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The English language learner
resources you've been asking for!

www.ColorinColorado.org

For nearly a decade, Colorin Colorado has offered educators and
families information and resources on what works for preK-12
English language learners.

At www.ColorinColorado.org, you'll find compre-
hensive resources on English language learners and
the Common Core, along with best instructional
practices; professional development videos;

teacher tip sheets about reading instruction;

updated children’s book lists featuring bilingual

and multicultural titles; a toolkit on effective

outreach to Hispanic parents; and exclusive arti-

cles, interviews, and other resources.

‘Colorin
colorado!

/. Colorin Colorado is an educational initiative of the
4 v public television station WETA. Major funding comes
E; “ I "IITA from the American Federation of Teachers, with addi-

A Union of Professionals tional support from the National Institute for Literacy
American Federation of Teachers, arL-cio ~ and the US Department of Education.

_ New Chapter

I am honored to have been named the new editor of American Educator, and I
am equally excited to return to the AFT. I am also quite grateful to former editor
Lisa Hansel, who spent 11 years with this publication. Lisa has been kind enough to
share her vast expertise with me, and she has patiently oriented me to my new role. While
this Summer issue bears my name, it was Lisa who commissioned the articles within and saw
them through to production. Thank you, Lisa, for setting a high bar throughout your time with
the AFT. We wish you well in your future endeavors, and I am committed to continuing your
in-depth reporting such that American Educator remains as trustworthy a source as ever.

Sincerely,
Amy Hightower
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4 Unlocking the Research on English Learners

What We Know—and Don’t Yet Know—about Effective Instruction

By CLAUDE GOLDENBERG

Challenges are bound to arise as the vast majority of states strive to help English
learners meet the Common Core State Standards. In calling for students to read
complex texts, these new standards place an even greater emphasis on content
knowledge and literacy skills than prior state standards. This review of available
research will help educators bolster the efforts of English learners to understand

more-demanding academic content as they also learn English.

13 English Language Development
Guidelines for Instruction

By WiLLIAM SAUNDERS, CLAUDE GOLDENBERG, AND DAVID MARCELLETTI 36

Having reviewed several bodies of research, the authors provide 14 guidelines
for educators to help English learners make greater strides in learning English.

26 Dual Language Learners

Effective Instruction in Early Childhood
By CLAUDE GOLDENBERG, JUDY HICKS, AND IRA LIT

Download this issue for free at www.aft.org/ae.

2 Notebook

30 Lighting the Way

The Reading Panel Report Ought to
Guide Teacher Preparation
By ROBERT RICKENBRODE AND

KATE WALSH

In 2000, the National Reading Panel report
identified five essential components of
effective reading instruction: phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary,
and comprehension. Yet a new study of

university-based teacher preparation
programs finds that few cover these
components, leaving teachers without
research-based expertise.

The Professional Educator

Six Steps to Effective Teacher
Development and Evaluation

By VIiCKI PHILLIPS AND
RANDI WEINGARTEN

Teacher evaluation should address the
complexity of teaching by assessing

Preschool teachers can best educate youngsters learning their home language
and English by using children’s primary language where possible, adopting
effective practices for building English language skills, and involving families in
supporting children’s learning.

individual teachers and by helping them
continuously improve. Constructive
feedback, evidence from multiple sources,
and high levels of support are all essential.

Ui' A Union of Professionals

RANDI WEINGARTEN
President

LORRETTA JOHNSON
Secretary-Treasurer

FRANCINE LAWRENCE
Executive Vice President

© 2013 AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF TEACHERS, AFL-CIO.
I

Cover illustration:
PAUL ZWOLAK

AMY M. HIGHTOWER
Editor

LISA HANSEL
Consulting Editor
JENNIFER DUBIN
Assistant Editor
JENNIFER CHANG
Graphic Designer

JANE FELLER
Copyeditor

JENNIFER BERNEY
Production Coordinator

SEAN LISHANSKY
Editorial Assistant

AMERICAN EDUCATOR (ISSN, 0148-432X,
USPS 008-462) is published quarterly by
the American Federation of Teachers,
555 New Jersey Ave. NW,

Washington, DC 20001-2079

Phone: 202-879-4400

www.aft.org

Letters to the editor may be sent to the
address above or to amered@aft.org.

AMERICAN EDUCATOR cannot assume

responsibility for unsolicited manuscripts.

Please allow a minimum of four weeks
for copyright permission requests.

Signed articles do not necessarily
represent the viewpoints or policies of
the AFT.

Although advertisements are screened as
carefully as possible, acceptance of an
advertisement does not imply AFT
endorsement of the product or service.

AMERICAN EDUCATOR is mailed to

all AFT teacher and higher education
members as a benefit of membership.
Subscriptions represent $2.50 of annual
dues. Non-AFT members may subscribe by
mailing $10 per year by check or money
order to the address on the left.

MEMBERS: To change your address or
subscription, notify your local union
treasurer.

POSTMASTER: Send address changes to
American Educator, 555 New Jersey Ave.
NW, Washington, DC 20001-2079.

Periodicals postage paid at Washington,
DG, and additional mailing offices.



NOTEBOOK

Keep It Simple to Avoid Data Distractions

EDUCATORS OFTEN embellish charts
with colorful pictures and designs to
engage students in learning new mate-
rial, but such well-intentioned efforts can
end up making graphics more difficult for
children to read and can hinder their
learning, according to the article “Extra-
neous Perceptual Information Interferes
with Children’s Acquisition of Math-
ematical Knowledge,” by Jennifer
Kaminski and Vladimir Sloutsky, which
was published in the May 2013 issue of
the Journal of Educational Psychology.

