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Abstract

This article presents a synthesis of research linking Long-Term English Learners (LTELS)
and the underprepared schools and teachers they have encountered. The purpose of this
article, though small in scope, is to explore the policies, practices, and conditions surrounding
teacher preparation and professional development in relation to the growing number of
LTELs. While the standards designed to guide curriculum have paid little attention to
second-language development and differ only slightly from those designed for native English
speakers, the number of LTELS in the United States has continued to rise therefore causing
the factors which impact the failure of English Learners (ELs) to achieve reclassification as
English Proficient students to become an issue of focus in education. Multi-cultural theorists
have argued that diversity issues are central to the rest of the curriculum and must be infused
throughout courses, field experience requirements, and professional development in order to
strengthen preservice and inservice teachers’ multi-cultural relational capacity and
knowledge of instructional strategies for ELs and LTELs. While other nations have taken the
initiative to produce highly effective, experienced, and dedicated teachers there remains a
desperate need for a general consensus to build a policy infrastructure that supports reform
with the intention of preventing future harm to the diverse student population in the U.S.
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1. Introduction

One of the greatest challenges currently facing education in the U.S. is providing educators
and preservice teachers with the knowledge, skills, support, and experiences necessary to
meet the demands of educating the burgeoning population of English Learners (ELS)
(\Valentine, 2006; Vogt, 2009). According to national data by NCES (2003), the percentage of
all public school students from ethnic minority groups has increased drastically, from 22% in
1972 to 39% in 2000, and remains on the rise (Durgunoglu & Hughes, 2010). Despite the fact
that schools in the U.S. are steadily becoming more ethnically diverse, many educators,
preservice teachers, and educational institutions remain underprepared to provide
high-quality multi-cultural instruction to their ELs and Long-Term English Learners (LTELS)
(Coady, de Jong, & Harper, 2011; Nieto, 2005). According to the AERA Panel on Research
and Teacher Education (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner 2005), teacher preparation must be
improved, although vast differences in opinions about how, why, and for what purposes
persist. While many preservice teachers have been introduced and exposed to EL
instructional strategies, along with the theories and research to support them in their
university coursework, lack of academic achievement among our ELs and LTELSs is a strong
indicator that it is time to re-assess and rethink educational policies of the past (Menken,
Kleyn, & Chae, 2009).

Currently, an issue that has gained attention in education is the growing population of LTELSs
(Menken et al., 2009). While a universally agreed upon definition of an LTEL has not been
reached, California has taken the lead with the 2012 adoption of Assembly Bill 2193 section
313.1. The bill defines an LTEL as an English Learner who has been enrolled in the U.S.
school system for more than six years without demonstrating an increase in proficiency level
above far-below basic or below basic (Assembly Bill No. 2193). Although U.S. history is
steeped in immigration and our schools have long housed students from varying ethnic and
linguistic backgrounds, our LTELS remain a population we have ignored, harmed, and failed
in the past (Olsen, 2010). Research has shown student achievement to be directly related to
the type of preparation their teacher has received (Al-Bataineh, 2009; Cochran-Smith &
Zeichner, 2005), yet preservice teachers have often graduated with little or no knowledge or
experiences to support ELs academics, linguistics, and cultures (Webster & Valeo, 2011).
Multi-cultural theorists have argued that diversity issues are central to the rest of the
curriculum and must be infused throughout courses and field experience requirements rather
than contained in one or two optional multi-cultural courses (Cochran-Smith, 2008; Nieto,
2000; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Due to our diverse society, it seems reasonable to suggest
that all preservice and inservice teachers’ multi-cultural relational capacity and knowledge of
instructional strategies for ELs and LTELs would be greatly strengthened with the addition of
related field experience requirements and up-to-date professional development opportunities.
The purpose of this article, though small in scope, is to explore factors in teacher preparation
and education that have contributed to the growing LTEL population.
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2. Critical Analysis

