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POPULATION ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL AGE
LANGUAGE MINORITIES AN LIMITED ENGLISH
PROFICIENCY CHILI;;;?EgN ?91:8 'SI'HE UNITED STATES,

Jorge Chapa
INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to present recent (1988) estimates of the
school age language minority and limited English proficiency (LEP) popula-
tions. This goal will be achieved using datasources and analytic procedures not
typically used for this purpose. Another goal of this paper will, therefore, beto
present this analytic approach so that it may be examined, criticized and refined
for future use. The obstacle to providing a direct estimate of these pojularion
groups is that there is no currently available recent, large-scale datasource with
national coverage which contains the information fequired for a direct esti-
mate. The size of the language minority and LEP population to be presented
here will be the result of recent demographic estimates of the school age
population combined with rates of incidences or proportions of minority
language and LEP children among these demographic groups taken from older
data sources.

The key and, perhaps, unique feature of the analytic procedure used
here is to disaggregate the school age population into demographic groups or
categories based on racial or ethnicgroup and generation. These two categories
define demographic groups which have different proportions of language
minority and LEP children. “Generation” refers to the standing of the child in
elation to immigration to this country. I will use “first generation” to refer to
a person who was born in a foreign country and then immigrated to the United
States. Asecond generation child is one born in the United States but who had
one or two foreign-born parents. The third generatiui: consists of the US-born
children of two US-born parents. Since thisschema defines generation in terms
of the individual’s and parents’ place of birth, it cannot discern between diird,
fourth, fifth, etc. genealogical generations. The third generation defined by
parental place of birth is thus composed of the third and third-plus genealogical
generations. {See Lopez, 1978; and Floyd, 1985 for a discussion.)

The appeal of using generation to estimate these linguistically defined
population groups is that the nction of generation is directly related to the
concept of language shift. The general and fuirly consistent pattern found
among European immigrantsto the United States is that immigrants from non-

English-backgrounds, i.c., the first generation, acquire speaking some English
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for economically instrumental purposes but primarily use the foreign tongue
athome. Their children, the second generation, initially learn the non-English
language but become predominantly English-speaking over the life course.
Thethird generation are typically monolinguai English speakers (Oxford, etal.,
1980, pp. 118-120; Fishman, et al., 1966). If Spanish-speaking immigrants
follow the same pattern of language shift, they do so ar a slower rate than the
typical three-generation European pattern, and the overall pattern of language
maintenance and [anguage shift may well be different (Macias, 1985; Oxford,
et al., 1980, pp. 118-120). These considerations lay the basis for conducting
this analysis in terms of generational and racial-ethnic differences.

Data and Definitions

The analyses which will be presented in this paper were based on an
analysis of the machine-readable data files of the November 1979 and June
1988 Current Population Surveys (CPS). The CPS is a2 monthly survey of
approximately 53,000 households across the United States. The CPS is
conducted by the US Bureau of the Census primarily to determine employ-
ment levels and other labor force and economic characteristics. Each CPS
questionnaire also contains aset of supplemental questions asked on a rotating
or ad hoc basis. The November 1979 CPS is the most recent publicly available
CPS data file to include supplemental questions regarding language use and
ability. Iralso included questions on immigration, nativity and parental place
of birth. These are the data items required to attribute generational status as
defined above. The 1980 Census included some of the same language-related
questions, bur ir did not ascertain parents’ place of birth. As discussed above,
both the individual's and the parents’ nativity are needed to attribute genera-
tion ai typically defined. For this reason, the November 1979 CPS is preferable
over 1980 Census data for the purposes of this paper.

The June 1988 CPS has supplemental questions on fertility and
immigration. The data presented here werc collected in June 1988. The
tabulating and processing of these data typically takes more than a year.
Therefore, the June 1988 CPS is one of the most curtrent, detailed data sets
available. The inclusion of the supplemental questions on immigration make
ita particularly useful source of information on minority children. Itis possible
to estimate the size of the school-age population by race-ethnicity and genera-
tion. (See U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978, 1981, and 1989, for further
description and documentation.) The major problems with CPS data are that
they are relatively tricky and complicated to use and that using 53,000
households results, in some cases, in a relatively small sample size for analyzing
the characteristics of small population subgroups.