Researchers showed 16 kindergarten
and elementary school teachers the
graphs pictured below and asked if the
charts with colorful objects displayed
within the bars would be more effective
than charts with solid bars in teaching
their students how to read charts.
Fourteen teachers said the graphs with
colorful objects would be more effective,
and two teachers said they would not use
the solid-bar graphs at all. All 16 teachers
said they would use the graphs with
colorful objects in their teaching.

The researchers also conducted four
separate experiments with students

This chart is less effective.
12

11
1

Number of Shoes
N w D Ul (o)) ~ [oe] [Ce] o

interpreting bar charts. In one experi-
ment, researchers taught 122 6- to
8-year-olds how to read basic bar charts
representing quantities of different
objects (shown on the y-axis) at different
times (shown on the x-axis). While some
of the charts featured solid bars, others
depicted the same information with
stacks of countable objects inside the
bars. When the researchers first taught
students how to interpret the charts, the
number of objects stacked in each bar
equaled the number of items shown on
the y-axis. For instance, as shown in the
shoe chart below, in week 1, the number
of shoes in the Lost and Found is five, and
so five shoes are shown inside the
column for week 1.

Researchers then tested students with
new charts in which the number of
countable icons did not always equal the
y-axis. They found that instead of
correctly reading the y-axis, many
students counted the icons in each stack.
All of the first- and second-graders and
75 percent of the kindergartners who had
been taught to read the solid-bar charts
correctly read the new charts. But for

This chart is more effective.

-_ -
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students who learned to read bar charts
with countable objects, 90 percent of
kindergartners, 72 percent of first-
graders, and 30 percent of second-
graders counted the icons in the stacks,
thus incorrectly reading the new charts.
“These findings underscore the
importance of considering children’s
limited attentional capacities when
designing and introducing learning
material,” the authors write. To that end,
textbook and lesson plan designers
should “not simply rely on intuition as to
what features may seem desirable or
visually pleasing.” For more on how
teachers can help students strengthen
their abilities
tounderstand |
tables, maps,
graphs, and
diagrams,
read “Seeing
Relation-
ships” in the
Spring 2013
issue of American Educator, available
atwww.aft.org/pdfs/americaneducator/
spring2013/Newcombe.pdf.

hips

SOURCE: JENNIFER A. KAMINSKI AND VLADIMIR M. SLOUTSKY, “EXTRANEOUS PERCEPTUAL INFORMATION INTERFERES WITH
CHILDREN'S ACQUISITION OF MATHEMATICAL KNOWLEDGE, " JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 105, NO. 2 (2013): 351-363.

Week




31% received training:

Concerns Amid Support for Common Core

DO TEACHERS SUPPORT the Common
Core State Standards (CCSS) for math
and English language arts, which have
been adopted by the vast majority of
states and the District of Columbia? Have
they received the training needed to
teach to them? The AFT sought answers
to these key questions by asking the
professionals who will be working with
these standards the most: educators. So
in March 2013, 800 K-12 teachers who
are also AFT members were surveyed to
gauge their support for the new stan-
dards and to gather information on how

implementation is going.

The results confirm that teachers
overwhelmingly support the CCSS as
well as a moratorium, like the one AFT
President Randi Weingarten has called
for, on the consequences for students,
teachers, and schools on Common
Core-aligned assessments until the
standards have been well implemented
and field-tested. In the poll, 75 percent
of the teachers surveyed approve of the
CCSS, and 83 percent support a morato-
rium on high-stakes consequences until
the CCSS and related assessments have

been in use for one year.

While 78 percent of the teachers
surveyed said they have received
professional development training
related to the CCSS, less than half said
that training adequately prepared them
to teach to the new standards. Mean-
while, 74 percent said they worry that
new Common Core-aligned assess-
ments will begin before everyone
understands the new standards and
before instruction has been fully aligned
with them. See the charts below for
some highlights of the survey results.

Based on what you know about the Common Core State Standards and the expectations they set
for children, do you approve or disapprove of your state’s decision to adopt them?

48% somewhat approve

27% strongly approve

14% somewhat disapprove
8% strongly disapprove
3%
not sure

75% total approving

Do you favor or oppose the establishment of a moratorium on high-stakes consequences for students,
teachers, and schools until the Common Core standards and related assessments are fully in use for one year?

20%
somewhat favor

63% strongly favor

7% somewhat oppose
6% strongly oppose
4%
not sure

Have you received any professional development
or training related to the CCSS? Was that training
adequate in preparing you to teach to the standards?

22% have not
received training

inadequate

4% received training:
not sure if adequate

83% total favoring

How worried are you that the new assessments will
begin—and students, teachers, and schools will be held
accountable for the results—before everyone involved

understands the new standards, and before instructional
practice has been fully aligned with the standards?

12%

. L not worried
43% received training: wor

adequate

13%
a little worried

23%
fairly worried

1% not sure

51% very worried

]
& For more survey results, see www.aft.org/pdfs/press/
ﬁ ppt_ccss-pollresults2013.pdf.
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ILLUSTRATIONS BY PAUL ZWOLAK

Unlocking the Research on
English Learners

What We Know—and Don’t Yet Know—about
Effective Instruction

By CLAUDE GOLDENBERG

he number of professional publications aimed at improv-
ing instruction for English learners has exploded since
the early 2000s. Dozens of books, articles, and reports
were published in the space of a few years following the
appearance of two major research reviews in 2006.* According to

Claude Goldenberg is a professor of education at Stanford University.

