address the learning need of these
students (Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005). While many schools choose to educate this
growing number of students through English as a second language (ESL) programs (Baker,
2011; Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006), there has also been considerable support for
bilingual education programs, both for language minority students as well as majority language
students (Baker, 2011; Brisk, 1998; Crawford, 2004; García, 2009; Lindholm-Leary, 2012;
Ovando et al., 2006; Rolstad et al., 2005; Thomas & Collier, 2003).
Though research shows that children who are or are becoming bilingual have shown
cognitive advantages, higher academic achievement and better cultural understanding over
students who are not bilingual, a highly negative political and ideological environment continues
to surround the implementation of bilingual education programs (Brisk, 1998; Cashman, 2006;
Crawford, 2000, 2004; Del Valle, 2003; García, 2009; Haas, 2014; Johnson, 2008; Menken,
2010; Ovando, 2003; Ovando et al., 2006). In recent history, this negative political and
ideological environment has influenced ballot measures in several states where the public have
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voted to restrict bilingual education. So while researchers, politicians, media, and voters have
and continue to weigh in on bilingual education, the perspectives of teachers and parents of ELLs
greatly need to be added to the discussion to better understand their support or non-support for
such programs (Craig, 1996; Lee & Oxelson, 2006; Parkes, 2008; Ramos, 2007; Shannon &
Milian, 2002; Shin & Krashen, 1996). As teachers and parents have the most invested in the
education of the country’s students, it is imperative that we listen to their perspectives regarding
bilingual education. Just as the opinions and perspectives of researchers, politicians, media and
voters inform the public at large on other issues, the opinions and perspectives of the people who
are seeing these changes firsthand, parents and teachers, allow for a better understanding of what
types of programs are most desired to better educate these growing numbers of ELLs.
In Western New York (WNY), the change in the number of ELLs in public schools is as
pronounced as anywhere in the country. In many WNY communities, there has been a marked
increase in the amount of ELLs and ESL services offered in schools (New York State Education
Department, 2014). Today, the majority of ELLs are taken out of their regular classrooms for
much of the day through ESL pull-out classes, meaning they miss valuable class time with their
native English-speaking peers and teachers. By knowing the perspectives of parents and teachers
as to whether they prefer to use these ESL services or instead bilingual education for their
children and students could enable districts to make changes for more bilingual programs. In
addition, though NYS now offers a Seal of Biliteracy for high school seniors and Part 154
recommends bilingual education for districts that have appropriate numbers of ELLs to merit
them, we still do not see the programs in schools as promoted (NYSED, 2014). Thus, knowing
the perspectives of parents and teachers regarding their interest in such a seal or bilingual
education program could also prompt more districts to adopt bilingual education programs.
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Purpose
As the amount of ELLs attending schools in the U.S. grows, the need increases to
understand the perspectives of parents and teachers of both majority and minority language
children regarding their support in or non-support of implementing bilingual education programs
(Craig, 1996; Lee & Oxelson, 2006; Parkes, 2008; Ramos, 2007; Shannon & Milian, 2002; Shin
& Krashen, 1996). Although there are many existing successful bilingual education programs
around the country, many ELLs in New York State continue to be educated in mainstream and
ESL classrooms. Based on bilingual education programs’ success and the rising numbers of
ELLs in schools, there seems to be adequate reason to change the programs and policies of
schools from ESL services to bilingual education to provide the best possible education for ELLs
and native English speakers alike. But while there is adequate research to support a change of
the programs from ESL to bilingual education, school districts need to be informed as to what
sort of change, if any, their populations desire to better support the participation of ELLs as well
as native English speakers in these programs (Craig, 1996; Krashen & Shin, 1996). Therefore,
the need for data regarding the perspectives on the potential implementation of bilingual
education in schools from primary stakeholders in students education, the parents and teachers, is
imperative at this point. Thus, the purpose of this study is to gauge both teachers’ and parents’
perspectives regarding the use of bilingual education, specifically dual language programs, in
educating their students and children respectively.
Significance
While there has been great deal of both positive and negative literature by researchers,
politicians, and the media concerning how to educate the increasing numbers of language
minority students in the U.S., there is still a need for research regarding the opinions of the
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groups most invested in teaching these students, notably the parents and teachers. Further, while
there have been several studies concerning beliefs and attitudes of parents and teachers towards
bilingual education (Aguirre, 1984; Shannon & Milian, 2002; Shin & Krashen, 1996), there
continues to be a need for a better understanding of the level of support amongst parents and
teachers for bilingual education programs. Their beliefs and attitudes toward bilingual education
are of the utmost importance to the potential success of the programs as their influence and
involvement can shape the policies and practices of schools that ultimately decide to implement
bilingual education programs. The goal of this study is to use the results of this study to provide
school districts with a more informed idea of the opinions and perspectives of parents and
teachers as to whether or not they would be in support of bilingual education programs in their
own schools. This study intends to add to existing literature concerning beliefs and attitudes of
parents and teachers so that we may approach language minority students’ education with a more
complete understanding of the opinions of the people most involved in their education.
Literature Review
Bilingual Education
The term bilingual education is a complex one that carries with it many different
understandings of what it means to educate students through the utilization of two languages.
While there is no consensus on the precise definition for all that it entails, it can be generalized
that it is an approach to teaching language minority students in their native languages as well as
English through a variety of different program models with different end goals (Ovando et al.,
2006). The idea of educating children through two languages is one that has been prevalent in
the US for over two hundred years. Throughout the course of American history there have been
many people who have sought to utilize this method to effectively teach language minority
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students, yet there have also been many detractors who have aimed to dismantle and weaken this
method of teaching in American schools (Brisk, 1998; Cashman, 2006; Crawford, 2000, 2004;
Del Valle, 2003; García, 2009; Haas, 2014; Johnson, 2008; Ovando, 2003; Ovando et al., 2006).
Despite becoming a rare method of teaching after WWI, over the course of the past 50 years,
educating students bilingually has become more of hot topic issue with the public at large and
consequently has become a controversial issue. Researchers, politicians and the media have all
weighed in on the issue of whether or not bilingual education can be an effective form of
schooling for language minority students (Baker, 2011; Brisk, 1998; Ovando et al., 2006). This
paper will first introduce the historical background of bilingual education, then expand upon the
types of bilingual education as well as its effectiveness in teaching language minority students in
the U.S.
Early history of bilingual education. Tolerance of schools teaching in languages other

than English has a long and varied history in the U.S., dating back to the early nineteenth
century. While English was still the most widely spoken language in the country during this
time and was still considered an important language early in U.S. history, indeed one that held
great importance in national affairs, the area comprising the U.S. was not dominated by any one
language until the early twentieth century (Baker, 2011; Cashman, 2006). During the formative
years of the United States, many ethnic and religious groups from other countries established
homogeneous communities, setting up homesteads and settlements across the U.S. territories and
brought with them a variety of languages. While in most cases these immigrants were still living
alongside English speakers, many of their communities were often remote and separated from
the mainstream American culture and a culture of teaching in languages other than English
prevailed within them. Teaching languages such as German, Spanish, French, Dutch, Russian
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and Swedish was commonplace within these communities and therefore the “presence of many
languages in U.S. schools was an accepted reality” (Brisk, 1998, p. 5). This early “accepted
reality” of the use and presence of foreign languages spurred many of these localized ethnic
groups to create parochial and private schools to teach their home languages. Later, in the early
nineteenth century, as the common school movement spread and public schools became more
widespread, language instruction was incorporated into many public schools’ curriculums. This
trend was not limited only to localized contexts, evidenced by the fact that during the nineteenth
century over a dozen states passed laws that allowed schooling in languages other than English
(Brisk, 1998; Crawford, 2004; García, 2009; Ovando, 2003; Ovando et al., 2006).
While there were a plethora of languages being taught independently or alongside
English in public, private and parochial schools in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, there was no cohesive idea of bilingual education in the United States until the midnineteenth century. This idea of bilingual education was driven by Midwestern U.S. Germans,
who for much of the nineteenth century made up the largest immigrant group in the United
States. Their sheer numbers in Midwestern cities propelled them to create several schools where
students were taught both in German and English. In 1837, the first of many German-English
public schools was established in St. Louis, Missouri, that taught both German students and
students not of German ancestry. This school can be considered the first form of bilingual
education in the United States that taught both language majority as well as language minority
students (Baker, 2011; Fishman, 2001; García, 2009).
While the St. Louis German community was the first to open a true bilingual school, the
Ohio German community was extremely influential in the early bilingual school movement. In
1839, Ohio became the first state to create a bilingual education law that permitted instruction in
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German and English in public schools. That same year the Cincinnati bilingual school was
established and students in grades one through four were instructed weekly by both English and
German teachers. Later, during the 1860s, public schools in Cincinnati established a bilingual
schooling policy called “the Cincinnati plan” and by 1875, over half of all students were enrolled
in bilingual schools (García, 2009; Ramsey, 2009).
In the Southwest, where Spanish and English were spoken side-by-side for many years,
bilingual education took a foothold very soon after the annexation of the Territory of New
Mexico in 1848. Early on, the inclusion of both Spanish and English curricula were permitted in
private schools, but later in the century public schools began including the use of both languages.
This was exemplified by the fact that in 1891, a new law was enacted that protected the use of
both languages in the public school sphere (Crawford, 2004; García, 2009; Ovando et al., 2006;
Ramsey, 2012).
In Louisiana, there was also a long tradition of the French language being used alongside
English in bilingual schooling. After being purchased in 1803 by the United States, the
government of Louisiana, starting in 1812, passed several state constitutions that called for the
use of French and English in laws and public records, thus extending the official use of French in
the public sphere. This acceptance of dual language use allowed bilingual schools to thrive in
much of the state for many years. In New Orleans for example, where French and English were
used interchangeably throughout the city, bilingual schooling was retained in many of the city’s
municipalities, despite the influx and pressure of many new English speakers. By 1847 the state
had passed a law that allowed for French and English schooling where parents requested it, thus
retaining both French and English bilingual schooling until 1921 when all state schools were
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required to teach exclusively in English (Crawford, 1999; García, 2009; Gilbert, 1981; Ramsey,
2012).
The shift towards Americanization. While attitudes toward language instruction may have

been more permissive in some areas in the nineteenth century, concerns persisted and became
more widespread in other areas regarding the threat of non-English languages to American
culture and unity. Pressure for English-only schooling grew slowly throughout the nineteenth
century and expanded greatly at the turn twentieth century. This pressure was especially present
in the Midwest, where large numbers of German-Americans were engaged in German language
instruction. For example, in 1889, in the heavily populated German states of Wisconsin and
Illinois, state governments passed laws that required elementary school students to be taught
exclusively in English. While both states repealed the efforts four years later, this was indicative
of times to come (Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006; Szecsy, 2008). So despite the previously
mentioned examples of bilingual education, in the latter half of the nineteenth century Englishonly schooling was the prevailing method of instruction. These attitudes became more ingrained
as the country neared the twentieth century (Baker, 2011; Crawford, 2004; Cashman, 2006; Del
Valle, 2003; García, 2009).
With the turn of the twentieth century, there came another large influx of new
immigrants. While early in U.S. history immigration had been primarily from Western and
Northern Europe, as well as Mexico, the new wave increasingly came from Eastern, Central and
Southern Europe. These new groups tended to be more culturally diverse and were more likely
to settle in cities as the westernmost frontiers of the U.S. had largely been settled already.
Because of this, these groups tended to settle homogenously in cities and as a result “the
appearance, manners, living habits, and speech of these groups attracted more public notice and