As the number of ELs in the U.S. continues to rise, substantial numbers of mainstream
classroom teachers are being held accountable for the responsibility and education of their
ELs (Durgunoglu & Hughes, 2010; Vogt, 2009). Despite research that has suggested teacher
preparation accounts for a significant percentage of variance in student achievement (Beare,
Marshal, Torgerson, Tracz, & Chiero, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2011), many teachers
remain under-prepared to provide higher-caliber instruction to ELs and LTELSs (Coady et al.,
2011). A number of teacher education reformers have also critiqued the lack of connection
between teacher preparation programs and their immediate communities (Cochran-Smith &
Lytle, 2009). In accordance, Valentine (2006) has demonstrated, many preservice teachers
hold underdeveloped personal understandings of the academic and multi-cultural needs of
ELs and LTELs, due to inadequacies of certain preparation programs. Indeed, while many
preservice teacher preparation programs have attempted to develop appropriate academic and
multi-cultural knowledge and attitudes (Darling-Hammond, 2008), research has suggested the
need for teachers prepared to teach differently and to participate in major efforts to change
certain traditional ways of thinking about teaching, education, and social change
(Cochran-Smith, 2001). In order to provide high quality instruction to all students, Webster
and Valeo (2011) argue that preservice teachers must exit their preparation programs with
unbiased, up-to-date understandings of the social, cultural, and academic needs of EL and
LTEL populations as well as the knowledge and know-how to reflect, assess, and
differentiate practice as needed.

Aside from inadequate teacher preparation programs, ELs and LTELS in the U.S. have also
been dealt a disservice by insufficient resources and ill-equipped schools (Calderon, 2008;
Calderon, Slavin, & Sanchez, 2011; Menken & Kleyn, 2009). For example, the average
English as a Second Language (ESL) or bilingual program at the secondary level has not
been designed to explicitly teach LTELSs the literacy skills they need across all content areas,
as they were designed to meet the needs of ELs who have entered high school with adequate
prior education and native language literacy skills (Menken & Kleyn, 2009). Although school
districts have been required to provide accommodating services to ELs, the U.S. Department
of Education has not offered States any policy suggestions in instructing, assessing,
identifying or placing LTELSs (Calderon et al., 2011). Furthermore, State standards that guide
curriculum for ELs, and in effect LTELs, have paid little attention to second-language
development and differ little from the standards designed for native English speakers
(Calderon et al., 2011). In order to prevent continued harm to our ELs and LTELs, Calderon
et al. (2011) have demonstrated that, aside from developing a nation-wide universal definition
of LTELs and appropriate standards, field experiences, professional development
opportunities, school reform, and academic and multi-cultural instructional strategies for ELs
must be examined with the intention of reform and implementation at all levels.
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3. Inquiry Questions

1. How are teacher preparation programs preparing teacher candidates to educate
English Learners (ELs) and Long-Term English Learners (LTELS)?

2. What are the challenges associated with preparing educators, schools, and districts for
educating Long-Term English Learners (LTELS)?

3. In what ways does participation in field experience requirements influence teacher
candidates’ preparation to teach ELs and LTELS?

4. Set of Findings from Literature

Despite the fact that most preservice teacher preparation programs have reportedly
incorporated diversity and multi-cultural content and instructional strategies into the
curriculum, external examinations have often proven otherwise (Cochran-Smith, 2003).
Although insufficient, national data and research on LTELs has suggested that significant
numbers of these students have experienced high rates of disparity and gone un-noticed or
perceived as failures in many schools across the U.S. (Menken et al., 2009). With the
existence of such disparity between the success of ELs and that of native English speaking
students, many researchers have suggested that schools, districts, and preparation programs
deconstruct prior ways of thinking about academic and multi-cultural instructional strategies
for ELs and LTELs (Calderon, 2008; Calderon et al., 2011). On a deeper level, multi-cultural
theorists and practitioners have argued the need for teachers to understand the meaning of
culture as an impact on learning and education; the nature of ethnic, racial, and urban
cultures; and the role of culture in socialization, interaction, and communication
(Cochran-Smith, 2003; Gay & Howard, 2000; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Furthermore,
multi-cultural theories have also suggested the need for preservice teachers to develop critical
cultural or socio-cultural consciousness and competence to work effectively and draw on
community, family, and cultural resources to learn about the cultures of their students
(Cochran-Smith, 2003; Gay, 1993; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). The following literature has
highlighted three areas in the U.S. educational system in need of reform and further
investigation for the sake of EL and LTEL populations: public school reform, preservice
teacher preparation programs, and inservice teacher professional development.

4.1 Why LTELS?

As the percentage of ELs making their way into ill-equipped mainstream classrooms has
increased over the last decade (Olsen, 2010), researchers have uncovered multiple factors and
characteristics related to LTELSs. In doing so, Calderon et al. (2011) have identified two main
types of LTELs: (a) ELs who have experienced extended periods of time in which they
received inconsistent schooling, frequent movement in and out of and between bilingual
education, ESL, and the mainstream classrooms in the U.S. (Menken & Kleyn 2009; Olsen,
2010); and (b) transnational ELs who have moved back and forth between the U.S. and their
family’s native country, while attending schools in both countries (Menken & Kleyn, 2009).
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Regardless of the type of LTEL, current research has shed light on several other common
characteristics: LTELSs are typically found in grades 6-12 and are often orally bilingual but
demonstrate limited literacy skills in their native language. Furthermore, LTELs often
perform below grade level in school, especially in reading and writing, as their academic
English literacy skills have remained under-developed.