Previously, at California State University, Long Beach, he was a professor
of teacher education, an associate dean of the College of Education, and
the executive director of the Center for Language Minority Education and
Research. Early in his career, he taught junior high school in Texas and first
grade in a bilingual elementary school in California. He is the recipient of
the Albert J. Harris Award from the International Reading Association,

among other honors. This article is adapted with permission from Claude
Goldenberg, “Research on English Learner Instruction,” in Breaking
Through: Effective Instruction & Assessment for Reaching English Learn-

ers, edited by Margarita Calderén (Solution Tree Press, 2012).
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one count, nearly 15 books on the topic of English learners were
published in 2010 alone,? most aimed at professional audiences.
Since then, the pace has only accelerated, with new and special-
ized books on assessment, literacy, English language develop-
ment, and content instruction for English learners (ELs) seeming
to appear continuously.

Yet there is surprisingly little research on common practices
or recommendations for practice with the more than 5 million
ELsin our nation’s schools, many of whom come from families in
poverty and attend lower-resourced schools. This absence of
adequate research applies to all areas, including promoting Eng-
lish language development and instruction in content areas such
as math and history. One of the 2006 research reviews noted “a
dearth of empirical research on instructional strategies or
approaches to teaching content” for ELs.> A subsequent review of
research on content area instruction for ELs echoed the same
theme.* Rather than providing a list of instructional practices
specifically validated by research as effective with ELs—which



would be a shortlist—I instead identify three important principles
based in the research. These are:

I.  Generally effective practices are likely to be effective with ELs.

II. ELsrequire additional instructional supports.

III. The home language can be used to promote academic
development.

There is also a fourth principle: ELs need early and ample
opportunities to develop proficiency in English (see page 13 for
an article devoted to that topic). For each of the three principles
listed above, I provide specific examples from research on ELs.

This serious look at the research comes at an opportune time.
The new Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English Lan-
guage Arts and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and
Technical Subjects, which have been adopted by the vast majority

Effective instruction in general
is the foundation of effective
instruction for ELs. However,

it is probably not sufficient to
promote accelerated learning
among ELs.

of states and the District of Columbia, are now in the process of
being implemented. In calling for students to study and under-
stand complex texts in English language arts and other academic
subjects, these new standards place an even greater emphasis on
content knowledge and language and literacy skills than the previ-
ous standards of many states. Indeed, large numbers of ELs had
difficulty meeting states’ prior standards. In California, for exam-
ple, data from the past several years indicate that approximately
40-50 percent of originally classified ELs performed well below
criteria established for the previous English language arts stan-
dards.’ To meet the demands of the CCSS, ELs clearly need addi-
tional help, and teachers need a great deal of support. Meeting
the Common Core standards constitutes an enormous challenge
we should not underestimate.®

I. Generally Effective Practices
Are Likely to Be Effective with ELs

There is a vast literature on effective teaching practices. Educa-
tional research over more than a half century has yielded a num-
ber of reasonably consistent findings about the features of
teaching likely to result in improved student learning. These
include:

o Clear goals and objectives;
o Appropriate and challenging material;
o Well-designed instruction and instructional routines;

¢ Clearinstructions and supportive guidance as learners engage
with new skills;

o Effective modeling of skills, strategies, and procedures;

o Active student engagement and participation;

« Informative feedback to learners;

o Application of new learning and transfer to new situations;

¢ Practice and periodic review;

o Structured, focused interactions with other students;

o Frequent assessments, with reteaching as needed; and

¢ Well-established classroom routines and behavior norms.

All published studies with which I am familiar that have dem-
onstrated positive effects on ELs’ achievement incorporate atleast
several of these features into the instructional procedures. For
example, one found that structured writing instruction—includ-
ing teacher instruction, error correction and feedback, and afocus

on building writing skills—had more positive effects on fifth-grade
ELs’ writing than did a free writing approach with no explicit
instruction or error correction.” Both groups were allowed to write
in either Spanish or English. Another writing study with native
Cantonese speakers in Hong Kong reported similar findings—
explicit teaching of revision strategies helped improve the quality
of student writing and helped students learn to write so that read-
ers could understand them.?

Many other studies illustrate the value of well-known elements
of effective instruction to promote the learning of ELs, whether in
vocabulary instruction,® early reading interventions,'® English
language development,' or science education.” In fact, several
studies have shown similar effects on both ELs and non-ELs,!®
again suggesting that there is considerable overlap between what
is effective instruction for ELs and what is effective for students
already proficient in English.

Two researchers' reviewed many of the same studies as the
National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and
Youth* and concluded that “the programs with the strongest evi-
dence of effectiveness in this review are all programs that have
also been found to be effective with students in general” and
modified for ELs (see the next section on instructional supports
and modifications). These programs include various versions of

*To learn about this panel and read a summary of a subsequent report edited by Diane
August and Timothy Shanahan, visit www.cal.org/projects/archive/natlitpanel.html.
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Success for All (a school-wide program that involves far more than
classroom instruction), Direct Instruction,* and phonics instruc-
tion programs. Other programs with at least some evidence of
effectiveness include vocabulary instruction programs,' a com-
prehensive language arts program’ combining direct teaching and
literature study,'® a program that promotes reading between
parents and kindergarten children,'” a Spanish version of Reading
Recovery,'® an English tutoring program,' and programs that
incorporate cooperative learning.*

The key message is that what we know about effective instruc-
tion in general is the foundation of effective instruction for ELs.
However, as we'll see in the next section, although “generic” effec-
tive instruction is almost certainly a necessary base, it is probably
not sufficient to promote accelerated learning among ELs.