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

9

comment-usually negative” (Crawford, 2004, p. 87). This led to a push back from established
immigrant groups, primarily the Irish, Scandinavians and even many Germans who believed
their own standing in the United States was being threatened. Many believed that the only way
to unify and elevate these new immigrants from their current standing was to educate them
exclusively in English (Brisk, 1998). As a result, these groups began to consolidate their power,
and “one solution to the power struggle focused on schools” (Ovando et al., 2006, p. 59).
Along with efforts to promote English-only schooling, many people felt that the United
States should have one identity and the idea of Americanization took hold. The idea of
Americanization and its supporters aimed to assimilate the influx of new immigrants as quickly
as possible into US society and culture. Proficiency in English became increasingly linked with
political loyalty and for the first time, people started to view being able to speak English as being
a “good American.” Propaganda surrounding Americanization began to emerge from private
patrons as well as the U.S. government, with Crawford (2004) stating that “the goal was
explicitly stated: to replace immigrant languages and cultures with those of the United States” (p.
88).
In 1906, the push for Americanization reached a fever pitch with the passing of the
Naturalization Act of 1906, which decreed that recently arrived immigrants who wanted to
become United States citizens were required to speak English. Even presidents were vocal in
their disdain for the immigrants’ cultures and languages. For example, during a 1917 speech
former President Theodore Roosevelt declared, “it would not be merely a misfortune but a crime
to perpetuate differences of language in this country" and that if an immigrant failed to learn
English they “should be sent back to the land from whence he came” (as cited in Castellanos &
Leggio, 1983, p. 40).
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By 1919, the Americanization Department of the U.S. Bureau of Education passed a
resolution stating all elementary schooling should be in English. By 1923, thirty-four states had
ruled that English be the sole language of instruction for elementary school students. By the end
of WWI, attitudes in the U.S. towards other languages had become especially negative and
bilingual education was essentially disregarded as a form of instruction (Baker, 2011;
Castellanos & Leggio, 1983; Crawford, 2004; García, 2009; Ovando, 2003; Wiley, 1996).
Resurgence of bilingual education. In the 1960s and 1970s, bilingual education started to

make a comeback in U.S. schools. In 1964, Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
stated that:
no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal Financial assistance (Rosenzweig, 2008, p. 135)
The Act had important implications for language minority students in several ways. It signaled a
more positive change in attitudes towards languages other than English and more importantly
protected students by introducing a minimum standard of education and influenced future
legislation and court cases (Baker, 2011; Ovando, 2003; Wiese & Garcia, 2001).
Four years later, in 1968, Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), known as the Bilingual Education Act (BEA) at the time, was passed. While originally
only intended for the development of bilingual programs for Mexican-Americans in Texas, this
act nonetheless signaled a change in federal policy, shifting from the exclusion to the inclusion
of bilingual education as part of federal education policy. Flores and Murillo Jr. (2001) point out
that the act was monumental in that it changed “viewing students with limited English skills as
deficient to viewing them for their positive potential to become fully bilingual” (p. 198). From
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1968, the BEA was reauthorized another five times in 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, and 1994 (Baker,
2011; Davies, 2002; Wiese & García, 2001).
Court cases influential to bilingual education. In addition to the BEA, the U.S. Supreme

Court ruling on Lau v. Nichols (1974) helped to significantly influence bilingual education in the
U.S. In Lau v. Nichols, the Supreme Court found that 1,800 Chinese students in California were
not receiving equal education opportunities under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 since instruction
and materials in their school were provided solely in English. The Supreme Court ruled against
Nichols and found that the students were indeed not being treated equally under the law (García,
2009; Ovando, 2003; Scassa, 1996). Tietelbaum and Hiller (1977) state that this case was
important because “it legitimized and gave impetus to the movement for equal educational
opportunity for students who do not speak English” (p. 139). While the case did not specifically
deal with bilingual education, Scassa (1996) comments that this case was responsible for
providing a legal basis for bilingual education whenever there were appropriate numbers of
students whose first language was not English. The Lau v. Nichols (1974) case ultimately led to
the 1975 Lau Remedies, which set professional standards for teachers, provided districts
guidance for identifying students in need, and initiated suitable programs for those students
(Ovando, 2003; Scassa, 1996). Most importantly, the Remedies “redirected school districts to
provide strong versions of bilingual education for language-minority students to enable them to
become bilingual, biliterate, and bicultural” (Ovando, 2003, p. 10).
Castañeda v. Pickard (1981) was another court case that was also very influential in
advancing the bilingual education cause. In this case, Mexican-American language-minority
students who were deemed to have low ability based upon their academic aptitude, were grouped
into inadequate bilingual education programs. The parents of these students alleged that the
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designation had less to do with their lack of academic ability than it did with their level of
English and that the poor quality of the programs violated the rights of language-minority
students under Equal Educational Opportunities Act (EEOA) of 1974. As a result of the case, a
three-prong test was established to determine if schools were taking appropriate action under the
EEOA. The three-prong test included that in the future, schools have a program that is (a)
anchored in sound educational theory, (b) carried out with adequate resources, and (c) is
evaluated regularly and found to effective (Baker, 2011; Brisk, 1998; Ovando, 2003; Scassa,
1996).
Recent U.S. Language Policy
Although bilingual education has made several important gains in the past 50 years, it has
still been widely attacked on multiple instances. Since the passage of the BEA in 1968, there
have been several major movements working against bilingual education (Baker, 2011; Brisk,
1998; Cashman, 2006; Crawford, 2000, 2004; Del Valle, 2003; Haas, 2014; Johnson, 2008;
Ovando, 2003; Ovando et al., 2006). The development of the more recent English-Only
Movement and several recent voter initiatives have pushed bilingual education into the national
spotlight, spurring debate as to whether bilingual education is effective in teaching students to
learn English.
English-only movement. After the passages of the BEA in 1968 and 1974, the backlash
against bilingual education began to gain momentum. By the third passage of the BEA in 1978,
there was already a provision to limit bilingual education to only transitional bilingual education
programs (TBE), or programs where students must exit after attaining a certain level of English
(Baker, 2011). In addition, although not directly related to bilingual education, there were also
several initiatives concerning English-only policies that affected the attitudes and beliefs of many
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US citizens. In 1981, U.S. Senator Hayakawa introduced the first constitutional amendment,
named the English Language Amendment, which proposed English as the official language of the
U.S. Though defeated, this amendment helped spur the creation of the first English-only group
in the U.S., U.S. English and helped provide ammunition for proponents of language
restrictionist initiatives in the future by “reframing the policy debate on how to serve English
learners” (Crawford, 2004, p. 133). By 2000, the English-Only Movement had gained
significant momentum, with at least 24 states passing English-only legislation, thus barring the
use of languages other than English for state government purposes (Brisk, 1998; Cashman, 2006;
Crawford, 2000; García, 2009; Johnson, 2008; Ovando, 2003; Ovando et al., 2006).
Voter initiatives against BE. With many states passing English-only legislation,
proponents of English-only moved to enact more language restriction laws through voter
initiatives in the later 1990s and early 2000s. In one of the most infamous examples of voter
initiatives dismantling bilingual education, in the late 1990s a software developer named Ron
Unz organized support for a referendum on the use of bilingual education in California. His
campaign, named “English for the Children”, aimed at promoting an English-only agenda and
dismantling bilingual education in the state. In 1998, Proposition 227 was presented to
California voters and overwhelmingly passed. The new initiative made clear that all children in
California would learn English by being taught in English and that “children who are English
learners shall be educated through sheltered English immersion during a temporary transition
period not normally intended to exceed one year” (as cited in Del Valle, 2003, p. 248). This
switch to sheltered English immersion (SEI), which “places language-minority students of the
same language group in segregated classrooms for instruction of English” (Brisk, 1998, p. 23)
was a crushing blow to bilingual education in the state and further encouraged Unz to continue
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his efforts at destabilizing bilingual education (Brisk, 1998; Del Valle, 2003; García, 2009; Haas,
2014).
Unz continued to attack bilingual education, rallying support for voter initiatives
restricting bilingual education in Arizona and Massachusetts. In 2000 Arizona passed
Proposition 203, which banned bilingual education and set a one-year limit for children in SEI
programs. Soon after, in 2002, a similar measure, Question 2, was passed by voters in
Massachusetts, which banned TBE and replaced it with SEI (Baker, 2011; García, 2009;
Johnson, 2008). This is important for the current study in that these voter initiatives could
eventually make their way to ballot initiatives in New York State.
Shortcomings of recent language policies. After the passages of Proposition 203, 227
and Question 2, there was still the question of whether these voter initiatives would result in
better outcomes for ELLs. As total immersion took hold in Arizona, California and
Massachusetts and with many bilingual programs for ELLs being eliminated and replaced by
SEI, would the test results yield positive returns on the rate of acquisition of English for ELLs?
Recent research suggests that these programs in fact did not achieve their original goals and do
not have support from researchers (Lillie & Moore, 2014; Park, 2014; Rolstad, MacSwan &
Mahoney, 2014; Wright, 2014).
Proposition 203 in Arizona. In Arizona, before Proposition 203 essentially eliminated
bilingual education with the exception of waivers, local districts had wielded flexibility over the
types of programs that they would provide for their ELLs. As discussed earlier, in 2000,
Proposition 203 reversed that precedent and SEI was implemented statewide with the projected
goal of ELLs learning English in at least one year’s time (Rolstad et al., 2014; Wright, 2014).
Despite the claims of policy makers though, after several years of SEI, definitive research points
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to the failure of such programs for educating ELLs. For example, in a study conducted from
2003-2004 it was found that in grades one through five 89% of non-English-proficient ELLs did
not achieve the English proficiency in the one year limit (Rolstad et al., 2014). Rolstad et al.,
(2014) comment that ELLs did not learn English at “the hypothesized rate of one year and
therefore cannot be expected to learn school content in the face of persisting language barriers”
(p. 147). Furthermore, Lillie and Moore (2014) comment that Arizona can be said to have
implemented not only a bad model for learning English, but in actuality one that is “the most
restrictive and potentially damaging” (p. 20) for ELLs in the whole country.
Proposition 227 in California and Question 2 in Massachusetts. Similar to Arizona, after