When compared to their native English speaking counterparts, ELs and other minority
populations have often experienced a disproportionate amount of underprepared teachers due
to a lack of data and familiarity (Menken & Kleyn, 2009; Nieto, 2005). This is exemplified
by the fact that approximately one in three school districts in the U.S. have developed a
formal process for identifying and monitoring ELs and LTELs (Olsen, 2010). According to
Olsen (2010), there has been an increasingly strong body of research to describe the
important role language support and instruction has played in developing English literacy, yet
the number of ELs receiving primary language support and instruction has dwindled to
approximately 5%, missing the opportunity to hone native language skills.

4.1.1 Elementary/primary school reform

With dozens of languages spoken in our schools, and as many cultures being represented,
LTELs are currently among the fastest growing student populations in the U.S., with the
majority speaking Spanish (Menken et al., 2012). Having recognized the need to
accommodate these types of students, Calderon et al. (2011) have asserted that the quality
and type of instruction is what matters most in educating and preventing future LTELs. In
their assertion, Calderon et al. (2011) have emphasized the deconstruction and examination of
school structures, leadership, language and literacy instruction, language integration, and
content instruction in secondary schools. Their research has exposed a need for schools and
districts to promote balanced bilingualism and biliteracy development by restructuring
secondary ESL classes to teach LTELs separately from ELs new to the U.S., while
emphasizing literacy development across all content areas (Krashen, 2005; Menken & Kleyn,
2009). Furthermore, Calderon et al. (2011) have suggested that on-going cooperative learning
and professional development, parent and family support teams, tutoring, and close
monitoring of implementation and outcomes are necessary components for reform of this
nature. While it has often been difficult for schools and teachers to include less prevalent
languages, the aid of volunteers or bilingual professionals, after school enrichment programs,
native language text translations when possible, and multi-cultural professional development
has shown promise for stronger refinement of native language literacy skills (Menken &
Kleyn, 2009).

On a wider scale, research has shed light on the need for schools in the U.S. to develop more
coherent language policies and further reduce the movement in and out of bilingual education,
ESL classes, and mainstream programs. In addition, researchers have expressed the need for
schools to constantly accumulate, maintain, and utilize a collection of on-going formative
data on learning, teaching, attendance, behavior, and other important intermediate outcomes
of their ELs and LTELs (Calderon et al., 2011; Krashen, 2005; Menken & Kleyn, 2009). To
ensure transparency of issues surrounding EL and LTEL success and failure, Calderon et al.
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(2011) have suggested schools share information about their ELs and LTELSs, widely monitor
learning, and include strong, on-going professional development for all staff. Furthermore,
schools and educators require more accurate data regarding academic and multi-cultural
instructional strategies for LTELSs, the individuals themselves, and the consistency of their
education (Menken & Kleyn, 2009).

4.1.2 Preservice preparation program reform

According to Nieto (2005), a widely cited study from the National Commission on Teaching
and America’s Future (1996) found significantly higher gains in achievement by students
who were assigned to several highly performing teachers in a row, as opposed to those
assigned to less prepared teachers. This study further demonstrated that teacher’s influence
had effects that carried over into later years. While there has been a general agreement
regarding the need for high quality teachers and instruction, institutional and government
policies that have supposedly committed to the goals of providing all children equal access to
highly qualified teachers often turn out to be strikingly different from, and sometimes
diametrically opposed to, one another in implementation and ramifications (Cochran-Smith,
2003). According to Cochran-Smith (2003), these differences have accounted for
dramatically different takes on teacher preparation for diversity, multicultural teacher
education, and what it means to be highly qualified. Given this reality, research and
discussions must be conducted with regards to what it means to recruit, prepare, and retain
teachers to work with diverse students who are often vastly different from their teacher in
background and experience (Nieto, 2005). Although there has been a growing number of
preservice preparation programs in the U.S. redesigning their frameworks and structures to
better suit diverse populations, many universities and preparation programs remain in need of
reform on some level for the sake of ELs and LTELs (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,
2011).