Il. ELs Require Additional
Instructional Supports

ELs in an English instructional environment will almost
certainly need additional supports so that instruction is
meaningful and productive. Aside from the pedagogical
need, there is also the legal requirement mandated by
the Supreme Court’s decision in Lau v. Nichols (1974)
that classroom instruction must be meaningful to stu-
dents even if their English language proficiency is lim-
ited. The need for additional supports is particularly true
for instruction aimed at higher-level content and com-
prehension of academic texts. Because the Common
Core standards focus more on academic literacy skills
than do prior state standards, teachers will certainly
need to bolster ELs’ efforts to understand more chal-
lenging content in English language arts and all aca-
demic subjects. One of the most important findings of the
National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and
Youth? was that the effects of reading instruction on ELs’ reading
comprehension were uneven and often nonexistent even when
comprehension skills were taught directly. This is in contrast to
studies with English-proficient students, for whom reading
instruction helps improve reading comprehension.*

Why does improving reading comprehension for English learn-
ers instructed in English appear so elusive? A likely explanation is
that lower levels of English proficiency interfere with comprehen-
sion and can blunt the effects of otherwise sound instruction. Wil-
liam Saunders and I conducted a study that suggests this
possibility.> We randomly assigned a group of ELs either to an
instructional conversation group (interactive teacher-led discus-
sions designed to promote better understanding of what students
read) or to a control condition, where the teacher used comprehen-
sion questions in the teacher’s guide. We found that instructional
conversations had no overall effect on ELs’ story comprehension—
students in both groups understood the story about equally. We did
find that instructional conversations produced deeper understand-
ings of a complex concept at the heart of a story the students read,
but this is different from story comprehension.

*To learn about Success for All, see www.successforall.org; for information about
Direct Instruction, see www.nifdi.org.

To learn more about this program, Opportunities through Language Arts, go to https:/
people.stanford.edu/claudeg/video/opportunities-through-language-arts.
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However, when we looked at the results for students with dif-
ferent English proficiency levels, we found something striking: for
the students with the highest English proficiency, participation
in instructional conversations did have an impact on story com-
prehension—91 percent accuracy versus 73 percent accuracy for
students in the comparison group. The middle-level students also
did better with instructional conversations, but the results were
not statistically significant. The lowest-level English speakers did
worse with instructional conversations, although also not to a
statistically significant degree. These results suggest that instruc-
tion aimed at improving ELs’ comprehension is likely to be more
effective when ELs have relatively higher English skills, but less
effective, ineffective, or even possibly counterproductive when
their English skills are lower.

ELs in an English instructional
environment will almost certainly
need additional supports so that
instruction is meaningful and
productive.

One obvious implication is that we need to focus on English
language development for ELs, particularly those least proficient
in English. (Along with William Saunders and David Marcelletti,
I address that topic in a companion article that begins on page
13.) Butwhat can teachers do to help ELs who are developing their
English skills as they simultaneously learn advanced academic
content and skills in English?

Sheltered Instruction

To meet this challenge, educators and researchers have proposed
aset of instructional supports or modifications that are sometimes
referred to as sheltered instruction.* The goal of sheltered strate-
gies is to facilitate the learning of grade-level academic content
and skills for students being instructed in English but who have
limited proficiency in the language. Sheltered instruction can be
expected to contribute to English language development, but its
real focus is academic content and skills.

Some of the supports and modifications* that have been pro-
posed for instructing ELs include:

¢ Building on student experiences and familiar content (then
adding on material that will broaden and deepen students’
knowledge);

o Providing students with necessary background knowledge;

« Usinggraphic organizers (tables, web diagrams, Venn diagrams)

*For a comprehensive list of “sheltered” strategies, definitions, and video illustrations,
go to https://people.stanford.edu/claudeg/cqell/about.



to organize information and clarify concepts;

o Making instruction and learning tasks extremely clear;

o Using pictures, demonstrations, and real-life objects;

o Providing hands-on, interactive learning activities;

« Providing redundant information (gestures, visual cues);

e Giving additional practice and time for discussion of key
concepts;

o Designating language and content objectives for each
lesson;

» Usingsentence frames and models to help students talk about
academic content; and

e Providing instruction differentiated by students’ English lan-
guage proficiency.

There are also sheltered strategies that involve strategic use of
students’ home language—for example, cognates and other home
language support. These will be discussed in the third section on
use of the home language for classroom instruction.

The problem, however, is that there is not much evidence that
these strategies actually help English learners overcome the chal-
lenges they face in learning advanced academic content and
skills, as they will be required to do with the implementation of
the CCSS for English language arts. There are virtually no data to
suggest that sheltered instruction or any of these modifications
and supports help ELs keep up with non-ELs or help close the
achievement gap between them. For some of the items on the list,
such as the use of content and lan-
guage objectives, sentence frames,and Pz ¥

differentiating instruction by English Edu
Cator

These three articles on English
learners provide a comprehensive
update of “Teaching English
Language Learners: What the
Research Does—and Does Not—
Say,” by Claude Goldenberg, in
the Summer 2008 issue of
American Educator, which is
available for free at http:/go.aft.
org/goldenberg.

proficiency levels, there are no published data at all about their
effects on ELs’ learning.

Even the most popular sheltered model in existence and one
that brings together many disparate elements into a useful and
coherent instructional model—the Sheltered Instruction Obser-
vation Protocol (SIOP)*—has yet to demonstrate more than a
very modest effect on student learning.?® A recent study showed
stronger effects than did prior research,?” but unfortunately
researchers excluded from the analysis classrooms with lower
implementation levels.?® The most recent study* found modest
effects that were not statistically significant. Another profes-
sional development model designed to help teachers of ELs
accomplish high-level language and content goals with students,
Quality Teaching for English Learners,® produced no significant

The goal of sheltered strategies

is to facilitate the learning of
grade-level academic content and
skills for students who have limited
proficiency in the language.

effects on student achievement in language arts or English lan-
guage proficiency and no effects on teacher attitudes, knowl-
edge, or classroom practice.*” Other popular programs, such as
Project GLAD (Guided Language Acquisition Design),** have
never even been evaluated.