the successful voter initiatives of Proposition 227 and Question 2, California and Massachusetts
imposed similar laws that effectively limited the use of students’ native languages in the
classroom. Again, similar to Arizona these new changes did not necessarily yield positive results
or feelings in California and Massachusetts. In California, ELLs have performed poorly
academically in the post-Proposition 227 era. Park (2014) points out that although there was
actually an increase in the amount of English instructional time spent with ELLs, they actually
did worse on high-stakes test results. In addition, the drop-out rates of ELLs dramatically
increased since bilingual education was limited ten years ago.
In Massachusetts, after the implementation of Question 2 and SEI and the elimination of
bilingual education programs, there is still very little research to measure the effectiveness of the
SEI programs on ELLs. In one of the few existing studies surrounding Question 2, Uriarti, Tung,
Lavan and Diez (2010) found that four years after its implementation it was shown that ELLs
were more likely to be enrolled in special education classes, drop-out rates had increased and
there was there had been little done to address the overall achievement gap amongst ELLs. In
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another study, in 2002 students, parents, teachers, community and administrators were surveyed
at one school district regarding their opinions of the law change. The study found that 53% of
teachers viewed the change in the law negatively and that all respondents still thought that
primary language instruction was important for ELLs to preserve their literacy in their native
language despite the elimination of bilingual programs (Cazabon, 2014). These examples from
Arizona, California and Massachusetts provide concrete evidence that the elimination of
bilingual education programs was detrimental to the academic achievement of ELLs as well as
unpopular with many teachers and community members.
No Child Left Behind and the end of the BEA. In 2001, President George W. Bush
signed into law the latest reauthorization of the ESEA, named the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB). This legislation aimed at mandating greater academic accountability amongst all
students through standardized testing, including ELLs. With its passage the NCLB effectively
ended the BEA by replacing it with Title III, The English Language Acquisition, Language
Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act. The writers of the NCLB even went so far as to
completely eliminate the term bilingual altogether from federal statutes. Instead of promoting
bilingual education in schools as the BEA had once done, the new ESEA emphasized rapid
acquisition of English and a push for English-only instruction. As a result, ELLs were required
to take language proficiency tests measuring their level of English acquisition as well as the
same content tests as native English speaking students (Crawford, 2004; Menken, 2010; Rolstad,
et al., 2005).
Types of Bilingual Education
Today, there exist several different forms and models of bilingual education in the United
States. These forms and models are used differently depending on the state and local regulations
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and can have very different end goals and objectives (Baker, 2011; Crawford, 2004; Ovando et
al., 2006). Generally, these forms and models can be categorized into two different contexts,
either subtractive or additive.
Subtractive vs. additive bilingualism. Because bilingualism has taken on different
forms over the years due to various different types of bilingual education programs, scholars
have generally agreed on defining bilingualism in either a subtractive or additive context (Baker,
2011; García, 2009, Lambert, 1975; Landry & Allard, 1993). These terms were adopted by
Lambert (1975) to help define the conditions that lead to either positive or negative outcomes
when learning a second language (Landry & Allard, 1993). In addition, the formation of these
two separate contexts of bilingualism has been expanded by scholars to define bilingual
programs not only through the cognitive outcomes of each, but also through the societal
outcomes of each, mainly the enhancement or loss of students’ cultural and ethnolinguistic
identity (Baker 2011; Landry & Allard, 1993).
Subtractive. Subtractive bilingualism is defined by the gradual loss of linguistic features
of the first language over a period of time and the subsequent replacing of those features with the
newly acquired second language (García, 2009). Subtractive bilingualism is generally
understood to occur when the aim of the dominant language is to devalue or replace the minority
language completely. This form of bilingualism can lead to negative consequences for the
students learning through it, causing possible alienation or marginalization of students with the
culture of their first language. Oftentimes, immigrants’ children who learn through this type of
bilingual model end up losing their first language and as a result subsequent generations become
monolingual (Baker, 2011; García, 2009; Landry & Allard, 1993).
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Additive. Additive bilingualism can be defined as the gradual addition of a second
language to one’s linguistic repertoire and the maintaining of that language alongside their first
language (García, 2009). Additive bilingualism most often occurs within communities that deem
the first language to be prominent in their culture; and as a result the second language is added
without the loss of the first language or the related culture (Landry & Allard, 1993). According
to Gonzalez (2008), this form of bilingualism holds that instead of viewing the home language as
a detriment, it should be afforded respect and deference as an instrument to further develop the
second language. In addition, additive bilingualism has been proven to provide students with
positive cognitive benefits, including greater metacognitive and metalinguistic skills (Baker,
2011; García, 2009, Hakuta, 1986; Landry & Allard, 1993).
Program Models. Under the umbrella of bilingual education, there have been several
program models implemented in the past several years with varying degrees of success (Baker,
2011; Brisk, 1998; Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006). These models can vary greatly
depending on their objectives and desired outcomes, types of students served, and language of
subject matter instruction, as well as federal, state and local policies (Brisk, 1998; Crawford,
2004; Ovando et al., 2006).
In the Bilingual Education Act of 1994, Congress defined the term bilingual education
program as one which:
(A) makes instructional use of both English and a student’s native
language;
(B) enables limited English proficient students to achieve English
proficiency and academic mastery of subject matter content and higher order
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skills, including critical thinking, so as to meet age-appropriate grade-promotion
and graduation standards in concert with the National Education Goals;
(C) may also develop the native language skills of limited English
proficient students, or ancestral languages of American Indians, Alaska Natives,
Native Hawaiians and native residents of the outlying areas; and
(D) may include the participation of English-proficient students if such
program is designed to enable all enrolled students to become proficient in
English as a second language (Ovando et al., 2006).
Weaker program models. There exist several program models of bilingual education
which are considered weaker forms when compared to other bilingual models. A weaker model
of bilingual education is one that is subtractive in nature (Baker, 2011). While there are different
forms of subtractive bilingualism apparent in US schools today, this paper will focus solely on
transitional bilingual education (TBE) because it is the only form that uses ELLs native language
alongside the use of English.
Transitional. TBE can be defined as using the native language of a student alongside
English until that student has proven they are proficient enough in English (Baker, 2011; Brisk,
1998; Crawford, 2004; Gonzalez, 2008; Villarreal, 1999). Genesee defines TBE as “the most
common form of bilingual education for English language learners…” (as cited in Villarreal,
1999, p. 12). It has been used in the U.S. as a form of bilingual education since the inception of
the Title VII of the 1968 ESEA. Originally it was one of the most favored programs of the
federal government, with upwards of 75% of federal funding for bilingual education being used
towards it (Singh, 2008).
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TBE is often viewed through two separate lenses, either early exit or late exit. Early exit
programs aim to move ELLs out of TBE classes as quickly as possible, while late exit programs
generally allow for more time for students to develop their English skills alongside their native
language (Baker, 2011; Brisk, 1998; Crawford, 2004). Many of these early exit programs’
philosophies place the learning of English as the ultimate goal of the program, by which they
either consciously or unconsciously promote English monolingualism, continuing to reinforce
the inferior status of minority languages (Crawford, 2004; Villarreal, 1999). Furthermore, in
many TBE programs children are ushered too early into mainstream classes without the adequate
proficiency in academic English required to succeed mainstream classes, setting students up to
fail (Crawford, 2004). Thus, while TBE programs remain better options to all-English models
for ELLs, they are generally considered inferior to other models of bilingual education
(Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006; Villarreal, 1999).
Stronger program models. While there are weaker models of bilingual education, there
are many stronger models that also exist. A stronger model of bilingual education is one that is
additive in nature (Baker, 2011). Several additive forms of bilingual education are being
implemented in U.S. schools today. Dual language bilingual programs as well as maintenance
bilingual programs are two of the most recognizable forms of additive bilingual education being
utilized in schools.
Two-way/dual language. Dual language programs, also known as two-way immersion
programs (TWI) are another form of bilingual education. Ovando et al. (2006) defines dual
language programs as programs that “integrate language minority and language majority students
in a school setting that promotes full bilingual proficiency and high academic achievement for
both groups of students” (p. 43). These curriculums, which have gained tremendous popularity
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in the past few years, aim to promote biliteracy, bilingualism, and a cross-cultural awareness
amongst the students enrolled in them (Crawford, 2004; Lindholm-Leary, 2012; McField, 2008).
There are two major forms of TWI programs, mainly the 90/10 and 50/50 models. In the 90/10
model, kindergarten and first grade students receive 90% of their instruction in the partner
language (language other than English) and 10% in English. In every subsequent grade level
throughout elementary school, the amount of English is increased until students are receiving
roughly half the instruction in both languages. In the 50/50 model, students receive instruction
in both languages equally all the way throughout their elementary school years (Crawford, 2004;
Lindholm-Leary, 2012; McField, 2008; Ovando, et al., 2006).
Maintenance. Maintenance bilingual education is a form of bilingual education where
the objective is to maintain or preserve native language literacy and skills, and culture of
students, while at the same time having those students learn English (Baker, 2011; Bale, 2008)
Brisk, 2008; Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006). Many programs follow similar models to
dual language schools of 90/10 and 50/50 instruction in the native language and English. They
differ in that most are exclusively for language minority students, while dual language programs
seek more of a balance of language majority and minority students. Over time, as students
become more proficient in English, teachers gradually add more English instruction to the
curriculum. By fourth or fifth grade, most students will have become proficient enough in
English that it becomes the predominant language used in instruction, although students may
have continuing instruction in their native language for several more years (Baker, 2011;
Crawford, 2004; Ovando et al., 2006).
Effectiveness of Bilingual Education Programs
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The debate over the effectiveness of bilingual programs has been ongoing for several
decades (Baker & de Kanter, 1981; Cashman, 2006; Crawford, 2004; Rolstad et al. 2005; Rossell
& Baker, 1996; Saucedo, 1997). While there have been many research studies that attempt to
display the effectiveness of bilingual education programs (August & Hakuta, 1998; Rolstad, et
al., 2005; Slavin & Cheung, 2005; Greene, 1998; Willig, 1985) there are also many detractors of
bilingual education who claim English-only instruction is superior (Ovando et al., 2006).
Arguments against bilingual education. Baker and de Kanter (1981) published one of
the first narrative reviews of research conducted nationally on the effectiveness of bilingual
education by comparing TBE several alternative forms of educating ELLs including structured
immersion (SI), ESL, and submersion, which essentially places ELLs in mainstream classes with
no native language support. They determined that although bilingual education, in this case
TBE, was deemed an effective form of instruction for many students, still “it is very hard to say
what kind of program will succeed…” (p. 17) and that relying exclusively on bilingual programs
to educate ELLs was not something that could not be justified. They concluded that schools
should be allowed to develop their own instructional programs based on the needs of their
learners (Baker & de Kanter, 1981). In the subsequent decades this study has been utilized
widely by detractors of bilingual education as a basis for favoring SI over bilingual education.
Later in another narrative review, Rossell and Baker (1996) concluded that there was not enough
evidence to suggest that bilingual education was superior in improving English language
achievement for ELLs.
Arguments for bilingual education. Despite the conclusions of some of the previously

cited researchers, there is also substantial research suggesting that bilingual education is superior
to English-only instruction (Greene, 1998; Rolstad, et al., 2005; Slavin & Cheung, 2005; Willig,
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1985). In one of the first examples of research on the effectiveness of bilingual education,
Okada, Besel, Glass, Montoya-Tannatt, and Bachelor (1982) found in their meta-analysis that
children who received some sort of bilingual education progressed nearly at twice the national
norm in reading, math, and English language arts. In the first published meta-analysis regarding
bilingual education, Willig (1985) found “positive effects for bilingual programs…for all major
academic areas” (p. 297). Later, in another meta-analysis, Greene (1998) found similar positive
effects for bilingual education stating that bilingual education programs “are effective at
increasing standardized test scores measured in English” (p. 1).
Dual language/two-way immersion program effectiveness. According to extensive
research regarding TWI programs, it can be said that TWI had a relative amount of success in
recent years (Lindholm-Leary, 2001, 2012; Rolstad et al., 2005; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2003).
A study by Lindholm-Leary (2001) concluded that TWI programs are effective in promoting
high levels of language proficiency, positive attitudes towards learning, and higher academic
achievement in ELLs. This is in alignment with Lindholm-Leary’s and Genesee’s (2010) later
findings that after ten years in mainstream classes, ELLs are more prone to lack the necessary
English academic language skills that are needed to be successful in understanding English
language content.
Additional research by Lindholm-Leary (2012) shows that students in TWI programs
perform at or above grade level on standardized tests in English, score similar to their statewide
peers by about grades 5-7, close the achievement gap with native English-speaking students in
English-only classrooms by about fifth-grade, and achieve at or above grade level in reading and
math tests in the second language. In addition, schools who implement one or two-way dual
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language programs can expect one-fifth to one-sixth of the achievement gap for ELLs to close
each year they are in the program (Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Further research provides evidence of the effectiveness of TWI programs for ELLs. In
Houston, Texas, within the Independent School District, ELLs who received five years of duallanguage instruction scored in the 51st percentile on the Stanford 9 (a nationally normed test in
English) compared to students in the district’s transitional bilingual program, who after five
years in the program only scored in the 34th percentile (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Furthermore,
according to Alanis’s and Rodriguez’s (2008) study of fifth grade TWI students in an urban
elementary school in south central Texas, it was found that on the Texas Academic &
Knowledge Skills (TAKS) test in reading and math, TWI students progressed in academic areas
better than their monolingual peers across the district and state. This adds to the belief that ELLs
in TWI programs are provided with superior instruction that leads to higher test scores.
While it has been proven that TWI programs benefit ELLs academically, native-Englishspeaking (NES) students enrolled in TWI programs also benefited. Thomas and Collier (2003)
report that NES students who had been enrolled in TWI programs for four years scored between
the 63rd and 70th percentiles in total reading scores on the Stanford 9, compared to NES students
in mainstream classes who mostly scored near the 50th percentile. Another study of 2,009
students in TWI programs in Chicago showed that the math scores in grades 3, 4 and 5 and
reading scores in grade 3 of the NES students were superior to the scores of their mainstream
monolingual peers not involved in TWI programs (Marian, Shook, & Schroeder, 2013).
In addition to academic success for ELLs, TWI programs can provide a more wholesome
educational approach as compared to English-only and TBE programs. TWI programs provide
students with an “integrated, inclusive, and unifying educational experiences” (Thomas &
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Collier, 2003, p. 4). This contrasts with oftentimes segregated and exclusive environments of
English-only classrooms. According to Rolstad (2000), TWI programs can also be extended to
view ELLs’ native language as a resource, which in turn may lead to higher self-esteem, selfconcept, ethnic identification and development of native linguistic resources. For NES, this
exposure to the different cultures can be very beneficial, as they develop respect for the cultural
experiences of others as well as learning a second language for lifelong use (Thomas & Collier,
2003).
Media bias influencing attitudes/beliefs. In addition to the research studies, there have
been a multitude of media reports claiming either the ineffectiveness of bilingual education
programs or inversely the effectiveness of English-only education that have affected public
opinion. Despite evidence from researchers supporting bilingual education programs, the media
have still generally looked negatively upon such programs. McQuillian and Tse (1996) reported
that between 1984 and 1994, while 87% of academic publications concerning BE were positive,
only 45% of media accounts cast BE in a positive light. This negativity can stem from several
reasons. These reasons include the sometimes dense nature of academic research, reliance on
non-researchers for reporting, government officials, and larger negative societal beliefs regarding
bilingualism and immigration (McQuillan & Tse, 1996). The negativity may also come from the
conventions of modern political reporting, which tend to give credence to both sides of the
argument and the emphasis on promoting interesting individuals in reports as opposed to
researchers, school officials and civil rights leaders. In addition, the media’s use of creating
narrative reports that highlight human drama and its propensity to create controversy to sell
headlines also contributed to the negativity (Crawford, 1997).