In accordance, certain states have taken steps to ensure teachers are capable of teaching
learners from different backgrounds (Jaquith, Mindich, Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 2011).
Teacher preparation programs, such as the University of Wisconsin’s Teach for Diversity
Program and those at Emory University, have been restructured to explicitly prepare teachers
to construct culturally responsive curriculum and pedagogy (Cochran-Smith, 2003; Irvine &
Armento, 2001). Other states, including Colorado, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Missouri,
Vermont, and New York, have added one or two-year graduate programs, while some have
even included five year programs that begin during the undergraduate years and continue
through the graduate level, allowing students to focus exclusively on the task of preparing to
teach (Scherer, 2012). Several of these States have also implemented fully funded mentoring
programs in which time is allocated for expert teachers to coach preservice teachers on a
regular basis in lesson planning, problem solving, and reflecting on instructional skills
(Scherer, 2012). In these programs, emphasis has been placed on teaching specific practices
applicable to the diversity found in classrooms, implementing those practices, problem
solving, and then reflecting on the experience and reapplying it back to the classroom
(Scherer, 2012). Teacher preparation courses and student teaching in such programs are
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woven around each other and often enroll students in student teaching from the time they
enter through the time they complete the program (Scherer, 2012).

H International Journal of Education
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According to Pepper, Hartman, and Blackwell (2012), many teacher preparation programs
have created stronger links between course content and practical application due to prior
criticism as being too theoretical, having little connection to practice, and lacking
multi-cultural community-based field experience requirements. Many of these programs have
joined with school districts to create Professional Development Schools (PDSs) which have
provided preservice teachers paths to teaching while allowing them to work with expert
practitioners, mentors, university adjuncts, and teacher leaders (Darling-Hammond &
McLaughlin, 2011). The PDS concept was originally developed by the Holmes Group over
20 years ago with six general guiding principles. According to the guidelines, PDS sites must
be committed to: (a) teaching for understanding rather than a factual recall, (b) organizing
classrooms and schools as learning communities, (c) setting ambitious goals for all students,
(d) establishing supports for continual learning among all students and staff, and (e) making
reflection and inquiry the central feature of the school. However, over time, the meaning and
purpose of PDSs was loosely adopted to refer to any school-university relationship that
engaged in preservice teacher preparation (Pepper, Hartman, & Blackwell, 2012). Since this
idea varied greatly from the original concept, the National Association of Professional
Development Schools (NAPDS) decided to redevelop a more clear set of guidelines which
required PDS partnerships to: (a) craft a comprehensive mission statement; (b) commit to the
preparation of future educators; (c) provide on-going professional development for all
participants; (d) commit to innovative and reflective practices; (e) engage in widespread
dissemination of their work and its impact on student learning; (f) articulate an agreement of
roles and responsibilities; (g) sustain a forum for on-going governance, reflection, and
collaboration; (h) determine formal roles across institutional settings; and (i) share resources,
as well as reward and recognize participants. By enabling teachers, teacher educators, and
researchers to collaboratively carry out practice-based and practice-sensitive research, PDSs
have provided reliable structures and opportunities for new teachers to practice instructional
decision-making and self-reflection strategies (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005;
Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011).

According to Fitts and Gross (2012), for preservice teachers to thoroughly grasp the full
extent of teachers’ roles and responsibilities, as well as the process of second language
acquisition and programs, such as bilingual instruction, time spent in the classroom is a major
factor. Similar studies presented by Al-Bataineh (2009), Darling-Hammond (2011), Morrell
(2010), and Pepper et al. (2012) have demonstrated that significant problems with preservice
preparation have been directly linked to the lack of time preservice teachers spend in the
classroom. Furthermore, the center for the Study of Teaching Policy (2001), the AERA Panel
on Research and Teacher Education (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005), and the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) (2010) have all strongly
encouraged year-long field experience placements (Pepper et al., 2012). Likewise, according
to Pepper et al. (2012), participation in a year-long internship or field experience has shown
to provide optimal opportunities for preservice teachers to thoroughly conceptualize
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applications of theoretical models as well as develop a firm overview of classroom
management and organization, student growth, and potential challenges associated with being
a teacher.

Calderon et al. (2011) have advocated the need for preparation programs to: (a) work to build
multi-cultural knowledge and skills for EL instruction and assessment, (b) provide provisions
for struggling students, and (c) offer innovative approaches to curriculum through
comprehensive field experience requirements and aligning coursework. Furthermore,
researchers such as Darling-Hammond and Cochran-Smith have expressed the need for field
experience requirements to promote an understanding of the social, cultural, and academic
contexts of all students, especially our ELs and LTELs. According to AERA Panel on
Research and Teacher Education (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005), there has been almost
no research conducted on this aspect of diversity, therefore research on the preparation of
educators to teach underserved populations must pay close attention to the preparation of
teachers to teach ELs and LTELs. Until schools and policy makers address the enormous
inequalities in students’ access to qualified teachers, other reforms would have little effect on
student achievement (Nieto, 2005).