This discussion will analyze and present data for four different and
mutually exclusive race-ethnic groups: Blacks, Anglos, Hispanics and Asian
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and others. “Latino” is growing in preference over the use of the term
“Hispanic.” To reflect *his and still be consistent with those who continue to
use “Hispanic,” I will use the terms interchangeably. (See Hayes-Bautista and
Chapa, 1987 for a discussion of the use of “Latino” rather than “Hispanic”
identifier.) Anglos might be more familiarly known as “white non-Hispanics”
ot “white non-Latinos.” In my tabulations, the relatively small proportion of
Blacks who are also Hispanic are grouped with Hispanics. So Blacks or African
Americans do not overlap with Latinos in my tabulations. Finally, the group
Asianand other races is also exclusive of Hispanics. The small numberof Asian,
Pacific Islander, Native American or Aleutian Islander respondents in the CPS
sample permits this group to be teferred only to in the aggregate. The label
“Asian® will be used to be synonymous with “Asian” and “Pacific Islanders.”
*Minority” refers to all non-Anglo groups; i.c., Blacks, Hispanics and Asians
and others taken together.

For the sake of clarity and consistency, I will rephrase the basis of
defining different gen=rationsas discussed above. The nativity of an individual's
parents was the basis for identifying different generations. 1 define the third
generation as consisting of the US-born children of US-born parents. This
category includes all those who have been in this country for more than three
generations as well. The second generation consists of a person born in the
United States with one or two foreign-born parents. The first generation refers
to foreign- born immigrants with foreign-born parents.

Itis important to make clear that my use of generational groups is not
based on the assumption that the cross-sectional comparison of first, second
and third generation individuals at one point in time does not necessarily reflect
or replicate longitudinal changes over historical time. While this type of
analysis is common in the sociology of immigration and min ority groups, it is
logically incorrect to assume that the differences in the atiiibutes among the
three generations accurately and inevitably represent a longitudinal pattern.
The differences between generations may recapitulate a historical pattern, but
they do not necessarily indicate a future trend. A comparison among the first,
second and third generations in a cross-section does not predict the future
attainments of the children and grandchildren of the first generation immi-
grant, (See Chapa, 1988 for a theoretical and empirical critique of this logic.
Bean and Tienda, 1987; and Hart-Gonzalez, 1988 and 1990 present other
argum.nts against this assumption.) Differences between generations as
presented hereare a cross-sectional representation of one point in time. My use
of generational characteristics is based on the consideration that generation is
a major determinant of non-English languages background (NELB) status. |
assume, for example, that third generation proportions of NELB Hispanic
children will be the same in 1988 as in 1979. This is different from assuming
that the proportion of third generation NELB Hispanics represents or ir any
way approximates the future proportion of NELB among the children of
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today’s second generation Hispanics.

The school age population consists of all children between the ages of
5 through 17 inclusively. By usirg CPS data to estimate the size and
characteristics of this group, I limit my analysis to the civilian non-institutional
population between these ages. There is no reason to expect much of a
difference between this and the total population in this age group but, no
doub, differences do exist.

The concepts and definitions of minority language and limited
English proficiency have a decisive impact on the results of an analysis such as
this. Inacomprehensive, dose-gminedp analysis of several previous publications
estimating these populations, Reynaldo Macias and Mary Spencer find LEP
population estimates ranging from less than 1,000,000 to mote than 5,000,000.
A major component in explaining these differences was the use of different
definitions or criteria for determining language minority and LEP status
(Macias and Spencer, 1984, p. xiv et passim.) There ate many different
alternative conoeptualizations and definitions possible. Many of these are more
closely tied to specific aspects of the laws, regulations or rulings promulgating
bilingual education programs. Whatever advantages these alternative defini-
tions may have, the data to use then for current demographic estimates are
simply notavailable. My procedure here is to operationally equate the minority
language population with that in which the individual child reportedly used a
non-English language in his or her home as presented in data from the
November 1979 CPS. Thisis also onedefinition of the category known as non-
English language background or NELB. For convenienceand brevity I will use
the acronym NELB both in its specific meaning and as the equivalent of the
minority language population in this paper. (For a discussion of the formula-
tion and consequences of different definitions sec Macias and Spencer, 1984;
Oxford, et al., 1980, pp. 35-37, et passim; and Waggoner, 1984). A review of
these same documents will show that NFLB as used here is 2 common and a
numerically conservative estimate of the minority language population.