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

26

Negative media reports. As described above, several media reports have negatively
influenced public opinion regarding bilingual education. Some examples include in 1998, in the
midst of the Proposition 227 debate, The Los Angeles Times (Orange County Edition) ran a story
claiming that as a result of the Orange Unified School District dropping bilingual education the
year before, “almost a quarter of the district’s 4,132 elementary school students in the immersion
program had advanced their fluency by at least one level in the first five months of study” (as
cited in Krashen, 1999, p. 1). This report has cast bilingual education in a negative light despite
the fact that it did not compare the old program to the new program. In another example, after
the eventual passage of Proposition 227 in California in 1998, in 1999 The Los Angeles Times
ran a story with the headline, “L.A. students take to English immersion.” The story claimed that
teachers reported that students were learning English quicker in English-only classes despite the
absence of test scores in the story and the fact that the reporter only interviewed 13 people.
Furthermore, in a story for the Long Island Newsday in 1997, it was reported that in the
Westminster School District “after 18 months of instruction only in English…pupils have made
better academic progress and learned more English than they did when taught in their native
languages” (as cited in Krashen, 1999, p. 5). All these reports cast bilingual education in a
negative light, thus leading to public confusion over its true effectiveness (Crawford, 1997).
Parent Attitudes toward Bilingual Education
Supportive parental attitudes are an important part of successful bilingual programs.
Shannon and Milian (2002) state that parents are key allies of bilingual education programs and
their “choice and voice are fundamental to the implementation of quality educational programs”
(pp. 693-694) moving forward. Their commitment to the future existence, development,
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implementation and continued maintenance of dual-language programs is critical, especially in
the wake of legislation to eliminate these programs (Ramos, 2007; Shannon, Milian 2002).
According to Lee (1999) most parents support bilingual education programs where the students
are given the opportunity to develop two languages simultaneously. After surveying South
Florida parents in a large urban school district on their perceptions of bilingual education, Ramos
(2007) concluded that most parents “believed that the program provided their children with
subject matter knowledge they needed, exposed them to two languages and cultures, and
expanded their cultural and linguistic horizons” (p. 146).
Beliefs influencing enrollment. Parent reasons for enrolling students in bilingual
education programs vary (Craig, 1996; Farruggio, 2010; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Monzo, 2005;
Parkes, 2008; Ramos, 2007; Shannon & Milian, 2002). According to Parkes (2008) the aims of
bilingualism and biliteracy are by far the most popular reasons parents, both monolingual and
bilingual, choose to enroll their children in bilingual education programs. Additionally, in a
comprehensive study of TWI programs, Lindholm-Leary (2001) identified that the desire for
their children to become bilingual was shared amongst all parents studied.
After conducting an ethnography of eight immigrant Latino families whose children were
enrolled in a bilingual program, Monzo (2005) found that Latino parents wanted bilingualism in
English and Spanish for their children, primarily for their continued development of English, but
also for the maintenance of their Spanish language and cultural identity. The desire to maintain
their heritage language seemed to be especially important for parents. Farruggio (2010) also
comments in his study that about three quarters of interview respondents among immigrant
Latino parents indicated that they prefer that their children maintain both their home language
(Spanish) and some form of cultural identity and values. In addition, Craig (1996) supports this
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view through her research of parental attitudes towards bilingual education by commenting that
“Spanish-speaking parents overwhelmingly cited Spanish language and cultural maintenance as
the major reasons for enrolling their children in the TWI programs) (p. 399).
Craig (1996) also comments that many majority English-speaking parents chose to enroll
their children in bilingual programs for a variety of reasons as well. Their top three reasons
included positive exposure to cultural diversity, early second language acquisition and enhanced
career opportunities. Intellectual stimulation through learning through a second language and
enrichment were cited as other, more secondary reasons for choosing TWI programs. Parents
expressed their desire for their children to be intellectually challenged and stimulated through
second language instruction.
Other reasons for enrollment in bilingual programs included academic or career
advantages, proximity to neighborhoods, and the desire to enroll their children in high-quality
academic programs (Ramos, 2007). Additionally, in their study of parents in Colorado who
chose bilingual education over other programs, Shannon and Milian (2002) found that one of the
top three reasons was for future benefits for students, after value and benefit of bilingualism and
a combination of the previous two reasons. The aforementioned reasons behind the enrollment
of students in TWI programs by parents is paramount to determining the future of bilingual
education because it gives support to the idea that bilingual education may be supported by the
parents and teachers of bilingual learners.
Parent concerns over BE. While a majority of parents studied and surveyed over the past

several years were in support of bilingual education for their children, concern over bilingual
education was still prevalent among some parents. After completing a survey of 290 adult
Latino subjects, Lee (1999) comments that 17% to 27% of subjects still maintained the opinion
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that schools should not educate students to become bilingual. Additionally, when given the
option to enroll their children in mainstream English classes, two-thirds of the participants
responded that they would prefer this option. In another study of Mexican-American parents,
Aguirre (1984) found that a majority of parents (55%) did not believe that bilingual education
should continue after students had become proficient in English; they tended to be unsure of
whether they would want bilingual education for their children.
Teacher Attitudes Toward ELLs and BE
Teachers’ attitudes and beliefs are very important to the education and achievement of
their students (Garcia-Nevarez, Stafford, & Arias, 2005). Depending on the teachers and
schools, these attitudes and beliefs can become ingrained early in their career and vary
considerably. Pajares (1992) states that “the beliefs teachers hold influence their perceptions and
judgments, which, in turn, affect their behavior in the classroom” (p. 307). Their attitudes and
beliefs can significantly affect their teaching practices, their perceptions of the students they
teach as well as students’ attitudes and achievement in their classrooms (Flores, 2001; Flores &
Smith, 2008; Hansen-Thomas & Cavagnetto, 2010; Lee & Oxelson, 2006; Pajares, 1992).
Regarding bilingual education and language minority students in general, there are several
factors that can contribute to teacher attitudes and beliefs. Some of these factors include
mainstream American beliefs towards language minorities, previously held beliefs regarding
education, teacher background, geographical location, preparedness and training, and exposure to
language minority students (Byrnes, Kiger & Manning, 1997; Garcia-Nevarez et al., 2005;
Pajares, 1992). Owing to these contributing factors, teacher attitudes and beliefs regarding
bilingual education and language minority students tend to vary.
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Attitudes toward ELLs. There exist several conflicting attitudes and beliefs towards
language minority students and ELLs amongst teachers. In their study of mainstream teachers
attitudes towards ELLs, Walker, Shafer, and Iiams (2004) concluded that most teachers do not
start out with negative attitudes, but that most start out with little training in educating ELLs and
thus are more prone to the misinformation espoused by the media and public. This lack of
training in educating ELLs is common amongst many teachers and can contribute to the feelings
of negativity towards ELLs and helplessness towards teaching ELLs (Flores & Smith, 2008;
Hansen-Thomas & Cavagnetto, 2010; Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Walker et al., 2004; Youngs &
Youngs, 2001).
Because of the misinformation and inadequate training when working with ELLs, many
teachers may come to expect less of their students, which may negatively affect ELLs academic
performance (Byrnes et al., 1997; Flores & Smith, 2001; Walker et al., 2004; Youngs & Youngs,
2001). While some negative perceptions do exist due to lack of training and misinformation
regarding ELLs, extensive research has shown that more professional development in educating
ELLs generally leads to more positive attitudes among teachers towards their students (Flores &
Smith, 2001; Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Thomas & Cavagnetto, 2010; Walker et al., 2004;
Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
Attitudes towards bilingualism and bilingual education. While teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs towards ELLs vary depending on their training among other factors, there seems to be an
overall positive outlook in respect to the bilingualism and bilingual education. In a study
regarding teacher attitudes towards bilingualism and bilingual education, Shin and Krashen
(1996) concluded that “there is a strong acceptance for the rationale underlying bilingualism” (p.
51) amongst the teachers in the study.
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In another study, Karabenick and Noda (2004) comment that when teachers have more positive
attitudes towards ELLs, they were more likely to believe in the benefits of bilingualism and
bilingual education in general. Unsurprisingly, the group showing the greatest acceptance of
bilingual education was bilingual teachers. They tended to believe more strongly that bilingual
education was the best way to teach ELLs (Aguirre, 1984). This belief by bilingual teachers is
strong but limited due to the current shortage of bilingual teachers around the country (GarciaNevarez et al., 2005).
Overall, teachers with adequate training in teaching ELLs seem to hold more positive
attitudes towards bilingual education, while teachers that do not have adequate training tend to
hold more negative attitudes towards it. As many teachers do not start out with negative
attitudes, with increased training in the education of ELLs, there is potential for many teachers to
hold more positive attitudes towards ELLs as well as bilingual education.
In conclusion, the perspectives of teachers and also of parents regarding ELLs and
bilingual education programs has a profound impact on how successful the programs can be in
the future moving forward. We need their opinions concerning bilingual education programs and
ELLs to appropriately be able to implement successful programs that meet the needs of the everincreasing numbers of ELLs in public schools. Without their input as to their feelings regarding
these issues, districts cannot or will not construct a clear picture of whether they would want
bilingual programs implemented in their districts. Therefore, this study will attempt to answer
the following research question, “In school districts where there are high levels of ELLs, how do
teachers and parents feel about bilingual education, specifically dual-language programs, being
implemented?”
Methodology
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Setting
The setting for the study took place in a large urban district in Western New York State
that services almost 5,000 students. The school system that services this district is named the
Pee Wee School system. In the district, there are a total of nine schools, including five
elementary schools, three middle schools, and one high school. The student body is diverse,
with several different groups of minorities represented. The demographic percentages are:
White, 67%; Hispanic, 19%; Multiracial, 9%; and Black; 4%. The district is also fairly
economically disadvantaged, with 67% qualifying as economically disadvantaged, and 61%
qualifying for free or reduced lunch. The faculty in the district includes 450 New York State
certified teachers.
There are approximately 203 ELLs (around 4% of the student body) enrolled in the
school district, the majority of which are Latino, specifically of Puerto Rican descent. In the past
several years this district has seen a gradual increase in the amount of Latino ELLs enrolled in
the schools. This increase in ELLs has been felt at all school levels (elementary, middle, and
high) within the district. Currently, there are several ESL teachers who are employed by the
school district to teach these ELLs through push-in and pull-out programs.
Sample
This study targeted both male and female teachers of various backgrounds, parents and
guardians of monolingual students, as well as parents and guardians of Latino ELLs. The study
drew from two elementary and two middle schools ranging from grades K-8. The teacher and
parent/guardian participants both ranged in age from 18-70 years old. The samples were attained
through stratified sampling, meaning that the survey was distributed amongst several schools
with differing populations of teachers and ELLs. Some of the schools included had large ELL
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populations, while others had little to no ELL populations, so that both monolingual and
bilingual parents/guardians were sampled. In addition, both teachers who have higher numbers
of ELLs in their schools as well as teachers who have little or no ELLs in their schools were
surveyed.
Participants
This study consisted of two separate groups of participants in the Pee Wee School
District. The first group consisted of NYS certified teachers of all disciplines that work in the
four schools. The second group consisted of the parents/guardians of the students in the four
schools. All participants were anonymous and the only identifying data consisted of whether
they spoke a language other than English. There were 230 participants, who took part in the
study. Of the 230 participants, 165 were parents, while 65 were teachers.
Procedure
To begin, district principals were contacted through email (see Appendix A) regarding
the aspects of the survey. Upon the principals’ approval of the aspects of the survey, a list was
compiled of the participating principals and schools. Manila folders containing materials for
parents and teachers were prepared for distribution to the teachers. The contents of the folders
are detailed below.
Teacher survey envelopes. Within each manila folder (one for each teacher), there was an