Although it is difficult to reach a consensus on the most effective type of field experience or
teacher preparation programs, researchers such as Darling-Hammond (2011) have explained
that quality teacher preparation programs are first and foremost coherent and organized
around interconnected coursework, theory, and field experience requirements. Similarly, the
AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005) has
emphasized teacher preparation programs across the U.S. that have included introductory
in-class field observations, method courses that include field experience alliance, and
community-based field experience requirements and student teaching with diverse
populations. The length of the field experience requirements in these programs have ranged
from a few hours a week for several weeks to daily, full-time work across two semesters.
These requirements have sought to provide preservice teachers with ample opportunities to
work with and learn from expert and master teachers, while gaining a deeper understanding
of how students learn, how to assess learning, and how to implement effective strategies for
working with diverse populations (Calderon et al., 2011; Darling-Hammond, 2011). In order
to move in the right direction, however, consensus must be reached regarding investment in
sustained infrastructure reform and the development of institutional and environmental
supports to promote the spread of ideas and shared learning (Darling-Hammond &
McLaughlin, 2011).

Research has demonstrated that EL success in school, on top of being influenced by the
academic knowledge and skills their teachers hold, is also influenced by the biases,
misconceptions, and experiences of their teachers concerning areas such as language,
ethnicity, gender, and socio-economic status (Burbank, Ramirez, & Banks, 2012; Crawford,
2005; Cummins, 2005). According to Burbank, Ramirez, & Banks (2012), some teacher
preparation programs have also failed to teach preservice teachers to develop reflection and
problem solving skills to assess issues and challenges from multiple perspectives, and
deconstruct misconceptions, routines, practices, and other procedures that have been taken for
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granted. As a consequence, preservice teachers often end their preparation with unexamined
or unquestioned beliefs toward diverse populations such as ELs (Burbank et al., 2012).
Further research by Cochran-Smith (2001) has described quality multi-cultural teaching as:
(a) actively working against assumptions and arrangements of education and society that
reinforce inequities, disrespect and oppression; (b) actively working for the effective use of
marginalized groups’ knowledge, traditions, and ways of thinking in classrooms and schools;
and (c) recognizing, respecting, and reflecting on all social, racial, and cultural groups.
Teaching reflectively, through inquiry and understanding, is profoundly practical yet deeply
intellectual in dealing with classroom decisions, choices of materials and texts, interactions
with students and families, the uses of formal and informal assessments, and continuously
constructing understandings, interpretations, and questions (Cochran-Smith, 2001). This also
includes the ability to analyze messages about race, class, culture, and language background
(Cochran-Smith, 2008). According to Fitts and Gross (2012), research in the past that has
explored preservice and new teacher beliefs towards bilingual students and ELs have often
revealed negative, simplistic, and erroneous views. In an attempt to counter these potentially
negative outcomes, certain teacher preparation programs have sought reform as a means to
provide preservice teachers with strong knowledge and first-hand experiences related to
effective primary and secondary language support and understanding (Burbank et al., 2012;
Menken & Kleyn, 2009; Nieto, 1994; Olsen, 2010).

A\ Mac roth i “k International Journal of Education

According to Fitts and Gross (2012), developing positive attitudes towards linguistic diversity
is fundamental for developing effective and appropriate EL and LTEL academic and
multi-cultural instructional strategies. Furthermore, Webster and Valeo (2011) have argued
that simply providing opportunities for preservice teachers to work in classrooms is not
enough; preservice teachers require opportunities to work with ELs and LTELs under the
guidance of expert teachers while practicing strategies learned in well-developed coursework.
Research has demonstrated that teachers who have developed positive attitudes about
linguistic diversity expressed higher levels of competency and held higher standards for ELs
(Fitts & Gross, 2012). Studies have also shown, that field experience requirements equipped
with appropriate scaffolding and mentoring from university faculty and expert teachers, has
assisted preservice teachers in developing intercultural sensitivity, empathy, and insight
towards culturally appropriate teaching (Fitts & Gross, 2012). Based on their analysis of
demographic trends, Villegas and Lucas (2004) have concluded that increased diversity in the
teaching force will provide needed role models for all students, while infusing essential
cultural knowledge into the classrooms. Furthermore, other research has demonstrated higher
likelihood of linguistic and academic development among ELs directly linked to the
experiences and background of minority and non-traditional preservice teachers (Clewell &
Villegas, 2001; Cochran-Smith, 2008). Lack of deeper multi-cultural understanding, Fitts and
Gross predict, will lead to misconceptions, biases, and negative attitudes towards ELs as well
as the misuse of accommodations and modifications (Fitts & Gross, 2012). Quality field
experiences, according to Webster and Valeo (2011), must provide preservice teachers with
constructive feedback, opportunities to observe the implementation of successful and
effective strategies, and time to experiment with their own tactics. Furthermore,
Cochran-Smith (2008) has described the importance of preservice teacher preparation
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programs that have encouraged and taught students to challenge, when need be, classroom
and societal practices, policies, labels, and assumptions that reinforce inequities. Likewise,
others have advocated calling attention to what is left out, implied, or veiled in the curriculum
(Cochran-Smith, 2008) as well as questioning norms or preconceived notions about pedagogy,
growth, learning, experience, expectations, or family (Cochran-Smith, 2008).