Methods and Assumptions

While the intended methodology has been alluded to above, this
section will present it in summary form and explicitly present and discuss its
assumptions and limitations. The goal of deriving recent estimates of the
minority language and LEP school age population will be accomplished by
deriving estimates of the civilian non-institutional population betweeh theages
of five through seventeen from the June 1988 CPS. These population estimates
will be presented in terms of generation and race-ethnicity. I will derive the
same race-ethnic-generation specific estimates for 1979 from the November
1979 CPS. Inaddition, I will estimate the proportion of each race-ethnic group
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by generation who are reported to speak a non-English language in the home

|in 1979. I will assume that the proportions of the 1988 race-ethnic-generation
groups who are NELB are the same as in 1979. This will be the basis for

estimating the Spanish and othes-non-English NELB pepulations for 1988.
NELB population estimates are used as the basis or estimating the minority
language populatior 1 will use these calculated NELB estimates to further
calculate the LEP population in 1988. I will follow this same procedure by
using the Spanish and Other non-English LEP-to-NELB ratios calculated on
the basis of the Children's English and Services Study (CESS). This study
included adetailed assessment of English speaking, understanding, reading and
writing skills for children ages 5-14 (Macias and Spencer, 1984, pp. 89-107).
This procedure assumes that my operational basis for estimating the NELB
population is reasonable and that the LEP-to-NELB ratios were the same in
1988 as they were in 1979. 1am also assuming that this ratio can be extended
to the children between the ages of 15-17.

One way of evaluating this procedure is to compare it to that involved
in projecting the future NELB and LEP population totals as presented in
Oxford, et al., 1980. Their projection procedure makes the same assumptions
regarding the future proportions of NELB population and LEP-to-NELB
ratios, plus all the assumptions necessary about future birth, death and
immigration rates to project the population base upon which to calculate the
LEP and NELB populations. Using actual population estimates rather than
projections gives these results a higher degree of reliability and credibility than
those derived from population projections. Additionally, the use of race-
cthnic-gencration specific NELB proportions makes the NELB population
estimate more precise because it takes account of the variation in composition
by gencration between the two points in time. To explain, the proportion of
NELB children is very different from one generation to the next and the
proportion differs among the different race-ethnic groups. The procedure of
estimating the population number of specific race-cthnic-genera.ion groups
provides a more precise basis for estimating NELB and LEP populations. So
this technique can more accurately calculate NELB populations to reflect the
sharp increase in foreign immigration between 1979 and 1988. A procedure
that did not take this into account would less fully account for a change which
has 2 major impact on the NELB population. The best way to improve these
estimates would be to get current measures of NELB and LEP population
proportions by the same race-ethnic-generation specific groups. Datacollected
but not yet released by the Census Bureau will soon make this possible.

Restlts

Table 1 presents the number of school age children by race-ethnicity
and NELB for November 1979. The purpase of this tabulation is to show how
NELB proportions vary tremendously from group to group. Only 3 percent
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TARLE §

Nom English home language use among chiidnen ages 517
by race-atiwc Ry

Unitax! Statee, 1979

Source: Tabulstions from the Novembar 1979 Curent

Population Survey

ANGLO HISPANIC
No 34333100 S7% 766040 25%
Yes (NELB) 1,148,031 3% 2,300,801 75%
Total 35,479,161 100% 3073541 100%

O
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of the Anglo children spoke a non-English language at home compared to 75
percent of the Hispanics. Overall, 9 percent of all children in the age group
ranging from 5 through 17 could be classified as being NELB. The total CPS
population estimate for children 5-17, 46,369,588, compares very closely with
the 1980 Census count of 47,451,236. The 1980 Census count of the NELB
population 5-17 was 4,529,098. (Both Census figures are reported in Macias
and Spencer, 1984, pp. 69-70.) The 1980 Census NELB populacion is higher
than thatshown in Table 1, 3,826,391. The Census was collected during April
1980. The time elapsed between November 1979 and April 1980 is too short
a period to explain differences of this magnitude. However, the difference in
data collection technique could easily account for the different sizes of the
NELB estimates. Almost all of the 1980 Census data were collected by
respondent completed questionnaires. CPS data are collected by trained and
experienced interviewess. Finally, the CPS population estimates are based in
part on population weights based on the 1970 Census counts. (See Hart-
Gonzalez, 1988 for a discussion.) The 1970 Census apparently had a
differentially higher underenumeration of Hispanics (Bean and Tienda, 1987,
Chapter 2). Inaccurate weights for Hispanics could lower the NELB propor-
tion much more than the toral population estimate hecause of the high
proportion of NELB children among Hispanics. Given these considerations,
the 1979 CPS is surprisingly consistent with 1980 Census counts. Since the
1979 CPS will be used primarily to calculate NELB-to-population ratios
among Hispanics and other race-ethnic groups by generation, the conse-
quences of inaccurate population weights in these datawill have minimal effects

on the 1988 estimates of NELB and LEP school aged children.