unsealed envelope for the teachers containing a cover letter detailing the purpose of the survey
(see Appendix B) and directions for completing and returning the survey. In addition, the
unsealed envelope included the actual survey (colored pink, see Appendix D) to be completed.
The unsealed envelope was labeled TEACHER and initially served to carry the cover letter and
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survey (tucked in the sleeve), but was also used to seal the completed survey for the purpose of
anonymity.
Parent survey envelopes. Inside the manila folders were also unsealed envelopes for
teachers to send home with students for their parents/guardians to complete (as stipulated in the
directions to teachers). These envelopes were almost identical to the teacher envelopes in regards
to the contents, except they said PARENT/GUARDIAN (in both English and Spanish) on the
outside of the envelope instead of TEACHER. They included a cover letter regarding the
purpose and directions for completing and returning the survey (in both English and Spanish, see
Appendix C) and the actual surveys (colored white, in both English and Spanish, see Appendix
D).
Distribution of surveys. Within each manila folder the teachers received one envelope
for themselves as well an appropriate amount of envelopes for the number of the students in their
homeroom class. The number of envelopes for students in the homeroom was determined
beforehand upon consultation with the school secretary regarding homeroom class sizes.
Secretaries were consulted approximately one week prior to the distribution of the surveys
requesting information on class sizes in order to ensure that the appropriate amount of surveys
are distributed for each individual homeroom class.
At the beginning of the week of March 9, 2015, the aforementioned manila folders were
distributed to the main offices of the participating elementary schools and one of the
participating middle schools and placed into teacher mailboxes. This was repeated for the
second elementary school at the beginning of the week of March 16, 2015. Permission from the
school principals to place the manila folders in the mailboxes of the teachers was already
requested through the initial contact with the elementary school principals. In the cover letter, as
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mentioned before, it clearly stated that the teachers would have two weeks to complete their own
surveys as well as send home and collect the surveys of participating parents/guardians. There
were directions to place the completed surveys in the manila folder provided and then to leave
them with the secretary in the main office for pick-up.
After approximately two weeks, on Monday, March 23, 2015 the manila folders
containing the sealed envelopes from both parents and teachers were collected from both
elementary schools as well as one of the middle schools. Because of an upcoming spring break
that would have prohibited survey collection for the remaining surveys, they were instead
collected one day earlier than the two week limit. Thus, the remaining surveys were collected on
Friday, March 27 from the other participating middle school. To account for validity concerns,
the student researcher did not collect the sealed envelopes directly from the teachers, but instead
picked up the unmarked manila folders containing the envelopes directly from the secretary of
each school.
Instruments
Only one instrument was utilized during this study. The instrument that was utilized was
the survey regarding the views of teachers and parents concerning their attitudes and beliefs
regarding bilingual education. This survey was adapted from previous studies concerning the
attitudes and beliefs of parents regarding bilingual education for their children (Saucedo, 1997),
parent and teacher opinions of bilingual education (Aguirre, 1984), of teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs regarding bilingualism and bilingual education (Shin & Krashen, 1996), teachers’
attitudes toward heritage language maintenance (Lee & Oxelson, 2006) and of teachers’ attitudes
about language diversity (Byrnes, Kiger & Manning, 1997). The survey was in both Spanish and
English to accommodate for parents who have limited English proficiency. A five point Likert

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

36

scale was used ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Four different categories, or
themes, of statements were created to distinguish between the different types of statements.
These themes were chosen to distinguish teacher and parents attitudes toward different facets of
the bilingual education discussion. The themes are as follows: attitudes toward bilingual
education, attitudes toward ELLs, attitudes toward bilingualism, and attitudes toward Englishonly instruction.
Table 1
Survey Themes
Category of statement

Item number in survey

Studies

Attitudes towards bilingual
education

1, 2, 3, 13

Aguirre (1984), Saucedo
(1997), Shin & Krashen
(1996),

Attitudes towards ELLs

4, 5, 6, 7

Aguirre (1984), Byrnes et
al. (1997), Saucedo (1997)

Attitudes towards
bilingualism

8, 9, 10, 11, 12

Byrnes et al. (1997),
Saucedo (1997), Shin &
Krashen (1996)

Attitudes towards Englishonly instruction

14, 15, 16

Byrnes et al. (1997),
Saucedo (1997), Shin &
Krashen (1996), Lee and
Oxelson (2006)

Data Analysis
Once the surveys were collected, the data was organized according to the two different
groups being surveyed (teachers, parents/guardians). The envelopes labeled
PARENTS/GUARDIANS containing the white copies and the envelopes labeled TEACHERS
containing the pink copies were organized according to the four different schools. The data was
then consolidated and compiled into two separate spreadsheets in Microsoft Excel, one for the
teachers and one for the parents. The data for each of the five possible answers on the Likert
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Scale was then coded according to a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 representing strongly agree and 5
representing strongly disagree. Because the mean was calculated for further analysis, it was
necessary to reverse-code several of the items because of several negatively worded statements.
For both groups, teachers and parents, the participant responses for each item were then
compiled. These combined numbers were used to create bar graphs to represent the percentage
of responses from strongly agree to strongly disagree for each item number. The bar graphs
were created according to each item statement, thus there were a total of sixteen bar graphs.
Each bar graph consisted of the item statement and five groupings (according to the Likert scale)
of double bars (red and blue), which displayed the percentage of responses for each group
(teachers and parents). The bars were coded by different colors to distinguish the different
groups, red for teachers and blue for parents. The bar graphs were then organized in the Results
section according to each of the four themes, attitudes toward: bilingual education, bilingualism,
ELLs, and English-only.
The overall mean of all items in each particular theme was then added up and calculated
to represent the overall attitudes of teachers and parents toward each particular theme. These
scores were disaggregated into two bar graphs, with themes 1, 2, and 3 included in one graph and
theme 4 included in another separate bar graph. This was done because several items in the first
three themes needed to be reverse-coded, while the items in theme 4 did not need to be reversecoded, thus were not be grouped with the first three themes.
After the overall mean scores of each theme were calculated, the mean of each of the five
individual Likert scale responses was then calculated to find the overall percentages of each
response. These percentages were then input into four pie charts, with each pie chart
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representing one of the four themes. These pie charts were used to show either support or nonsupport for each of the four themes.
Validity Considerations
Validity was considered in this paper in several ways. First, the threat of construct
validity was addressed by only including items on the survey that had been previously utilized in
other surveys concerning bilingual education. External validity is also considered in that this
study can be applied to any school district as it does not specifically ask any questions having to
do with any one native language of the parents or teachers. Thus, the study could potentially be
applied to school districts that have languages other than Spanish. In addition, truth-value
validity was considered as the surveys were disseminated anonymously to parents and teachers.
Their subsequent responses were kept anonymous by including sealable envelopes so that their
completed surveys were not contaminated en route to and from the schools.
Results
Based on the results of the survey, overall it can be said that teachers and parents were
generally hold positive attitudes toward the idea of implementing bilingual education in this
school district. After calculating the mean scores of each of the four themes, Figure 1 illustrates
that the average scores of each of the first three themes all indicate positive attitudes towards
bilingual education (2.5) bilingualism (1.9), and ELLs (2.6) as these scores are closer to the
strongly agree end of the spectrum. Figure 2 indicates that teachers and parents generally held
negative attitudes toward English-only instruction (3.5) as the mean is closer to the strongly
disagree end.
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Mean Score of Attitudes
5
4
3

Mean

2
1
Theme 1

Theme 2

Theme 3

Figure 1. Mean scores of attitudes (with reverse coding)
Mean Score of Attitudes
5
4
3

Mean

2
1
Theme 4

Figure 2. Mean score of attitudes

Overall, there were a total of 1,866 parent/guardian surveys and 174 teacher surveys
distributed amongst the participating schools. There were 65 teacher surveys and 165
parent/guardian surveys returned. The return rate for teacher surveys was 37%. Even though a
return rate could calculated for parents as well, there was no way of knowing how many of the
surveys actually made it home to the parents, so it is impossible to calculate this return rate
accurately. The return rates are shown in the tables below.
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Table 2
Distribution of teacher surveys according to school
School #1
School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Teacher Surveys Distributed

44

52

44

34

174

Teacher Surveys Returned

17

15

10

23

65

Table 3
Distribution of parent surveys to students according to school
School #1
School #2
School #3 ®
Parent Surveys Distributed
509
509
493

School #4
355

Total
1,866

Parent Surveys Returned

38

165

46

29

52

Theme 1: Attitudes toward Bilingual Education
This theme regarded teacher and parents attitudes toward bilingual education. This
theme corresponds to the statements of Items 1, 2, 3, and 13 of the survey. Figure 3 shows the
overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 1: Attitudes toward
bilingual education.
Attitudes toward Bilingual Ed.
6%
Strongly Agree
13%

21%

Agree
Neutral

21%
39%

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Figure 3. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in
Theme 1: Attitudes toward Bilingual Education
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Figure 3 shows the combined overall responses from teachers and parents regarding their
attitudes towards bilingual education. Figure 3 displays that overall teachers and parents agree in
their attitudes toward bilingual education. Exactly 60% of teachers and parents either strongly
agree or agree that bilingual education would be acceptable in their school and/or for their
children. It is notable that only 19% either disagree or strongly disagree with this theme, while
21% were neutral. This data suggests that there is overall positive support for bilingual
education in this school district, while a minority of teachers and parents are not in support of
bilingual education.
Bilingual education is not acceptable because it
meets only the needs of a small select group
0.6
49%
42%

0.5
0.4

26%

0.3
18%

0.2
0.1

38%

6%

8%
2%

3%

Parents
Teachers

8%

0
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Figure 4. Item 1: Bilingual education is not acceptable because it meets only the
needs of a small select group
As shown in Figure 4 above, about three-quarters of the teacher and parent samples
disagreed that BE is not acceptable because it meets only the needs of a small select group. In
total, 87% of parents and 68% of teachers disagreed with this statement, suggesting that both
groups’ believe that even though BE may only service a small portion of the student body, it is
still an acceptable form of education. Only 5% of teachers and 14% of parents agreed that
bilingual education is not acceptable because it meets only the needs of a small, select group.
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Finally, 8% of teachers and 18% of parents marked neutral. These percentages are indicative of
the fact that some parents and teachers do not feel that bilingual education would be
unacceptable in their district, even if it would only service a small portion of the student body.
The maintenance of bilingual education is too
expensive for a school district
0.5
42%
0.4