A\ Mac roth i “k International Journal of Education

In recent years, Finland, Singapore, and South Korea have moved to the top of international
rankings in student achievement and attainment with other nations, such as Australia, Canada,
New Zealand, and parts of China, following suit with development of strong educational
systems (Darling-Hammond, 2005). Finland, Singapore, and South Korea have created
progressive systems by investing in ambitious educational programs that allow for wider
access (Darling-Hammond, 2005; 2010). Unlike the U.S., these nations have taken steps to
adequately fund schools and include incentives ranging from more benefits for educators
teaching in rural, urban, or disadvantaged school populations to smaller class sizes, less
in-class teaching time, and additional stipends and pay salaries competitive with other careers
(Darling-Hammond, 2010). As a result, these nations have produced highly effective,
experienced, and dedicated teachers in schools, ensuring a foundation and future for strong
learning (Darling-Hammond, 2010).

When it comes to preservice teacher preparation, these nations have also invested in strong
teacher education programs that work to recruit top students while completely subsidizing
extensive training programs and providing financial support for preservice teachers as they
learn to teach (Scherer, 2012). These nations and others alike, have redesigned teacher
preparation programs to increase teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, skills, and mastery of
certain content areas (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Some of these nations have even added a
full year or more of field experience requirements in what they consider to be a model school,
allowing preservice teachers to participate in problem-solving groups that engage in planning,
action, reflection and evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Overall, the consensus in these
nations has grown very supportive of substantial participation and collaboration in regards to
decision making about curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development.
Strong support and funding for on-going teacher professional development, collaboration,
and learning in these nations has ensured quality mentoring for beginning and preservice
teachers. According to Darling-Hammond (2010), these nations have also encouraged
consistent, long-term reforms by setting goals for expanding, equalizing, and improving their
education system. Steady implementation of these goals, along with thoughtful investments
in a high-quality educator workforce, school curriculum, and teaching resources, has laid the
foundation for success

4.2 Professional Development Reform

According to Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin (2011), effective professional development
involves educators as both learners and teachers while allowing them to struggle with the
uncertainties that accompany each role. Therefore, quality professional development today
must provide opportunities for teachers to reflect critically on their practice and fashion new
knowledge and beliefs about content, pedagogy, and students. Furthermore,

10 www.macrothink.org/ije



H International Journal of Education
A\\Mac.rOtth{,'k ISSN 1948-5476
Institute 2013, Vol. 5, No. 4

Darling-Hammond (2011) has examined several high performing states’ frameworks for
supporting advanced levels of professional development in which high participation rates
were found in a wide array of professional development programs, ranging from teacher
induction to curriculum support and study groups focused on specific areas
(Darling-Hammond, 2012). While the approaches to professional development in each state
varied, the states reviewed still shared key characteristics and similar challenges. All of the
high performing states have designed and implemented professional development standards
and mentoring programs for beginning teachers (Scherer, 2012), as well as an organization or
professional board to oversee teacher licensing, professional teaching standards, and
professional development (Darling-Hammond, 2005). Most of these programs have also
required professional development plans for teachers and minimum levels of professional
development for license renewal (Darling-Hammond, 2005; Scherer, 2012). Although
designing, measuring, and providing effective professional development is a complex
undertaking for schools and districts, studies have indicated professional development to be
most helpful for teachers of ELs when it provided opportunities for hands-on practice with
teaching techniques applicable to their classrooms, in-class demonstrations with their own or
a colleague’s students, and personalized coaching (Calderon et al., 2011).