Figure 12 and 1b present the data from Table 1 in a graphic format.
Figure 1a illustrates the percent or proportion of the children of each race-
ethnic group that had non-English language backgrounds in 1979. This figure
makes the high proportion of NELB Hispanic children very clear. Asians too,
have a high percentage of NELB children. The proportion of NELB Anglos
and Blacks is very small. The percent of NELB among the total population
reflects the NELB proportions of each group and their different sizes. The
number of NELB childres in each race-ethnic group is illustrated in Figure 1b.
The graph shows that, while the proportion of NELB Anglo children may be
small numerically, it is about half the size of the Hispanic NELB population.
The relatively high proportion of NELB Asians results in a relatively small
population estimate of Asian NELB children because the population number
is relatively small.

Table 2a contains the specific non-English languages used by the
NELB youth presented in Table 1. Spanish accounts for two-thirds (66
percent) of those who did speak a foreign language. Other languages not
othi:rwise listed in Table 2a comprise the second largest group. Asian languages
probably constitute most of this category. The large proportion of these
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Figure 1a - % of NELB Children 5- 17 by Race-ethnicity,
U.S. 1879, Source: November 1979 CPS
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Figure 1b - # of NELB Children 5- 17 by Race-ethnicity,
U.S. 1978. Source: November 1979 CPS
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TJable 2a
Languges used by children ages 5-17 who do speak a non-English
at home. {United States, 1879)
Source: Tabulations from the November 178 Cutrent Population Survey

Numbey Percent

Language used at home
Spanish 2,632.210 86%
Other 535,870 13%
itatian 174,840 4%
German 162,026 %
French 138,965 &%
Chinesa 96,722 2%
Greek 76,538 2%
Filipino 70.126 2%
Portuguase 62,854 2%
Polish 31.117 1%
Total 3,982,378 100%
Table 2b

Estimatod numbers of foreign-born chiidren agas 5- 17 who immigrated
tothe U S. between 19801985 by couniry of groups of countiies
whare specific languages ara spoken.

Sourca;, Waggones, 1987, Table 4, p. 4.

Number Percent
Spanish speaking countiies 173,000 7%
English-speaking countnes 86,000 13%
Vigtham 75.000 12%
Phillipines 43,000 7%
Korea 36.000 5%
Chingse-speaking countries 38,000 6%
Laos 32,000 5%
Countries speaking Asian indian [anguages 25.000 %
Kampuchea 21.000 3%
Arabic-spraking countries 13.000 2%
Thailand 9.000 1%
Hal 8,000 1%
Poruguese-spaaking counties 8,000 1%
Soviet Union 8,000 1%
lran 8.000 1%
Germany and Austna 6,000 1%
french-spe eaking counties 4,000 1%
‘sraut 4,000 1%
italy 3,000 0.5%
Japan 2,000 0.3%
Greece 2.000 0.3%
Total 638,000 95% *
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languages and the small proportion of the European languages used clearly
suggest the changing nature of immigration to the United States. Table 22
showing data from 1979 indicates 2 high proportion of immigration from
Spanish-speaking countries. Table 2b shows the origin of documented school
age immigrants who came to the U.S. between 1980 and 1985. Spanish
speakers are still the largest group but represent less than one third of the total
rather than two-thirds. The original datasource for Table 2b was Immigration
and Naturalization Service repores (Waggonet, 1987), whichdo not, therefore,
include estimates of the undocumented immigranes.  Table 3 includes the
distribution of each race-cthnic group by generarion, the distribution of the
generations within groups and the population proportion of each race-cthnic
group. Almost all, 93 percent, of the Anglos and even more of the Blacks, 96
percent, are third generation. In contrast, only about 40 percent of the Asians
and Hispanics are third genexation. Asians had the highest proportion of first
gencration immigrants. The percent distribution of generation within each
group is illustrated in Figure 2. The fact that Anglos and Blacks are larger
groups as a whole is reflected in the fact that only about 4 percent of this age
group were first generation, 8 percent were second generation and 89 percent
were third. [The percentages in Table 3 may not add to 100 percent because
of independent rounding.]  Table 4 shows the NELB proportion for each
specific race-cthnic-generational grouping. Although these are presented as
decimal fractions in Table 4, [ will discuss them as percentages. They are
presented asdecimals to make their use in subsequent computations more clear,
but I will refer to them here in percentages for ease of presentation. Almostall,
96 percent, of the first generation Hispanics had NELB status. Asians also had
a high, 76 percent, proportion of NELB children in the first generation. A very
high proportion of second generation Hispanies, 86 percent, also reported that
they were NELB. The proportion of NELB Blacks in the second generation,
26 percent, is greater than for the first generation Blacks, which is 10 percent
NELB. The number and sample size of first and second generation Blacks are
relatively small. Sampling variabilitcy may account for these figures. The
estimates produced here, however, are consistent with the methodological
consideration used by the Census Bureau for its published estimates based on
CPSdata. (Sec Appendices B and C, US Bureau ofthe Census, 1990.) The fact
thar the NELB proportion among second generation Blacks is greater than
among the first generation could reflect real differences in the origins, compo-
sition and circumstances ofimmigration of these two groups. Assuch, itserves
asagood illustration of the principle that thesegenerational patterns should not
be interpreted as the approximation of longitudinal change. In any case, the
number of first and second generation Blacks is so small that any sampling or
other possible error in NELB proportions for first and second generation Blacks
will have a negligible cffect on the final population estimates. In 1979, 51
percent of the third generation Hispanics reported the use of the Spanish
language in the home. This propastion is very different from and much higher
than that of any other third generation group.
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Tabie 3:

Ganerstional detribution of children a0ss 5-17 by race-sthaicity

Uniad States, 1978

Source: Tahulationes from the Nov, 1879 Curnent Population Survey
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Race-Ethnic group as
% of a¥ chikdran 517

Tabie &;

ANGLO
644,205 2%
1,806,428 5%

A2,807,580 %

35,441,201 100%

™

HISPANC

876,719
1,182,476
1,190,918

3,060,111

%

Propovtion of non-English background chikdren ages 5-17
by race-athnicity and genavation (Unikted States, 1879}

Source: Tabulation from the November 1879 Cutrent Population Survey

GENERATION
Fiest
Thid

Total

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ANGLO RISPANIC
A Maican
COrigin
0.433 088 097
0.285 089 0.91
0.000 059 0.58
0.032 0.78 0.78
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SLACK
84682 1%
182,703 2%
8,585,447 O6%
6,832,822 100%
5%

BLACK AS
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088 0.087 0.78
0.87 0255 0.4
Qe 0.008 0.15
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Figure 2 - Generational Distribution by Race-ethnicity,

Percent in each Generation
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Figure 3 - Percent NELB Children by Generation
and Race~ethnicity, U.S. 1979
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Figure 3 graphs the NELB proportion of each generation for each race
ethnic group. This graph makes the high proportion of third generation
Hispanic NELB children strikingly clear. The pattern between the proportion
offirst, second and third generation Hispanic NELB children is one of decline.
However, the high proportion of NELB among the third generation and the
. fact that the third generation as operationally defined here is really a composite
of third, fourth, fifth, etc. genealogical generations make the interpretation of
the Hispanic pattern ambiguous. Both language maintenance and language
shift can be seen in these data. More research and more data are needed here.
It would be particularly interesting to compare the 1979 NELB proportions
with more recent estimates. This comparison might help determine the
presence or absence of a trend towards shift.

Table 4 also presents the NELB proportions for Mexican Origin and
non-Mexican Origin Hispanics. The primary purpose for presenting this detail
is that this facilitates a comparison with the NELB proportions among married
Mexican Origin women in Los Angeles (Lopez, 1978). Lopez reports thatr 100
percent of his first generation, 53 percent of his second generation, and 34
percent of his third generation adult sample used Spanish when they were
children (Lopez, 1978, Table 1, p. 270). His data suggest a more clear pattern
towards languagesshift. However, the differences insample, survey contentand
procedure make direct comparisons berween his results and minc indetermi-
nate. The data on the proportion of NELB children among non-Mexican
Origin Latinos should be interpreted with caution. Thespecific national origin
subgroups, i.e., Puerto Rican, Cuban, etc., could not be reliably presented
because of sample size. The fact that the non-Mexican Latinos are thus an
aggregation of these different groups apparently with different patterns of
language shift and maintenance (see Laosa, 1975 and Pedraza, 1985) means
that the apparent pattern may be only 2n artifact of the composition of this

group.

