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National initiative focused on 
dismantling systemic racism in 
learning settings and closing 
opportunity gaps so that all 
children thrive. 

Research - Policy - Practice 

Housed at Arizona State University, led in partnership with researchers 
and advocates in 16 other universities and organizations x country.



● Arizona State University 
● University of California, Los Angeles
● Howard University 
● University of Oregon 
● Vanderbilt University
● Institute for Racial Equity & Excellence
● Yale University
● University of Miami
● Bank Street College of Ed
● Georgetown University 
● Trinity University 
● The Century Foundation 
● Florida International University 
● NORC, University of Chicago 
● Indigo Cultural Center 
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● Corporal 
  Punishment 

● Expulsion

● Suspension  

● Seclusion

● Restraint



What We Know
✔ It starts early, it’s disproportionately 

applied to Black children, boys, and 
children w disabilities. 

✔ No evidence that it works.

✔ Abundant evidence that it has 
negative effects.

✔ Driven by bias, inadequate training, 
misguided policies, poor working 
conditions, lack of supportive 
resources & school climate

✔ A handful of interventions 
decrease exclusionary discipline, 
very few shown to reduce 
disparity 

✔ Rates and disparities vary 
between & within states

✔ Largely unregulated federally 

✔ Large influx of state & local 
policy since 2014 but quality 
varies
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The Data Landscape in California
✔ No state-level data publicly 

available

✔ Only data is Federal Civil Rights 
Data Collection from the US Dept of 
ED which only covers public 
preschool

✔ No data on various child care 
systems, where research suggests, 
rates may be the highest 

CRDC from 2017-2018 school year:

✔ 1,754 CSPP reported 

✔ 15 preschoolers received 1 or 
more out of school suspension. 

✔ 14 are Latinx, 1 is White 

✔ 12 are boys

✔ 6 have disabilities 

✔ 2 are English learners
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The Policy Landscape in California
✔ AB 752 (2017) limits expulsion 

○ Only applies to CPPS
○ Does not address suspension

✔ AB 2698: Financially incentivizes 
ECMHC via child care reimbursement

✔ No policies limiting exclusionary 
discipline in the child care system(s), 
with the exception of a website with 
prevention resources & requiring 
licensing inspectors to attend training 
(2019-2021 CCDF Plan)

✔ Corporal punishment allowed in 
private school settings but 
prohibited in public schools and 
center- and home-based child 
care. 

✔ Seclusion and mechanical 
restraint are explicitly prohibited 
in center-based child care, but 
omitted in home-based child 
care rules.  
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What We Know
✔ Strong research & policy base

✔ Progress has been slow

✔ Inclusion varies by disability category, 
age, race, and location 

✔ Most infants/toddlers are served in a 
natural environment

✔ Nationally, less than 50% of 
preschoolers receive services in regular 
early childhood programs

✔ 3-year olds are the least likely to be 
served in inclusive settings

✔ Black & Latino school-aged children are 
less likely to spend most of the school 
day in a general education classroom 

✔ Barriers = ableism, perceived 
policy/financial barriers, lack of 
workforce preparation, lack of oversight 
& accountability, uncoordinated systems

✔ Public Pre-K expansion has not resulted 
in more inclusive slots for children with 
disabilities

✔ Public Pre-K is an underutilized tool to 
expand inclusion 
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California Data Landscape
PART C, IDEA (Early intervention)

 In 2018-2019, about 50,000 infants and toddlers in California received early intervention services, 
most of whom received those services in the natural environment. 



California Data Landscape
PART B, Section 619 (Preschool special education)

 In 2018-2019, about 86,456 children received preschool special education services in 
California, most of whom received those services in settings separate from their peers.  



Younger children most likely to receive 
services in segregated settings

Asian children were the most likely to 
receive services in segregated settings, 
followed by those who identified in the 
“other” races category and English 
learners  

A lower percentage of children across 
every age and racial/ethnic/language 
group in California receive preschool 
special education services in inclusive 
settings, compared to the national 
average. 



California Policy Landscape
Inclusion of Children with Disabilities 

● Assembly Bill 1808 (2018): Establishes the Inclusive Early 
Education Expansion Program, including a $167.2 million 
General Fund appropriation to increase access to inclusive early 
learning programs.

● California Statewide Special Education Task Force (2015), State 
Systemic Improvement Task Force (2016). 

● CDE Guidance reaffirming support for inclusion (2019)

● Workforce 

○ Preschool special educator credential

○ Preschool inclusion facilitator certification 

○ Beginning Together, a professional development program 
aimed at promoting the inclusion of young children with 
disabilities









The Data Landscape: California’s DLLs
● 60% of California’s young children live in a house 

where a language other than English or in addition to 
English is spoken. 

● Most (70%) identify as Hispanic/Latino, speak 
Spanish. 

● The next largest group is children speaking an Asian 
language (16.8%). 

● These children and families are diverse by almost 
every measure — regionally, socioeconomically, 
racially, linguistically, and by country of origin. 

● They have an abundance of strengths, 
including cultural and linguistic strengths, as 
well as a host of cognitive advantages 
associated with bilingualism.



The Research Landscape 



Unfortunately, emerging data find that DLLs may be 
under-represented in bilingual learning approaches. 

Significant data gaps in the number of DLLs in ECE 
and the number of DLI slots significantly hamper 

our understanding of access and equity. 



The Policy Landscape in California 
No program has a comprehensive set of policies to 
support DLLs, and some, like the state’s various child 
care programs, barely address DLL issues at all. 

California’s TK program has the most comprehensive 
standards for DLLs including requiring a written plan, 
providing extra funding, mandating specialized training and 
certifications, and monitoring/supporting bilingual learning 
models. 

CSPP allows bilingual learning models and screens/assess 
children in the home language. There are no noted 
requirements for the workforce or teaching practices. 

California’s child care system(s) do not include policies 
that directly relate to children’s experiences in the classroom 
or workforce development specific to DLLs.  



The Policy Landscape in California 
Proposition 58 (2016): repealed state’s English-only 
law.  

DLL Pilot (2017): $20 million in funding, supplemented 
by local investments, to identify and evaluate effective 
teaching practices for young DLLs. 

AB 2514 (2018): establishes dual language programs in 
state preschools and higher grades, but has no 
accompanying funding.

California English Learner Roadmap: a 
comprehensive policy guide that promotes an asset-based 
approach to education for DLLs and lists biliteracy as a 
goal.

CDE DLL Professional Development grants: support 
organizations in offering professional development around 
DLLs. 







Thank you! 
Check out the full report here: 
https://childandfamilysuccess.asu.edu/cep/init
iatives/start-with-equity-california 

Emma Watson
EWatson@advanceproj.org
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