Additional studies have been conducted regarding teacher professional development in
nations outside the U.S. According to Darling-Hammond (2005), in the last 20 years, many
countries have added in-depth pedagogical study and practicum to a base of strong
undergraduate preparation in the disciplines. In these countries, teachers have typically spent
15-20 hours per week in their classrooms, with the remaining time spent developing and
refining their practice collaboratively with colleagues (Darling-Hammond, 2010). In Japan
and China, for example, Darling-Hammond (2005) found that teachers routinely worked with
their colleagues on designing curriculum, polishing lessons, observing one another’s teaching,
participating in study groups, and conducting research on teaching. Furthermore, Japanese
schools have allocated 20 or more hours a week for collegial work and planning, teacher
observations of other classrooms and schools, and providing educators with demonstrations
of teaching strategies (Darling-Hammond, 2005). In contrast, Darling-Hammond has
explained that what little opportunities, if any, U.S. teachers have been provided for
professional learning or collegial work has commonly taken place in workshops or courses
held after school, on weekends, or during a small number of professional development days.

Based on the literature and research, professional development that has focused on deepening
teachers’ understandings of the processes of teaching and learning, and of the students they
teach, has proven most influential (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011). Furthermore,
certain teacher professional development structures for individual and organizational learning
have added to the effectiveness by including opportunities for teachers to share what they
know and what they want to learn while linking their learning to the contexts of their practice
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011). These professional development programs have
been grounded in inquiry, reflection, and experimentation with on-going and intensive
support provided by modeling, coaching, and collective reflection (Darling-Hammond, 2005;
Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011). Central to this type of growth, however, are
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structures that have broken down isolation and empowered teachers with professional tasks
arenas for reflecting on the standards (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011).

Based on literature and research, there has been a desperate need for a general consensus in
the U.S. to build a policy infrastructure that supports reform on a wide scale with goals of
preventing future harm to our students, especially our diverse ELs and LTELs (Menken &
Kleyn, 2009; Olsen, 2010; Scherer, 2012). Currently, however, a policy problem exists that
has extended beyond mere support for teachers’ acquisition of new skills or knowledge
(Cochran-Smith, 2001; Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011). This policy problem has
been rooted in the fact that there is no consensus in the U.S. about how and where teachers
should be educated, what they should or shouldn’t learn, and what theories of teaching and
learning should guide their preparation (Cochran-Smith, 2001; Cochran-Smith & Zeichner,
2005). Many of the most contentious debates about outcomes in teacher education have
stemmed from two fundamentally different approaches to teacher education reform
representing two fundamentally different views of the purposes of schooling. According to
Cochran-Smith (2001), advocates of the first approach, reform through professionalization,
have argued that public education is vital to a democratic society and all students deserve
fully-licensed, well gqualified teachers. On the other hand, the deregulation approach has fed
off the decline of public confidence in education, arguing a market approach to the problem
of teacher shortages, so that larger numbers of college graduates can enter the profession
without any teacher preparation (Cochran-Smith, 2001). With other nations having taken the
lead in reform and higher allocation of educational resources and time for collaboration,
certain states, such as Colorado, Massachusetts, and Vermont, have attempted to follow suit.
Education reform in the U.S. is a huge endeavor to undertake; although states such as these
have begun to develop high quality learning opportunities, the work of high performing
nations and states must be closely examined, more research must be conducted, and a policy
consensus must be reached if the U.S. is to develop an education infrastructure that will
support reform on a wide spread scale (Scherer, 2012). According to Darling-Hammond
(2005), approximately 52% of U.S. educational dollars make it to the classroom, while other
industrialized nations have ensured roughly three-fourths of their education resources are
spent directly on instruction. Classroom teachers in the U.S. make up about 43% of education
staff, yet in other high-performing nations classroom teachers have accounted for 60-80% of
all staff (Darling-Hammond, 2005). The work of Darling-Hammond (2011) has shown that
when states and schools in the U.S. have re-allocated staff and educational resources more
directly to the classroom, student achievement among ELs has grown along with teacher
quality, commitment, and self-efficacy. Although research has shown that some resources are
available in the U.S. school systems, policy makers must agree upon the appropriate
distribution of funds, support, and resources in order to improve the quality of teaching.
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5. Recommendation for Future Inquiry

Although many researchers have examined teacher education in the U.S. and provided
valuable information about the ways in which teacher preparation programs influence teacher
quality and preparedness, according to the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education
(Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005), few definitive statements can be made about the effects
of specific models for preservice education. According to the AERA Panel on Research and
Teacher Education, researchers that have reviewed and studied preparation programs have
produced inconsistent and contradictory results across various studies, thus limiting their
usefulness. Based on prior literature and research, in order to come closer to reaching a
consensus, future research and study must include deeper discussion and descriptions of the
following: (a) teacher preparation and professional development programs, (b) the state
policy contexts in which programs are embedded, (c) the school and community context in
which program graduates teach, (d) teacher evaluation, and (e) the failure to distinguish
effects of programs from the influence of the characteristics that preservice teachers bring to
the programs (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005).