Table 5a presents the race-ethnic-generational distribution of school-
aged children in 1988. When compared to Table 3, the data in Table 5
illustrate how theschool aged population: changed during the 1980s. First, note
that the total population in 1988 — 44,192,681 — is less than the 1979 total
0f46,316,399. The 1979 estimate was corroborated by comparison to the 1980
Census enumerations. If the 1988 estimate is reliable, then this comparison
shows that the school age population decreased berween 1979 and 1988. Inthe
absence of other sources for comparison, this will be taken as a tentative finding
of this analysis. There are two other comparisons berween Table 3 and Table
5a worth noting. First, the proportion and number of Hispanics and Asians
increased from 1979 to 1988. The proportion of school-age children who were
Hispanics increased from 7 percent to 11 percent. Asians doubled their
proportion of this population. They went from 2 percent in 1979 t0 4 percent
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Tabie Sa
Generational Oletribution of Chikiven ages 5-17 by race-ethalcly,
Unitec! Sinies, 1088
Source: Tabuintions o the June 196 Curment Popuiaion
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in 1988. The other notable difference between 1979 and 1988 is that the
second generation Asians and Hispanics became a larger proportion of each of
these two groups. Second generation Hispanics were 39 percent of all
Hispanics in 1979 and 47 percent in 1988. Second generation Asians were 25
percent of all Asians in 1979 and 36 percent in 1988, This increase must in part
reflect children born to the large number of Asian and Hispanic immigrants to
the United States in the 1980s.

Table 5b presents the estimated number of NELB Children between
the ages of 5 through 17 in 1988. These estimates are simply the product of
multiplying the race-ethnic-generation specific NELB proportions in Table 4
by the population estimates in Table 52. As the previous discussion has
suggested, the number of Asian and Hispanic NELB children has increased the
most. The relevant NELB population estimates from Table 1 and Table 5bare
presented at the top of Table 6. The figures in Table 6 and Table 1 indicate
that the number of Hispanic NELB studentsin 1988 — 3,754,003 — is greater
than the total number of Hispanies in 1979 — 3,073,841! The number cf
Asian NELB students almost doubled from 431,941 in 1979 to 849,486 in
1988. Overall, the number of NELB students increased from 3,982,379 in
1979105,772,321 in 1988. (The economic, social and political consequences
of these demographic trends are discussed in detail in Hayes-Bautista, Schink
and Chapa, 1988.)

Table6 then presents the LEP-to-NELB ratios for Spanish and other non-
English languages. Here, | used the Spanish ratio for Hispanicsand the Other non-
English ratio for non-Hispanic NELB children. Thevalueofthedifferencebetween
each ratio and its upper and lower 95 percent confidence intesval is also presented
in Table 6. Figure 4 illustrates the resulting numerical estimates of the NELB
children of each race-ethnic group. This figure shows the preponderance of Latino
NELB children. The number of LEP students in 1979 and 1988 was calculated
simply by multiplying the NELB estimate for each year by the appropriate LEP-to-
NELB ratio. The values of the difference between the estimated number of LEP
students and each extreme of the 95 percent confidence interval are also presented.
The estimated number of Anglo LEP students is lower in 1988 than itwas in 1979.
However, examination of the confidence interval values shows that this difference
is not statistically significant. This procedure indicates that there are more than an
additional million LEP Hispanic students in 1988 than there were in 1979, The
number of Asian LEP students in 1988 is again almost double that in 1979, The
total number of LEP students in 1988 3,684,995 — is 49 percent greater than
the 1979 total of 2,468,921! Again, this increase is the inevitable result of the
demographic trends which are reshaping America’s population. However, it is
startling to sec the consequences of these trends summarized in this manner. The
results of the LEP population estimates for 1979 and 1988 are presented in Figure
5, where the size of the Hispanic LEP population in 1988 cleary stands out.
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Figure 4 - Number of NELB Children by Race-ethnicity,
U.S. 1988. Source: Estimated from CPS data
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Figure 5 - Number of LEP Children by Race-ethnicity,

U.S. 1879 and 19888,
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One point of comparison for these final LEP estimates exists between
the 1979 LEP estimates presented here and two estimates for 1978. Macias and
Reynolds present and review two estimates of the LEP population between the
ages of 5 through 14 for 1978. These estimates are based on the CESS and a
subsequent reanalysis of the survey data — 2,409,000 and 2,631,075, respec-
tively (p. 206). My estimate of the 1979 LEP population between the ages of
5 through 17 is 2,468,921 (Table6). While my estimate used a LEP-to-NELB
ratio derived from the same data, my estimate of the NELB population is
completely independent of theirs. Since my estimate coversa larger population
group because it includes children 15-17, the LEP estimate for 1979 appears
to be numerically conservative but within acceptable bounds. This suggests
that the 1988 estimate is also closer to a lvwer bound.