We also have compelling portraits of teachers who incorporate
many of the supports included in the SIOP into their teaching in
order to make instruction more meaningful for English learners
and to promote academic language skills. One researcher,* for
example, describes high school biology teachers who integrate
language and content instruction; use hands-on activities, pic-
tures, and diagrams; build on student background and experi-
ences; and provide opportunities and time for discussion and

language use. But we do not know the extent to which these

supports actually compensate for students’ lack of profi-
ciencyin English, particularly in the sort of English language
skills required for academic success.

Some Evidence of Benefits

There is some evidence that these supports and modifica-
tions do benefit ELs. For example, studies reviewed by the
National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and
Youth* find that building on students’ experiences and using

STo learn more about Quality Teaching for English Learners, see http://qtel.wested.org.

**To learn more about Project GLAD, see www.projectglad.com.
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material with familiar content can facilitate ELs’ literacy devel-
opment and reading comprehension. One ethnographic study
found that young English learners’ writing development is
helped when the teacher incorporates literacy activities and
materials from home and the community into classroom activi-
ties.* Another set of studies showed that second-language learn-
ers’ reading comprehension improves when they read material
with familiar content.**

Itis generally true that what we know and are already familiar
with can influence newlearning and the comprehension of what
we read.* Teachers should therefore use materials with some
degree of familiarity to students. If students are expected to read
material with unfamiliar content, it is important to help them
acquire the necessary background knowledge. Building back-

and cultural knowledge into the instruction. Another team? built
its intervention around the topic of immigration, which presum-
ably had considerable resonance for the ELs, who were them-
selves immigrants or whose parents were immigrants from Latin
America or the Caribbean. This team also used supports in the
home language. While both programs showed positive effects on
student learning, neither study found any difference in learning
outcomes for ELs and non-ELs.

One recent study*® represents a new development. The
researchers found that “multimedia-enhanced instruction” (vid-
eos used as part of lessons) helped make read-aloud vocabulary
instruction more effective for ELs in preschool to second grade
buthad no effect on the learning of non-ELs. Teachers used videos
related to the topics in books they read aloud to their students as

We have many promising leads
but not a very good understanding
of how to help ELs learn high-level
academic content and skills.

ground knowledge or building on prior experience and familiar
content might be especially important for ELs, since they face the
double challenge of learning academic content and skills as they
learn the language of instruction. However, like all students, ELs
must learn to read and comprehend unfamiliar material —impor-
tant objectives of the CCSS for English language arts.

There is also a substantial literature on graphic displays and
organizers, which facilitate and support learning by clarifying
content and making explicit the relationships among concepts.*
One study* found that graphic representations helped improve
seventh-grade Canadian ESL (English as a second language)
students’ comprehension and academic language, but this
appears to be the only study of its kind with second-language
learners.* Another researcher® also described the use of graphic
organizers to help sixth-grade ELs write a historical argument,
although he concluded that students would have benefited from
additional explicit instruction in historical writing.

Perhaps these and other instructional supports, which are
applicable to learners generally, are especially important or help-
ful for ELs. That certainly makes intuitive sense, but we have scant
evidence either way. In fact, there is some evidence that these
supports are equally effective for ELs and non-ELs. One team of
researchers* taught students explicitly about the science inquiry
method by using pictures to illustrate the process, employing
multiple modes of representation (for example, verbal, gestural,
graphic, or written), and incorporating students’ prior linguistic

8 AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013

part of the science curriculum on habitats (for example, coral reefs
or deserts). The ELs who saw the videos as part of the vocabulary
instruction learned more of the target words and made greater
gains on a general vocabulary measure than those who did not.
The videos helped either greatly diminish or eliminate the gap
between ELs and non-ELs on the target words. This suggests a
potentially very effective strategy that improves ELs’ vocabulary
learning while not compromising the learning of students already
proficient in English.

In short, we have many promising leads but not a very good
understanding of how to help ELs learn high-level academic con-
tent and skills despite limited English proficiency. What one
researcher® wrote about instruction focusing on language in
addition to academic content—“the published research is at an
early stage”—is equally true for other supports intended to help
ELs achieve at high academic levels.

lil. The Home Language Can Be Used
to Promote Academic Development

We turn, finally, to the most controversial topic in instructing ELs—
the role of the home language. There are two aspects to the issue:
teaching academic content and skills, such as reading and math-
ematics, in the home language, and using the home language as
supportin an otherwise all-English instructional environment—for
example, providing definitions or brief explanations in the home
language, but keeping instruction overwhelmingly in English.



Teaching academic skills in the home language is at the core of
the great “bilingual education” debate. Proponents of bilingual
education have long argued that students should be taught in their
home language (although certainly not exclusively) and that doing
so strengthens the home language and creates a more solid founda-
tion for acquiring academic skills in English. Opponents of bilingual
education argue that instruction in a student’s home language is a
waste of time, depresses achievement in English, and simply delays
an ELs entrance into the academic (and social) mainstream.*

These debates over bilingual education are typically framed in
terms of outcomes in English. English outcomes are without a
doubt important, but there is an additional reason to consider
primary language instruction for English learners, and thatis the
inherent advantage of knowing and being literate in two lan-

There is no controversy over the
positive effects of home language

instruction on home language skills.

This is important given the possible
advantages of bilingualism and
biliteracy.

guages. No one should be surprised to learn that all studies of
bilingual education have found that teaching children in their
primary language promotes achievement in the primary lan-
guage. This should be seen as a value in and of itself. Of course, if
primary language achievement comes at the expense of achieve-
ment in English, this might not be a worthwhile tradeoff. As we
will see, however, bilingual education tends to produce better
outcomes in English; at worst, it produces outcomes in English
equivalent to those produced by English immersion. In other
words, bilingual education helps students become bilingual—
something that is valuable for anyone, not just ELs.* This should
not be lost amid the controversy over bilingual education and
English immersion.