35%

0.3

27%
22%
17%
15%

0.2
0.1

17%
14%

Parents
Teachers

8%
3%

0
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Figure 5. Item 2: The maintenance of bilingual education is too expensive for a
school district
In Figure 5, about 60% of the teacher sample disagreed that the maintenance of bilingual
education is too expensive for a school district, while nearly one-half of the parent sample
disagreed. Both of the these numbers indicate that parents and teachers do not believe that by
implementing bilingual education in their school district, the district will be hampered by the
cost of its maintenance. Of parents and teachers that agreed with this statement, 25% of parents
agreed, while 18% of teachers agreed. Parents and teachers who marked neutral made up for
27% and 22% respectively.
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Cross-cultural attitudes and appreciation could be
enhanced through bilingual education
0.7
58%

0.6

48%

0.5
0.4
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25%28%
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17%

0.2
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1% 3%

0
Strongly
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Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Figure 6. Item 3: Cross-cultural attitudes and appreciation could be enhanced through
bilingual education

As shown in Figure 6, 86% of teachers and 73% of parents agreed that cross-cultural
attitudes and appreciation could be enhanced through bilingual education. Again, there is an
overwhelming amount of agreement that parents and teachers believe that a bilingual education
program would be beneficial to their children. The data suggests that they would support
bilingual education so that their students could enhance their appreciation and understanding of
other cultures. Conversely, only 9% of parents and 8% of teachers disagreed, showing that there
is little disagreement over whether or not students would benefit from such a program. Parents
and teachers who marked neutral made up for 17% and 5% respectively.
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If a student is not proficient in English, the child
should be in a classroom learning his/her language
(reading and writing) as part of the school
curriculum
0.4

33%

0.3

25%26%

26%

28%
18%

0.2

12%

11%11%
0.1

6%

Parents
Teachers

0
Strongly
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Agree

Neutral
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Strongly
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Figure 7. Item 13: If a student is not proficient in English, the child should be in a
classroom learning his/her language (reading and writing) as part of the school
curriculum
As displayed in Figure 7, the answers from the teacher and parent samples were varied
regarding the statement if a student is not proficient in English, the child should be in a
classroom learning his/her language (reading and writing) as part of the school curriculum.
According to the survey, 37% of teachers agreed with the statement, while 34% disagreed.
Regarding the parents, 36% of parents agreed with the statement, while 30% disagreed. This data
points to the fact that both parents and teachers seem to be split on whether or not students not
proficient in English should be learning their native language in the classroom, which contradicts
their earlier support for other items regarding bilingual education. It is noteworthy that parents
and teachers who marked neutral accounted for 33% and 26% respectively; this could potentially
be due to the fact that the question could be considered less moderate than other questions,
leading to a lack of desire for choosing sides
Theme 2: Attitudes towards ELLs
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This theme was regarding teacher and parent attitudes toward ELLs. This theme
corresponds to the statements of Items 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the survey. Figure 8 shows the overall
percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 2: Attitudes toward ELLs.

Attitudes toward ELLs
6%
Strongly Agree
16%
20%
21%

Agree
Neutral

37%

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Figure 8. Overall percentages of parent and teacher
responses to the Items in Theme 2: Attitudes toward
ELLs
To begin, it should be noted that in Figure 8, 53% of teachers and parents overall were in
agreement in their attitudes toward ELLs, while 26% were in disagreement. This shows that
there are relatively positive attitudes towards ELLs, suggesting that teachers and parents may be
receptive to bilingual education programs created specifically for ELLs.
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Non- or limited-English speakers suffer educational
disadvantages because of their culture
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Figure 9. Item 4: Non- or limited-English speakers suffer educational disadvantages
because of their culture
According to Figure 9, over one-half of the teacher and parent samples agree that non- or
limited-English speakers suffer educational disadvantages because of their culture, while 30% of
teachers and 25% of parents disagreed. This is interesting in that even though it the mean score
suggested that more than one-half of parents hold positive attitudes towards ELLs overall, the
majority still believe that ELLs’ cultures can negatively impact their overall education.
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Non- or limited-English speakers and English
speakers can mutually learn from one another in
the classroom
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Figure 10. Item 5: Non- or limited-English speakers can mutually learn from one
another in the classroom

Figure 10, which corresponds to Item 5, showed that there was much support for the idea
that non- or limited- English speakers and English speakers can mutually learn from one another
in the classroom. It total, 89% of teachers and 72% of parents agreed with this statement. In
contrast, only 5% of teachers and 9% of parents disagreed. Parents and teachers who marked
neutral made up for 19% and 3% respectively. It is apparent that parents and teachers would be
very open to the idea of having their students/children learn from non- or limited-English
students in the classroom and vice versa.
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English language learners suffer educational
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Figure 11. Item 6: English language learners suffer educational disadvantages because
of their culture

Figure 11, which corresponds to Item 6, shows that nearly one-half of the parent and
teacher samples disagreed that English language learners suffer educational disadvantages
because of their culture. In total, 49% of parents disagreed with this statement, while 43% of
teachers disagreed. This is in direct contradiction to the statement in Item 4, a very similar
statement, where it was found that nearly one-half of parents and teachers agreed with the
statement. This may have had to do with the wording of the statement in Item 4, in which nonor limited-English speakers is replaced with English language learners in statement in Item 6.
Nevertheless, this graph illustrates that teachers and parents do not believe that culture is
negatively affecting ELLs. It must be noted that while 23% of parents and 36% of teachers
agreed that English language learners suffer educational disadvantages because of their culture,
there was still a sizeable portion of neutral statements, with 27% of parents and 20% of teachers
marking neutral.
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Having a non- or limited-English speakers in the
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Figure 12. Item 7: Having non- or limited-English speakers in the classroom is
detrimental to other students
In response to Item 7 (Figure 9) that having non- or limited-English speakers in the
classroom is detrimental to other students, nearly three-quarters of the teacher sample and over
one-half of the parent sample disagreed. In total, 74% of teachers disagreed with the statement
while 54% of parents disagreed with the statement. This is another indication that teachers and
parents do not believe that ELLs pose any direct threat to the education of the other students in
the classroom, but instead can be interpreted as support for having them in the classroom. In
contrast, only 14% of teachers and 15% of parents agreed with the statement, while teachers and
parents who marked neutral made up for 11% and 30% respectively.
Theme 3: Attitudes toward bilingualism
This theme concerns teacher and parent attitudes toward bilingualism and corresponds to
the statements of Items 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 of the survey. Figure 13 shows the overall
percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 3: Attitudes toward
bilingualism.
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Attitudes toward Bilingualism
4% 3%
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Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Figure 13. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in
Theme 3: Attitudes toward bilingualism

As illustrated in Figure 13, the overall response of teacher and parent attitudes toward
bilingualism was positive, with 76% of teachers and parents agreeing with the principles of
bilingualism. Only 7% of teachers and parents disagreed with bilingualism, while 17% were
neutral. This suggests that the majority of teachers and parents would welcome the opportunity
for their students/children to learn a second language in a bilingual education program, while
very few would be against it.
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Figure 14. Item 8: Students would benefit from learning two languages

As shown in Figure 14, nearly all of the teacher sample and more than three-quarters of
the parent sample agreed that students would benefit from learning two languages. In what is
some of the strongest data from the survey, this illustrates that the overwhelming majority of
teachers and parents are supportive of their children learning another language, i.e. bilingualism,
which may lead to future support of bilingual education. Very few teachers and parents
disagreed or marked neutral for this statement, with only 8% of parents and 2% of teachers
disagreeing and 7% of parents and 2% of parents marking neutral.
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Speaking two languages helps a child's self esteem
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Figure 15. Item 9: Speaking two languages helps a child's self esteem

Continuing with the theme of attitudes towards bilingualism, in response to Item 9
(Figure 15), more than two-thirds of the teachers and 60% of the parents agreed that speaking
two languages helps a child’s self-esteem. This shows that a majority of teachers and parents
believe that the self-esteem and educational experience of their students/children could be
enhanced by speaking two languages. In contrast, only 13% of parents and 2% of teachers
disagreed that speaking two languages helps a child’s self-esteem. While there were large
percentages of teachers and parents who were in agreement, it is notable that teachers and
parents who marked neutral accounted for a sizable portion of the responses the 31% and 27%
respectively. On potential explanation for this may be that participants were not familiar with
current bilingual educational theory.
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Figure 16. Item 10: High levels of bilingualism can lead to practical, careerrelated advantages

Teachers and parents were very much in support of Item 10 of the survey, shown in
Figure 16, which stated that high levels of bilingualism can lead to career-related advantages.
Nearly all of the teacher sample, 97%, and 87% of the parent sample agreed with this assertion.
In stark contrast 0% of teachers and only 3% of parents disagreed. This almost universal
agreement that high levels of bilingualism can lead to career-related advantages suggests that
teachers and parents believe bilingual education would be beneficial to their students/children as
a way to contribute to the advancement of their career, and therefore potentially improve their
socioeconomic standing. Lastly, neutral statements were much lower for this item than other
items, with only 10% of parents and 2% of teachers marking neutral, illustrating that there both
groups held strong opinions regarding this statement.
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Figure 17. Item 11: High Levels of bilingualism can result in higher development of
knowledge and mental skills

As shown in Figure 17, more than three-quarters of teachers (80%) and parents (76%)
agreed that high levels of bilingualism can result in development of knowledge or mental skills.
This data, along with the fact that only 2% of teachers and 6% of parents disagreed with Item 11
illustrates that there is considerable support for bilingualism, which may also suggest support for
bilingual education in the future. Parents and teachers who marked neutral made up for 19% and
18% respectively, which are notable, although less than the higher percentages of agreement.
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Figure 18. Item 12: It is important that people in the U.S. learn a language in addition
to English

In Item 12, the last item of the theme of attitudes toward bilingualism, and displayed in
Figure 18, it can be seen that 64% of parents and 50% of teachers agreed that it is important that
people in the U.S. learn a language in addition to English. It is noteworthy that 40% of teachers
and 23% of parents marked neutral. This is an interesting contrast considering the majority
agreement with previous items concerning bilingualism in this theme. Despite this, there is still
considerable support for the statement that it is important that people in the U.S. learn a
language in addition to English, while there is limited disagreement with the statement, with
only 12% of parents and 9% of teachers disagreeing.
Theme 4: Attitudes toward English-only instruction
This theme was regarding teacher and parents attitudes toward English-only and
corresponds to the statements of Items 14, 15, and 16 of the survey. Figure 19 shows the overall
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percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in Theme 4: Attitudes toward Englishonly instruction.

Attitudes toward English-only
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Figure 19. Overall percentages of parent and teacher responses to the Items in
Theme 4: Attitudes toward English-only instruction.