Given the growing diversity of the student population, the continuing predominance of
non-minority teachers, and the general belief in the desirability of a diverse teaching force,
future demographic and multi-cultural research is needed which focuses on the following: (a)
the race and ethnicity of preservice and inservice teachers; (b) development of comprehensive
and up to date demographic profiles about preservice and inservice teachers to better
understand the effects or influence of teacher preparation and professional development
geared for EL and LTEL instruction: (c) investigation of demographic variables related to
how teachers are prepared and where they teach; (d) baseline comparisons with other
professions to better understand the lack of diversity among teachers and indicate different
policy implications, particularly if the problem is unique to teaching; (e) whether and how the
non-representative profile and distribution of teachers influence student achievement and
outcomes (Calderon, 2008; Calderon et al., 2011; Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Menken
& Kleyn, 2009). While educators, researchers, and policy makers hold different beliefs as to
the most appropriate means for educating LTELS, in order to pinpoint the exact results of a
particular program or approach, more research is needed examining specific field experience
requirements and locations, who is supervising the preservice teachers engaged in the field
experience, and what is being taught (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005).

6. Conclusion

In elementary schools across the U.S., ELs have commonly received thirty minutes or less of
English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction while attending general education classes
for the rest of the day, usually with teachers who are underprepared to educate them
(Calderon et al., 2011). Though ELs have strikingly diverse levels of skills, they are typically
lumped together, especially at the secondary level, with one teacher or program to address
their widely different needs. Certain in-school factors, coupled with outdated teacher
preparation and professional development programs, have perpetuated the achievement
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disparities of our ELs and LTELs (Calderon et al., 2011). In order to counter these achieve-
ment disparities, closing similar gaps in teacher preparation programs and on-going
professional development is vital (Calderon, 2008; Calderon et al., 2011). Unfortunately,
while many top researchers have offered characteristics of quality preparation, there has been
no definitive consensus as to the effectiveness of one type of preparation program over the
other. Since many of today’s ELs and LTELs spend much of their time in regular classrooms
with teachers who feel that they are underprepared to meet their needs (Calderon et al., 2011),
ensuring that all preparation programs include thorough and adequate multi-cultural field
experience requirements is vital to our future.

Although there are many issues associated with LTELSs, two of the most agreed upon areas in
need of deconstruction and reform have been language support and teacher preparedness
(Calderon, 2008; Calderon et al., 2011; Menken et al., 2009). Based on prior research, there is
and has long been the need for: (a) the constant collection and use of on-going formative data
on LTEL learning, teaching, attendance, behavior, and other important intermediate
outcomes; (b) a strong focus on intensive and on-going academic and multi-cultural
professional development for all educators and administrators with opportunities for peer and
expert coaching; (c) a system of organization that shares information about LTELs widely
while monitoring the quality of teaching and learning carefully; and (d) two-fold bilingual
programs based on the needs of the school’s ELs which teaches reading in the native
language while transitioning students to English instruction (Calderon et al., 2011). The lack
of appropriate reforms, implementation, and policy consensus, combined with underprepared
preservice teachers and preparation programs, has impeded our teachers’ and schools’
abilities to address the social and academic needs of LTELSs at the classroom level (Menken
& Kleyn, 2009).

Considering the lack of effective language support and teacher preparedness for LTELS,
educators, administrators, policy makers, and researchers must have more open discussions
about reform and dig deeper into the policies, practices, conditions, and teacher preparation
and professional development programs related to ELs and LTELSs. It is time to recognize
that weak and outdated programs have inflicted harm upon ELs in the U.S. and caused them
to fall behind. Although the idea of reform for equitable education is not a new one, U.S.
schools cannot fulfill this ambitious and noble undertaking until society as a whole is ready to
commit to sustaining education as a public trust and a promise to future generations (Nieto,
2005). Therefore, once deeper and more descriptive research regarding LTELS and teacher
preparation and professional development is conducted, and an overall policy consensus is
reached, schools and districts can begin to provide their diverse student populations with the
just education they deserve, in attempt to foster long-term success for all.
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