What the Research Tells Us

Although bilingual education continues to be a politically charged
issue,*® we can draw some conclusions from the research.

Reading Instruction in the Home Language Can Be Beneficial

Numerous experimental studies have been conducted over the
past 40 years, and the consensus—although it is by no means
unanimous—is thatlearning to read in their home language helps
ELs boost reading skills in English. Learning to read in the home

*For an excellent history of the political and ideological debates around bilingual
education, see Educating English Learners: Language Diversity in the Classroom, by
James Crawford.

language also maintains home language literacy skills; there isno
controversy over this. To date, there have been five meta-analyses
conducted since 1985 by researchers from different perspectives.
All five reached the same conclusion—namely, that bilingual
education produced superior reading outcomes in English com-
pared with English immersion.

A more recent study, and probably the strongest methodologi-
cally, reached a different conclusion. Researchers* randomly
assigned Spanish-speaking ELs to either transitional bilingual
education or English immersion. All students were in the Success
for All program. This is very important, since previous studies of
bilingual education had not controlled for instruction, curricu-
lum, or other factors that could have compromised the findings.
The authors found that in first grade, children in English immer-
sion did significantly better on English achievement
measures than did children in bilingual education. By
fourth grade, English immersion students’ scores were
somewhat higher than that of the bilingual education
students, but the differences were not significant. The
researchers contend that these results support neither
side in the bilingual education controversy. Instead,
they argue, quality of instruction and curriculum and
the school supports needed to support them are more
important determinants of ELs” achievement than lan-
guage of instruction.

Effects Are Small to Moderate

The effects of home language instruction on English

achievement are fairly modest, even if we disregard the

findings of the recent study just discussed. The five

meta-analyses mentioned in the previous section found
that, on average, teaching reading in the home language could
boost children’s English literacy scores by approximately 12 to 15
percentile points in comparison with children in the control con-
ditions. This is not a trivial effect, but neither is it as large as many
proponents of bilingual education suggest. Of course, if we add
in the results of the new study, the average effect would be
reduced. But we should keep in mind that there is no controversy
over the positive effects of home language instruction on home
language skills. This should be seen as an important outcome in
itself, given the many possible advantages—intellectual, cultural,
and economic—of bilingualism and biliteracy.*’

Insufficient Data on Length of Time in
Primary Language Instruction

The soundest studies methodologically focus on relatively short-
term transitional bilingual education. In transitional programs,
children generally receive instruction in the home language from
one to three years and then transition to all-English instruction.
Among this group of studies, there is no evidence that more or less
time spent in bilingual education is related to higher or lower
student achievement.*®

Another type of bilingual education® is two-way or dual-lan-
guage.” The goal of two-way bilingual education is bilingualism
and biliteracy, in contrast to transitional bilingual education,
which uses the home language only to help students transition to

To learn more about two-way immersion education, see www.cal.org/twi/index.htm.
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all-English instruction and then stops instruction in the home
language. Two-way programs use the home language for far lon-
ger, at least through elementary school and often into middle
school and beyond (K-12 two-way programs are rare). Two-way
programs were virtually excluded from the five meta-analyses.
The reason is that these longer-term studies do not meet the meth-
odological requirements set by the meta-analyses. For example,
they do not control for possible differences in the types of students
in different programs, who vary considerably in terms of language,
literacy, and parents’ education levels.*® If we don’t control for
these factors, we are likely to get misleading results.

Our knowledge about the effects of two-way programs is unfor-
tunately very limited. Nonetheless, two-way bilingual education
offers a promising model for the education of ELs. It also offers a

students’ home language to provide some degree of familiarity
when the lesson is taught; following the lesson, there is a
review in the home language to solidify and check for under-
standing); and

« Strategies taught in the home language (reading, writing, and
study strategies are taught in the home language but then
applied to academic content in English).

Cognates have been used with a number of vocabulary and
reading programs.®> No study has ever isolated the specific effects
of cognate instruction, but more successful second-language
learners do use cognates when trying to understand material in
the second language.®

In one study, teachers previewed difficult vocabulary in Span-

It is an inconvenient truth that we
lack the knowledge base to fully
prepare teachers to help many of
their ELs overcome the achievement
gaps they face.

way to promote bilingualism and biliteracy for non-English learn-
ers, since two-way programs include English-speaking students
as well as students from language-minority backgrounds (for
example, Spanish speakers). This is an area in great need of addi-
tional research and rigorous evaluation.

Virtually No Data Exist on Bilingual
Education in Other Curriculum Areas

Reading is by far the curriculum area that has received the most
attention in studies of bilingual education. A small number have
found positive effects in math.’! We know very little about the
effects of bilingual education in other areas of the curriculum.

Instructional Support in the Home Language

Students’ home language can play a role even in an all-English
instructional program. This is referred to as home (or primary)
language support. There is no teaching of content and academic
skills in the home language; instead, the home language is used
to help facilitate learning content and skills in English. The home
language can be used to support learning in an English instruc-
tional environment in the following ways:

¢ Cognates (words with shared meanings that have common
etymological roots, such as geography and geografia);

« Briefexplanations in the home language (not direct concurrent
translations, which can cause students to “tune out” while
English is being spoken);

o Lesson preview and review (lesson content is previewed in
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ish before reading a book in English; the teachers then reviewed
the material in Spanish afterward. This produced better compre-
hension and recall than either reading the book in English or
doing a simultaneous Spanish translation while reading.>* The
program described above that was based on the topic of immigra-
tion* made use of a similar technique. Before the class read a
written passage, Spanish speakers were given written and audio-
taped versions to preview in Spanish.