As illustrated in Figure 19, teachers and parents combined disagreed by 54% with
English-only beliefs. By contrast, only 23% of respondents agreed with English-only beliefs.
This is significant in that it shows that there is not very much support for continuing Englishonly instruction in this school district for ELLs, while it may suggest that many people would be
open to instruction in a language other than English. Again, it must be observed that there was
still a 22% neutral response rate, which may mean that teachers and parents were confused or
ambivalent about some of the questions.
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Figure 20. Item 14: If a second language learner is in an English only class he/she
will learn English better
Figure 20, which displays the statement from Item 14, shows that the answers from the
teacher and parent samples varied quite a bit regarding the statement if a second language
learner is in an English only class he/she will learn English better. According to the survey,
only 29% of teachers agreed that if a second language learner is in an English only class he/she
will learn English better while 40% of parents agreed with the statement. Furthermore, 39% of
teachers disagreed with the statement, while only 26% of parents disagreed. This large
discrepancy in the responses between teachers and parents shows a divide in their thinking, with
parents being prone to believe that ELLs will do better if they focus on English-only instruction
in the classroom, while teachers are slightly less inclined to think that way. There were also
large numbers of neutral responses, with parents and teachers who marked neutral accounting for
34% and 31% respectively. Like all questions with a high level of neutrality, this could be due
to many reasons including ambivalence, lack of education on the subject, misunderstanding the
question, and other factors.
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Figure 21. Item 15: Students must learn English as quickly as possible even if it
means the loss of the native language
For Item 15, illustrated by Figure 21, nearly two-thirds of the teacher sample and more
than one-half of the parent sample disagreed that students must learn English as quickly as
possible even if it means the loss of the native language. This suggests that teachers and parents
do not support the idea that students should receive no instruction in their native language. In
contrast, 16% of teachers and 21% of parents agreed with the statement, showing less support for
this statement. Parents and teachers who marked neutral accounted for 24% and 20%
respectively.
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Figure 22. Item 16: Everyone in the country should speak English and only English

As shown in Figure 22, there is strong disagreement with the statement in Item 16, that
everyone in the country should speak English and only English. Of the participants, 91% of
teachers and 73% of parents disagreed with the statement, illustrating that there is very little
support for the idea that English should be the only language spoken by the population of the
U.S., and therefore in this school district. In contrast, only 5% of teachers and 14% of parents
agreed with the statement. Parents and teachers who marked neutral accounted for 13% and 5%
respectively.
Discussion
The purpose of this survey was to gauge parents’ and teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
towards bilingual education, specifically dual language education being implemented in school
districts in the U.S. Their attitudes and beliefs regarding bilingual education are important in
deciding the future of bilingual education in districts where there is need for such programs
(Ramos, 2007; Shannon & Milian, 2002). The overarching goal of this study was to evaluate
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their attitudes and beliefs so as to appropriately assess the level of interest in implementing
bilingual education programs in such school districts. The hypothesis of the study was that
parents and teachers will have positive attitudes towards and be in support of bilingual education.
This hypothesis was generally supported by the findings. Overall, the findings in this study
indicate that there is considerable support for bilingual education amongst teachers and parents
and that bilingual education programs are warranted for this school district in the future.
Theme One: Positive Attitudes Toward Bilingual Education
Within the survey four questions were specifically chosen to represent parents’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards bilingualism, specifically Items 1, 2, 3, and 13. According to the
mean score (2.5), there were generally positive attitudes towards bilingual education since this
number is less than three, or neutral. Regarding Item 1 (Figure 4), teachers and parents
overwhelmingly disagreed, 86% and 68% respectively, that bilingual education is not acceptable
because it meets only the needs of a small select group. This is telling of teachers’ and parents’
beliefs regarding bilingual education in that almost all agree that despite meeting needs for a
small select group, bilingual education would still be beneficial. This is in accordance with Item
3 (Figure 6), in which 86% of teachers and 73% of parents believe that cross-cultural attitudes
and appreciation could be enhanced through bilingual education. The support for these
statements emphasizes that teachers and parents may believe there is high educational value for
both majority and minority language groups through the implementation of bilingual education.
This parallels previous research regarding teacher and parent attitudes toward the principles of
bilingual education (Aguirre, 1984; Craig, 1996; Farruggio, 2010; Garcia-Nevarez et al., 2005;
Karabenick and Noda, 2004; Monzo, 2005; Ramos, 2007; Shin & Krashen, 1996).
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According to Item 2 (Figure 5), nearly two-thirds (59%) of all teachers surveyed
disagreed that the maintenance of bilingual education is too expensive for a district to
implement. It is important to note that teachers generally disagreed with this statement even as
many districts throughout New York State struggle to balance budgets. The fact that more than
half of teachers are supportive of maintaining a BE program suggests that there is support for the
implementation of bilingual education programs in the future. The percentage of teachers who
disagreed with this statement is actually slightly lower than Aguirre’s (1984) study which
showed that teachers disagreed by 80% that the maintenance of bilingual education is too
expensive for a district to implement.
Parents were slightly less enthusiastic about Item 2, with only 49% of parents disagreeing
that the maintenance of bilingual education is too expensive for a district to implement. While
this is not an especially high percentage, it must be noted that only 25% agreed with the
statement, while 27% were neutral. Again, in relation to Aguirre’s (1984) previous study that
used the same statement, the percentage of participants in this study that disagreed with the
statement (49%) was actually higher by 9% than Aguirre’s study (40%). Furthermore, the
percentage of parents in this study who agreed (25%) was actually 20% lower than the same
Aguirre study (45%) (Aguirre, 1984). This more robust support for the maintenance of bilingual
education among the parents in this study suggests that many would be receptive to the idea of
implementing and maintaining a bilingual education program in the district. It may also be a
reflection of changing cultural norms, as Aguirre’s study is now over 30 years old, meaning that
the opinions and beliefs of many parents and teachers may have shifted their beliefs toward
bilingual education over that time.
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While there seemed to be considerable support for BE through the first several items, the
response to Item 13 (Figure 7), that if a student is not proficient in English, the child should be in
a classroom learning his/her language (reading and writing) as part of the school curriculum,
received mixed results. Only 38% of teachers and 37% of parents agreed with this statement,
while 34% of teachers and 30% of parents disagreed. These percentages are slightly lower than
previous research. In addition, many of the teachers (26%) and parents (33%) responded
neutrally, which is in line with previous research, but may suggest that many of them are not
familiar with the components of a bilingual education program’s curriculum (Shin & Krashen,
1996).
Theme Two: Positive Attitudes Toward ELLs
Within the survey four questions were specifically chosen to represent parents’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs. Teachers tended to hold positive attitudes towards ELLs. The
most significant data is derived from Item 5 (Figure 10), in which teachers overwhelmingly
agreed by 89% that non- or limited-English speakers and English speakers can mutually learn
from one another in the classroom. This supports the idea that teachers believe that both
majority language and minority language students would benefit from bilingual education. This
also coincides with previous literature that shows that both minority and majority language
students benefit while enrolled in bilingual education programs (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Rolstad,
2000; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2003). This notion is further supported by the results from Item
7 (Figure 12), in which teachers again disagreed by 74% that having non- or limited-English
speakers in the classroom is detrimental to other students. While positive, this data is actually
not in accordance with previous research that suggested traditional teachers actually held more
negative attitudes towards although this was specifically when teachers were not properly trained
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in educating them (Garcia-Nevarez et al., 2005). This is significant as it may signal a positive
change in teacher attitudes in this district as compared to previous studies. It may also suggest
that the teachers in this district have had previous training in working with diverse learners.
Parents in this district hold more positive attitudes towards ELLs as well, as seen in the
results of Item 5; 72% of parents agree that non- or limited-English speakers and English
speakers can mutually learn from one another in the classroom. In Item 7 (Figure 12), parents
again display positive attitudes towards ELLs, with 54% of parents disagreeing that having nonor limited-English speakers in the classroom is detrimental to other students. These positive
attitudes towards ELLs by parents in this district may be the result of the fact that majority
language parents’ children have more exposure to larger numbers of ELLs than in other districts.
It may also be because there were many parents of ELLs that responded to the survey and would
understandably be positive toward ELLs as their children are ELLs.
One interesting piece of data to point out is that while Items 4 and 6 pose almost the same
question, the results are largely different. In both Items, the participants essentially are asked if
ELLs suffer educational disadvantages because of their culture. The only difference in the two
items is that there are different terms to describe ELLs. In Item 4 (Figure 9), ELLs are described
at English language learners, while in Item 6 (Figure 11) they are described as non- or limitedEnglish speakers. In Item 4, parents and teachers were largely in agreement that non- or limitedEnglish speakers suffered educational disadvantages because of their culture, but when the
wording is changed in Item 6, they agree much less with the statement and as a result are less
supportive of it. This wording may have skewed the data because teachers and parents may have
viewed the wording of non- or limited-English speakers in a more negative light than English
language learners.
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Theme Three: Positive Attitudes Toward Bilingualism
Within the survey five questions were specifically chosen to represent parents’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards bilingualism including Items 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. According to the
mean score (2.6), teachers and parents were in support of bilingualism since the number was less
than three, or neutral. In Item 8 (Figure 14), 97% of teachers and 85% of parents were in
agreement that students would benefit from learning two languages. This is similar to previous
studies in which 97% of parents agreed that their children would benefit from learning two
languages (Saucedo, 1997). Although the parents in this district agreed slightly less compared to
the previous study, these results further suggest that parents may support the implementation of a
bilingual education program in this district.
Unlike the Item 8, where the findings were similar to previous research, in Item 9 there is
not a similar pattern of agreement with previous research. In Item 9, 67% of teachers and 60%
of parents agreed that speaking two languages helps a child’s self-esteem, while in a similar
study, parents overwhelmingly agreed by 97% that speaking two languages helps a child’s selfesteem (Saucedo, 1997). This could be due to the fact that parents in this study parents did not
have children enrolled in a bilingual education program, while parents who were surveyed in the
previous study all had children enrolled in a bilingual education program.
As shown in Item 10 (Figure 16), 94% of teachers and 85% of parents were in agreement
that high levels of bilingualism can lead to practical, career related advantages. The teacher
results of this statement are very close to the results from a previous study, in which 85% of
teachers responded that they believed that high levels of bilingualism can lead to practical, career
related advantages (Shin & Krashen, 1996). This high level of support suggests that teachers and
parents value bilingualism as a way to improve the socioeconomic standing of their children in
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the future due to higher career advancement potential. This finding about career and related
advantages coincides with previous research that showed that parents wanted their children to be
bilingual as it would lead to more economic and social mobility (Monzo, 2005).
The support for the statement in Item 11 is similar to the support that teachers and parents
show for bilingualism in Item 10. In Item 11 (Figure 17), 80% of teachers and 76% of parents
believe that high levels of bilingualism can result in higher development of knowledge and
mental skills. Again, this is very similar to the findings in Shin and Krashen’s (1996) previous
study regarding teacher attitudes toward the principles of bilingualism. In that study, it was
shown that 71% of teachers were in support of this statement. This could be because some of
teachers in this study had seen the development of ELLs that were enrolled in bilingual
education programs or simply because they were exposed to previous studies that showed that
bilingual education does indeed lead to higher cognitive skills (Lindholm-Leary, 2001).
Finally, Item 12 (Figure 18) illustrates that 50% of teachers and 64% of parents agreed
that they believe it is important for people in the U.S. to learn a language in addition to English.
This is interesting in that both of these percentages are much lower than previous item statements
in this theme. The lower percentages are likely due to the fact that many teachers and parents
were neutral, ambivalent, or unsure of how to answer this statement, as nearly 40% of the teacher
sample and 25% of the parent sample answered neutral.
The data from this theme strongly suggests that teachers support bilingualism, which may
therefore suggest approval of programs that support bilingualism, i.e. bilingual education, being
implemented in their district. This data is in accordance with previous research that supports that
idea that teachers and parents are supportive of the principles of bilingualism (Aguirre, 1984;
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Craig, 1996; Lee, 1999; Monzo, 2005; Ramos, 2007; Shannon & Milian, 2002; Shin & Krashen,
1996).
Theme Four: Negative Attitudes Toward English-Only Instruction
Within the survey three questions were specifically chosen to represent parents’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards the idea of English-only instruction in the U.S. According to the
overall mean for this theme (3.5), teachers and parents were generally not supportive of Englishonly instruction in this district. Item 15 (Figure 21), emphasizes the result where over two-thirds
of teachers and nearly two-thirds of parents disagreed that students must learn English as quickly
as possible even if it means the loss of the native language. This supports the probability that
teachers and parents value the native language of ELLs in the classroom. This contrasts with a
previous study in which only 16% of teachers disagreed that students must learn English as
quickly as possible even if it means the loss of the native language, although it must be noted that
55% responded neutrally in that study (Shin and Krashen, 1996). This shift illustrates that
attitudes are even more positive toward bilingual education in this school district than those
found in other areas around the country. Furthermore, the response to Item 16 (Figure 22), that
everyone should speak English and only English, teachers and parents again disagreed by 91%
and 73% respectively, further supports this consideration by parents and teachers of the value of
the native languages of ELLs. Both of these statements offer further insight into the support of
the teachers and parents for bilingual education in this district. While teachers and parents
overwhelmingly disagree children should have to learn English and only English, in conjunction
with previous statements, they are at the same time generally in support of bilingualism.
Knowing this suggests that this district would very much support the implementation of bilingual
education programs to support the English acquisition of ELLs.
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Limitations
There were several limitations to the study that will be addressed in this section. First,
there was a relatively low parent response rate for the survey. In each school that was surveyed
there was a less than 10% response rate for the parents. Therefore, the data is not a complete
representation of all parents in the district. This may have been because students were given the
responsibility to carry the surveys home to their parents and thus many surveys may not have
actually made it to the parents. Furthermore, since the surveys were handed to the students, there
is a possibility that some surveys were completed by students themselves, potentially skewing
the data.
An additional potential limitation is that in Theme 2, the statements in Items 4 and 6 were
essentially the same question, but with slightly different terms to describe ELLs. In Item 4, the
term non- or limited-English speaker was used, while in Item 6, the term English language
learner was used. This was overlooked in the creation of the survey and may have confused
participants, again potentially skewing the data. However, it is important to note again that it is
apparent that the wording or connotation of questions may have a significant effect on the
response, which may be helpful in future surveys.
Additionally, since the survey data was generally positive, it is possible that that the
surveys were completed by a set of motivated parents and teachers who already held positive
attitudes and beliefs towards bilingual education. Therefore the data may not be representative
of the true attitudes and beliefs of all parents in the district. Another potential limitation
concerns the order of the questions, as there were several questions that were grouped too closely
together according to their categories. This may have caused the participants to score certain
statements based on similar previous statements and may have skewed the data.
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Conclusion/Implications
Based on the findings of the survey, which point to a more positive view of bilingual
education by both parents and teachers, it can be recommended that bilingual education
programs be implemented in this school district. Among the items that were surveyed, there
were very few statements that found parents and teachers not supportive of bilingual education,
ELLs or bilingualism. There were especially high levels of support for bilingualism, which
points to a positive outlook for bilingual education in Western New York State in the future. In
addition, parents and teachers were not overly supportive of English-only beliefs, which is more
proof that the attitudes of parents and teachers in NYS may be pro-bilingual education.
There are several steps that need to be taken by districts to make sure that bilingual
education is considered as a significant option for educating ELLs. First, districts must take into
account how many ELLs they have that speak one language so that they know if it is even
feasible to implement a bilingual education program in the first place. If there is a significant
number of ELLs that speak the same language, then it would be advantageous to survey the
parents and teachers of the school to see what their interest level is. Depending on the results of
a survey and assessment of ELL needs, the district should explore which bilingual program is
best suited for that school district. A dual-language program may be most appropriate for a
school district that has many majority language parents who are interested in bilingual education,
while a maintenance program may be best suited for a population where the population is trying
to preserve a language.
Based on both the supportive literature regarding the benefits of bilingual education and
the results of this survey, it can be concluded that bilingual education, specifically dual-language
education, will be one of the most beneficial ways to teach the growing numbers of ELLs as well