Another point of comparison exists between the 1979 and 1988
NELB and LEP estimates presented here and the projected figures in Oxford,
etal. They projected 3,636,000 NELB children between ages 5-14 in 1980.
I estimated 3,982,379 5-17 year old children in 1979. Given the differencein
population groups, these figures are relatively close. They also projected
2,313,000 Spanish NELB in 1980 compared to 2,309,801 in this report.
Again, these different estimates are very consistent. However, their 1990
projections for all and Spanish NELB children are 4,197,000 and 2,802,000,
respectively. Both figures aresubstantially lower than those presented for 1988
in Table 6. The Oxford, et al.-projected LEP populations of 2,796,000 for all
languages and 2,093,000 for Spanish are also subsrantially less than those
calculated here and shown in Table 6. Their 1990 projection for Asian NELB
children is 240,000 compared with my 1988 estimate of 849,486. Asian LFP
students were projected to number 125,000 in 1990. This is much lcwer o
my 1988 estimate of 397,559. Their projection assumptions understated the
actual immigration and growth rates that are major factors in determining
NELB and LEP population change.

One final comparison can be drawn between the estimates presented in this

and those prepared by the United States Department of Education and published
by the Governmental Accounting Office (US GAO, 1987). The Department of
Education estimated that there were between 1.2 and 1.7 million LEP children in
the United States in 1982. The GAO report says, “Other estimates are higher and
the department’s own methodology can be used to create higher estimates ranging
up to 2.6 million” (p. 12). This upper estimate is dose to my 1979 LEP population
of 2,468,921 (Table 6). The Department of Education projected the 1986 LEP
population by assuming a 7 percent increase between 1982 and 1986. Both the
original estimate and the projected increase appear to greatly understate the size of
the LEP population. Neither projection fully accounts for the impact of Hispanic
and Asian migration during the 1980s.
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Regional Differences

Both in 1979 and 1988, more than half of the limited English
proficient population was found in three states — California, New York, and
Texas (Table 7 and Figure 6). These estimates were produced in the same
manner as the national estimates presented above. Table 7 presents a large
amount of information including the number and percent of each race-ethnic
group within each state’s population for both years. For example, in 1979, 80
percent of all of California’s LEP students were Hispanic and 10 percent were
Asian. In 1988, Table 7 shows that the number of Hi.panic LEP children
almost doubled (96 percent) yet still comprised about the same proportion of
thestate’s total LEP population. The numberof Asian LEP students morethan
doubled. It increased by 145 percent between 1979 and 1988 to become 1988
of California’s LEP population. The reason for the relative lack of change in
thepercent of Latino LEP children in spite of the large numerical increase is that
the total number of LEP youths in California grew at about the same rate (94
percent). The number of all school age children in the state increased by 27
percent. In 1979, LEP youngsters were 16 percent of the population between
the ages of 5 through 17; in 1988, LEP children were 24 percent of the state’s
school age population. In 1979, 26 percent of the nation’s LEP population
lived in California; in 1988, one out of three (33 percent) lived there.

The estimates presented here show that the number of school age
children decreased in New York State. The number of both Latino and Asian
LEP youngsters increased. Asians went from 5 percent to 10 percent of the
state’s LEP population. Because of the rapid growth in California and Texas,
New York’s proportion of all the LEP students in the country decreased from
12 percent to 10 percent. The number of Latino LEP students in Texas almost
doubled. There was a 96 percent increase in the 1988 population number over
the 1976 estimate. LEP children increased from 13 percent of the state total
in 1979 to 17 percent. In 1978, 19 percent of all LEP students in the nation
lived in Texas,

The rest of the states taken together had an LEP population of
1,416,000. Thisis larger than the number for California. However, these LEP
children wete only 4 percent of the population of these forty-seven other states.
Netailed analysis of the LEP and language minority population of these states
is feasible only with the sample sizes of the order of those available from the
1990 Census.

Family Income

The most striking finding of this analysis lies in the fact that the
Hispanic LEP population has grown so rapidly. Immigration is 2 major factor
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Table 7
Estimales of LEP chiidren ages 5-17(in thousands) by
race-sthniclty for Callomia, New Yoik, Texas, remaining siates

and United Stales, 1879 and 1988
Source: Calculations from the November 1979 and June 1988
Cuirent Population Survey
TOTAL RALL LEP
ANGLO RKISPANIC BLACK ASIAN LEP ALL STDNT CHILDREN