We also have evidence that reading strategies can be taughtin
students’ home language, then applied in English. One study®
found that teaching comprehension strategies in students’ pri-
mary language improved reading comprehension when students
afterward read in English.

tshould be clear that despite progress in understanding how

to improve teaching and learning for the millions of ELs in

our schools, many gaps remain. The challenges posed by the

Common Core State Standards make those gaps glaring. Two
Berkeley researchers put it squarely:*

What will the more demanding complex texts implied by the
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) mean for those stu-
dents who are already having trouble with existing standards?
This group includes English learners (ELs), and also the lan-
guage minority students (LMs) who speak English only, but
not the variety that is valued and promoted in the society’s
schools. What will the CCSS mean for the educators who work
with these students? ... [Teachers] are worried. How can they



be expected to help their students handle materials that are
more demanding than what already seems difficult enough?
This worry is justified.

The researchers then outline an approach to studying complex
texts that holds promise for helping ELs meet the Common Core
challenge but for which, they acknowledge, there is no real sup-
porting evidence. As we've seen over the course of this article, this
is afamiliar refrain. And even when there is evidence of effects, they
are modest—far too modest to make major inroads on the very large
achievement gaps ELs face. Itis an inconvenient truth: we lack the
knowledge base to fully prepare teachers to help many of their
English learner and language-minority students overcome this gap.

So what is to be done? Clearly, educators cannot wait until

As Seymour Sarason warned:

“"Teachers cannot create and sustain

the conditions for the productive
development of children if those
conditions do not exist for
teachers.”

researchers have adequately solidified our understanding of how
to help ELs meet the content and language challenges they face.
They'll be waiting a long time. Maybe forever. But if policymakers
and the public wish to create a high-stakes environment where
teachers and students are expected to do what we do not fully
know how to do, at the very least we must provide all possible
supports. A good place to begin in thinking about these supports
is with famed psychology professor Seymour Sarason’s admoni-
tion from more than 20 years ago: “Teachers cannot create and
sustain the conditions for the productive development of children
ifthose conditions do not exist for teachers.”** What this means in
practice is that we must create settings in schools where teachers
have the time and space to:

o Systematically study with colleagues the CCSS or whatever
standards or learning goals teachers are expected to follow;

o Specify and articulate what these standards and goals mean
for curriculum and instruction in their classrooms;

e Implement curriculum, and plan and carry out instruction,
based on these understandings;

o Systematically collect student work indicating student progress
toward desired outcomes;

e Analyze and evaluate student work with colleagues to help
determine what is working and what is not; and

o Repeatthe above continuously and systematically, throughout
and across school years.

Putting the above in place is no simple matter. It will require

school-wide, concerted, and coherent efforts made possible by
leadership, accountability, support, and assistance.* Even with
all this in place, there are no guarantees that we can accomplish
the very ambitious and worthwhile goals we have set for ourselves
and our students. However, without creating these conditions in
schools, these goals will remain a pipe dream.

I'am cautiously optimistic. The current interest in developing,
studying, and evaluating effective practices for ELs promises
increased understanding of how to help these students succeed,
even thrive, in our schools. But evaluating effective practices will
not suffice. Schools must become places, in Sarason’s words, for
teachers’ “productive development.” In the end, progress will
require creating these conditions in schools, continued research,
and thoughtful practice to see what works in classrooms. Practi-
tioners have an extraordinary opportunity to contribute to
our knowledge base for educating ELs. We should put aside
the ideological debates that have defined this field for too
long and work as a profession to seek approaches that will
enable all students to succeed in school and beyond. The
millions of EL children and youth represent a vast and
largely untapped source of social, economic, cultural, and
linguistic vitality. Our job is to make sure this vitality is not
squandered. O
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Recommended Resources

While any teacher with an Internet connection
is awash in resources, finding the right
resource is still difficult. The following
websites, in addition to those cited in the
related articles, may help.
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1. Instructional Materials

Colorin Colorado: www.colorincolorado.org

Colorin Colorado offers free teacher tip
sheets on reading instruction, professional
development videos, and tools for effective
outreach to Hispanic parents, among other
resources, to help English learners in preK-
12th grade. - e
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Word Generation: www.wg.serpmedia.or e " e
_ g e zUnderstanding Language Stanford FoGcaTion
Word Generation provides free curricular e, Lommcy. snd s e Comeu e
materials, classroom videos, and other supports g -
.

to help ELs in middle school learn important
academic vocabulary in the core disciplines:
language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.
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Understanding Language: http://ell.stanford.edu

Understanding Language has a wide array of papers to keep
educators up-to-date on the latest thinking about educating ELs,
particularly in a Common Core environment. It also provides free HEWE
teaching resources aligned _ oo P papert on scina and
to the Common Core State — ' w =

Standards in English
language arts and math-

UPCOM NG EVINTE . .
gl ASCLY Canference on Tesching

ematics as well as the Next BAET PYENTE .
Generation Science Teaching ELALmracy o Englsh-
- xe Lanpeage Lesman

Standards. While a handful i o . .

of these resources are : : -
currently available, many
more will be added to the
site throughout 2013.

e e 2. Research and Evaluation

What Works Clearinghouse: www.ies.ed.gov/
ncee/wwc/topic.aspx?sid=6

'-~--—...-,q..-. I Peetured Tapics
::-_-.:__'""‘”‘__::""' Hs i What Works Clearinghouse, which has particu-
el larly high standards for evidence of effective-

ness, has devoted a section of its free website to
research publications and program evaluations
for ELs.
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Best Evidence Encyclopedia: www.bestevidence.
org/reading/ell/ell_read.htm
Two reviews of reading programs for ELs are
available for free on the Best Evidence Encyclope-
dia website.