PARENT AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

69

as native English-speakers in this district. It should be recommended that this district explore the
possibility of designing and implementing a program based on the responses of general support
of both teachers and parents in the district. By implementing a bilingual education program, this
district, as well as other similar districts, will be providing their ELLs, as well as native English
speakers with the best opportunities to become fully bilingual, contributing members of the
community in the future.
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Appendix A

Email to Principals
(Date)
Dear (Principal name),
My name is Evan Morgan. I am currently working towards my Masters degree in TESOL at
SUNY Fredonia and as such am working on my final Masters Thesis this semester. The reason I
am writing this email is to ask permission to distribute a short paper survey amongst your
teachers and also an identical one to be sent home to parents/guardians. The survey is a 16-item
questionnaire on parents' and teachers' attitudes and beliefs regarding bilingual education in
public schools. It should only take about ten-fifteen minutes of their time.
If granted permission from you and from my university, sometime in February/March, I will
come and distribute several manila folders containing the surveys in teachers' mailboxes along
with extra copies for teachers to send home with students for parents. A single manila folder will
be provided to each teacher with a survey for them and surveys for the parents of the students in
their homeroom class. Every survey will be attached to an envelope to help maintain anonymity,
and participants will be informed that they should enclose their completed survey in these
envelopes. The teacher would be responsible for collecting these envelopes and putting them
back into the original manila folder and give these manila folders (sealed) to the secretary. I will
then return and pick the folders up at a later date from the secretaries. Teacher and parent
participation in this research project is completely voluntary and entirely anonymous.
I look forward to hearing from you soon as to whether you will allow me to distribute these
surveys to your school.
Sincerely,
Evan Morgan
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Appendix B

Letter to Classroom Teacher
Parent and Teacher Attitudes Toward Bilingual Education
(Date)
Dear Classroom Teacher,
I invite you to participate in a research study entitled: Parent and Teacher Attitudes Toward
Bilingual Education. I am currently enrolled in the TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages) Masters Program at SUNY Fredonia, and am in the process of writing my
Master’s Thesis. The purpose of the research is to determine parent and teacher attitudes towards
bilingual education. To determine these attitudes, I have designed a short survey to be
completed. The survey is only 16 questions and should only take about ten-fifteen minutes to
complete.
Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary and you may decline to
participate altogether. There are no known risks to participation. Your responses will remain
confidential and anonymous.
If you agree to participate in this project, please answer the questions on the survey and seal it in
the appropriate envelope labeled TEACHER. You may answer all, some, or none of the
questions.
Also included in this manila folder are envelopes for every students’ parent/guardian in your
home room class. These envelopes contain an information letter and the survey for the
parents/guardians of the students in your classroom. Please distribute the envelopes labeled
“PARENT/GUARDIAN” to each student to take home to their parent / guardian to complete.
Parents/guardians should complete and return the surveys with their children within two weeks
to you sealed in the provided envelope (this is explained in the letter to the parents).
Please place any sealed envelopes (yours and any parents’) in the manila folder in which this
letter and survey came. By the date on the manila folder given to you, please leave the manila
folder in your mailbox for pickup by me.
Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Evan Morgan
If you have any questions, please contact:
Evan Morgan, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia Phone: (814) 706-1659; email: evan.morgan@fredonia.edu
Dr. Karen Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia Phone: (716) 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
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Appendix C

Letter to Parents/Guardians
Parent and Teacher Attitudes Toward Bilingual Education
(Date)
Dear Parent/Guardian,
I invite you to participate in a research study entitled: Parent and Teacher Attitudes Toward
Bilingual Education. I am currently enrolled in the TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages) Masters Program at SUNY Fredonia, and am in the process of writing my
Master’s Thesis. The purpose of the research is to determine parent and teacher attitudes towards
bilingual education.
Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary and you may decline to
participate altogether. There are no known risks to participation. Your responses will remain
confidential and anonymous.
If you agree to participate in this project, please answer the questions on the attached 16-question
survey and seal it in the appropriate envelope labeled PARENT/GUARDIAN. It should take
approximately ten-fifteen minutes to complete. You may complete this in either English or
Spanish (the survey is provided to you in both languages).
Please return the survey sealed in the envelope provided with your children to their homeroom
teacher within two weeks from the day you get this envelope.
Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Evan Morgan
If you have any questions, please contact:
Evan Morgan, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia
Phone: (814) 706-1659; email: evan.morgan@fredonia.edu
Dr. Karen Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia
Phone: (716) 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
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Appendix C cont.
Spanish Version

Las actitudes de los padres y maestros hacia la educación bilingüe
(Fecha)
Estimados padres/tutores,
Les invito a participar en un estudio de investigación titulado: Actitudes de los padres y maestros
hacia la educación bilingüe. Yo estoy actualmente inscrito en el programa de maestría de
TESOL (enseñanza del inglés para hablantes de otras lenguas) en SUNY Fredonia y estoy en el
proceso de completar mi tesis de maestría. El propósito de la investigación es determinar las
actitudes de padres y maestros hacia la educación bilingüe.
Su participación en este proyecto de investigación es totalmente voluntaria y no es obligatorio
participar y no existe ningun tipo de riesgo. Sus respuestas se mantendrán confidenciales y
anónimas.
Si está de acuerdo en participar en este proyecto, por favor responda las 16 preguntas de la
encuesta y devuelvalo sellado en el sobre identificado como PADRE/TUTOR. Debería tomar
aproximadamente diez a quince minutos para completar. Puede completar las respuestas en
inglés o en español (la encuesta se ofrece en los dos idiomas).
Por favor devuelva la encuesta sellada en el sobre proporcionado con sus hijos a su maestro en
dos semanas desde el día en que obtenga este sobre.
Gracias por su ayuda,
Atentamente,
Evan Morgan
Si tiene alguna pregunta, póngase en contacto con:
Evan Morgan, estudiante de postgrado, SUNY Fredonia
teléfono: (814) 706-1659; correo electrónico: evan.morgan@fredonia.edu
Dr. Karen Lillie, profesor asistente, SUNY Fredonia
teléfono: (716) 673-4656; correo electrónico: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
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Appendix D

SURVEY: Parent/Guardian and Teacher Attitudes Toward Bilingual Education
(see next page—survey will be given on one page, with English on one side, Spanish on the other
for Parents/Guardians)
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Are you fluent in any other language(s) than English?
If yes, what language(s)?
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Yes

No

Please check how you agree or disagree for each statement
1. Bilingual education is not acceptable because it meets only the needs of a
small select group.
2. The maintenance of bilingual education programs is too expensive for a
school district.
3. Cross-cultural attitudes and appreciation could be enhanced through bilingual
education.
4. Non- or limited-English speakers suffer educational disadvantages because of
their culture.
5. Non- or limited-English speakers and English speakers can mutually learn
from one another in the same classroom.
6. English language learners suffer educational disadvantages because of their
culture.
7. Having a non- or limited-English speakers in the classroom is detrimental to
other students.
8. Students would benefit from learning two languages.
9. Speaking two languages helps a child’s self-esteem.
10. High levels of bilingualism can lead to practical, career-related advantages.
11. High levels of bilingualism can result in higher development of knowledge or
mental skills.
12. It is important that people in the U.S. learn a language in addition to English.
13. If a student is not proficient in English, the child should be in a classroom
learning his/her first language (reading and writing) as part of the school
curriculum.
14. If a second language learner is in an English-only class he/she will learn
English better.
15. Students must learn English as quickly as possible even if it means the loss of
the native language.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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16. Everyone in the country should speak English and only English.

¿Es usted competente en otro idioma (s) que el inglés?
Si la respuesta es sí, ¿qué idioma(s)?

Sí

No

por favor marque cómo está de
acuerdo o en desacuerdo por cada declaración
1. La education bilingue no es aceptable porque satisface solamente las
necesidades de un grupo selecto.
2. El mantenimiento de programas de educación bilingüe es muy costoso para
un distrito escolar.
3. Apreciación por diferentes culturas podrían mejorarse a través de la
educación bilingüe.
4. Las personas con inglés limitado sufren desventajas educativas debido a su
cultura.
5. Pueden aprender uno del otro los estudiantes que son competentes en
inglés y aquellos que estan aprendiendo.
6. Los estudiantes con inglés limitado sufren desventajas educativas debido a
su cultura.
7. Tener estudiantes con inglés limitado en el aula es perjudicial para otros
estudiantes.
8. Los estudiantes se beneficiarían de aprendizaje de dos idiomas.
9. Hablar dos idiomas, ayuda a la autoestima del niño.
10. Ser bilingue ayuda a tener ventajas en lo relacionado a carrera.
11. Altos niveles de bilingüismo pueden resultar en un mayor desarrollo de
los conocimientos o habilidades mentales.
12. Es importante que la gente en los Estados Unidos aprende un idioma
además del inglés.
13. Si un estudiante no domina el inglés, debe estar en un aula de aprendizaje
de su lengua materna (lectura y escritura) como parte del currículum escolar.
14. La inmersion total es la mejor manera de aprender un idioma.
15. Los estudiantes deben aprender a inglés lo más rápido posible incluso si
eso significa la pérdida de la lengua materna.
16. En los Estados Unidos solo se deberia hablar inglés.

totalmente
de acuerdo

acuerdo

neutral

en
desacuerdo

totalmente
en
desacuerdo