CALIFORNIA
1979 82 500 2 61 &M »71 28
% LEP by race/ 10 80 0 10 18

sthnicity
1088 74 099 S 180 1227 5030 33
% LEP by race/ 6 81 ¢ 12 24

ethnicity
% Change 1988/39 0 o6 178 145 o4 a7
NEW YORK
1979 64 214 13 54 306 3560 12
% LEP by race/ 21 70 ¢ 5 )

ethnicity
1988 10 298 13 38 57 2014 10
% LEP by race/ 3 83 4 10 12

sthnicity
% Change 1588/89 -85 38 3 162 i7 -48
TEXAS
1879 P 329 2 2 370 208 15
% LEP by race/ 7 89 1 3 13

sthnicity
1988 7 858 4 18 68 Jg18 19
% LEP by race/ i 96 1 3 17

sthalcity
% Change 1988/89 -74% 83 &4 48 85 33
REST OF STATES
1870 384 633 26 115 1158 35877 47
% LEP by iace/ e q] 55 2 10 3

ethnicity
1988
% LEF by race/ 392 787 43 194 14168 3119 38

athnicity
% Change 1938/83 2 24 83 &8 8
UNITED STATES
1979 536 1686 44 202 2468 48318 100
% LEP by racs/ 2 68 2 8 5

ethnicity
1953 482 2740 65 398 3685 44081 10
% LEP by race/ 13 74 2 1t 8

ethnicity
% Change 1988/889 -10 83 48 87 49 -3
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Figure 8 - Number of LEP Children by Area
1979 and 1888.
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in this growth, but the relatively high rates of Spanish retention among
Hispanics also contribute to the increase in this population. A factor that is
apparently associated with Spanish retention is cﬁ lower levels of economic
attainment of Hispanics. Table 8 and Figure 7 present the family incomes of
families with children ages 5 through 17 for each race-ethnic-generational
group. If one focuses solely on the Hispanic group, the pattern of step-like
increase from first through third generations may suggest the steady progress
that is associated with assimilation and progress. Many authors have looked at
exactly such a pattern of attainment levels among Hispanics and have claimed
these to be evidence of assimilation. (See Chapa, 1988 for a review and
critique.) The claim is made on the basis of this evidence that Hisparics are
following the pattern of steady progress experienced by carlier European
immigrants. The high rates of Spanish retention challenge the applicability of
the traditional assimilation-language shift paradigm. The family income data
also challenge this conclusion. What is more telling than the increase among
generations for Hispanics is the fact that all Hispanic generations have much
Jower income than Anglos. A major factor in explaining the large number of
Hispanic LEP children lies in the complex of factors which resulc in lower

economic attainment levels.

Conclusion and Policy Implications

The 1980s have been 2 time of rapid increase in the NELB and LEP
populations. The analysis of data from the June 1988 Current Population
Survey suggests that there were about 5.7 million NELB children and 3.7 LEP
children in the United States between the ages of 5 through 17. These figures
represe.1t a huge increase in the estimates for 1979. The 1988 estimates reflect
a farge increase in migration to the United States during the late 1970s and
1980s. Comparison with other estimates suggests that the estimates presented
here are numerically conservarive, They are more likely to becloser to the lower
bound of alternative conceptualization and methods than to the upper bound.
Analysis of future data from the Census Bureau can be used to evaluace the
estimates presented here.

These findings have immediate policy implications. First and fore-
most, the rapid growth of the LEP population indicates that funds devoted to
bilingual educational and the supply of bilingual teachers must also grow at 2
rapid rate only to maintain the status quo. Beyond these immediate and
obvious implications, the growth of LEP children parallels 2 growth of
minorities in our school age population and foreshadows the inevitableincrease
of minorities in ourwork force in the near future. The status quo is not enough.
In alarge and growing manner, the future economic well-being of the country
depends on giving everyone, particularly minoritics and especially language
minorities, 2n educational foundation for productive labor force participation.
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Table 8

Family 'ncome of families with chikiren ages 5-17
by race-ethnicity and generation (United States, 1988)
Source: Tabulations from the June 1988 Current Population Survey

GENERATION

First

Second

Third

Total

ANGLO

$30,900
$34,300

$31,700

$31,800

HISPANIC

$14,400
$17,400

$20,200

$17,700

27
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BLACK

$16,500
$22,600

$16,900

§$17,200

ASIAN

$24,500
$34,200

$25,300

$28,300

TOTAL

$20,500
$26,300

$28,700

$28,000



Figure 7 - Family Income by Generation

and Race-ethnicity, U.S. 1988
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In addition to the obvious programmatic issues of teacher supply and fundings,
these dem hic considerations mandate a re-evaluation of the goals, out-
look, and implementation of educational policy. Rather than debate tradi-
tional patterns or take ideological stances, all must agree to orient our
educational policy towards productivity and participation rather than waste

and exclusion.
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