3. National and State Statistics

National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition &
Language Instruction Educational Programs: www.ncela.gwu.edu
This free website provides a variety of demographic information
about ELs, as well as reports, webinars, and other resources on EL

education.
-C.G.



English Language Development

Guidelines for Instruction

(T

BY WILLIAM SAUNDERS, CLAUDE GOLDENBERG, AND
DAVID MARCELLETTI

espite a growing US literature on educating English
learners (ELs) and an upsurge in studies of vocabulary
interventions,' surprisingly little research examines
the effects of instruction on ELs’ English language
development (ELD). Since the Supreme Court’s 1974 Lau v. Nich-
ols decision affirming that English learners must be guaranteed a
“meaningful education,” controversy over bilingual versus Eng-
lish-only education has dominated research and policy discus-

William Saunders and David Marcelletti cofounded and codirect research
projects at the Talking Teaching Network, a nonprofit organization. Both
Jformer teachers, they have participated in and directed research and devel-
opment projects for more than 20 years that are focused on school change,
English learners, English language arts, and the role of standards and
assessments. Saunders is also a research associate at the University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles. Claude Goldenberg is a professor of education at
Stanford University. (To learn more about Goldenberg, turn to the author’s
note on page 4.) This article is adapted with permission from William
Saunders and Claude Goldenberg, “Research to Guide English Language
Development Instruction,” in Improving Education for English Learners:
Research-Based Approaches, edited by David Dolson and Lauri Burn-
ham-Massey (CDE Press, 2010).
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sions of ELs. Many of the programs involved in these studies
included ELD instruction, but studies sought to measure the
effects of the program on academic achievement, primarily read-
ing, rather than estimating the effects of ELD instruction on Eng-
lish language acquisition.

This article synthesizes research that provides guidelines for
ELD instruction. Many resources, such as theory, ELD standards,
practitioner experience, and published programs, might provide
such guidance. We focus on individual studies and research syn-
theses that point to how educators might provide effective ELD
instruction—instruction that focuses specifically on helping
English learners develop English language skills and that is deliv-
ered in a portion of the school day separate from the academic
content that all students need to learn.

Using existing research to identify effective guidelines for ELD
instruction is problematic. There is little that focuses specifically
on K-12 ELD instruction for ELs in US schools. In the absence of
a comprehensive body of research, the field of ELD instruction
has been driven mostly by theory. The result is a large body of
accepted practices that are not adequately supported by research.
Currently, the dominant theoretical perspective of educators is
“communicative language teaching.” There are two primary tenets
of communicative language teaching: (1) The goal of second-

ILLUSTRATIONS BY PAUL ZWOLAK
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language education is to develop learners’ communicative com-
petence (more so than formal accuracy), and (2) communication
is both a goal and means for developing language.” From this
perspective, second-language learning is a social process in which
language develops largely as a result of meaningful and motivated
interaction with others,® much as a firstlanguage does.* Language
in use is emphasized more than knowledge aboutlanguage.
Teachers might note that some of the practices they have come
to accept as standard or even exemplary might not be represented
among the guidelines we report here. This, of course, does not
necessarily mean that teachers are engaged in “wrong” practices,
butrather that the standard wisdom of the field needs to be exam-
ined further through the lens of research. For example, second-
language acquisition teachers, theorists, and researchers have

In ELD instruction, language is the
primary objective and content is
secondary. In sheltered instruction,
content is primary and language is
secondary.

realized that exposure and interaction might help promote flu-
ency and communicative competence, but they are not sufficient
for native-like proficiency.®* Advanced—ideally, to the point of
native-like—English proficiency is imperative for English learners
in the United States, indeed for any language-minority student
whose future and livelihood will be influenced by his or her com-
petence in the dominant social language. We have therefore seen
arenewed focus on form (that is, “correct usage” of vocabulary,
grammar, norms of interaction in particular circumstances, etc.)
as a critical element of second-language instruction.

We begin with an explanation and discussion of ELD instruc-
tion, what it is and is not. We then provide a brief description of
the research base for ELD instruction and why it is so small. Sub-
sequently, we report research related to 14 guidelines relevant to
ELD instruction. The 14 guidelines are grouped into four catego-
ries representing concentric circles of influence, from the most
global (the broad basis for school and district ELD policies) to the
most specific (how ELD should be taught).

English Language Development Instruction

ELD instruction is designed specifically to advance English learn-
ers’ knowledge and use of English in increasingly sophisticated
ways. In the context of the larger effort to help English learners
succeed in school, ELD instruction is designed to help them learn
and acquire English to a level of proficiency (e.g., advanced) that
maximizes their capacity to engage successfully in academic stud-
ies taught in English. Although there might be multiple goals for
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ELD instruction—engaging in social interactions inside and out-
side of school and in other pursuits requiring English proficiency
(e.g., obtaining news, serving as a juror, voting, shopping, banking,
and locating and using information)—we would argue that prepa-
ration for academic studies taught in English remains the top
priority because of its relevance to school and career success.
Helping ELs succeed in academic contexts is no doubt the most
challenging goal and most likely the greatest need to emerge in
recent English learner research.

ELD instruction should not be confused with sheltered instruc-
tion (see “Unlocking the Research on English Learners,” which
begins on page 4 of this issue). The essence of sheltered instruc-
tion is this: where use of the primary language is not possible, and
thus students are being taught in a language they do not fully

comprehend, instruction is “sheltered” (or adjusted) in order to
help students learn skills and knowledge in the content areas—
English language arts, math, science, social studies, physical
education, and the arts. In doing so, sheltered instruction ideally
also supports ongoing learning of English, particularly academic
language. So, while the primary goal of sheltered instruction is
academic success in the content areas, the primary goal of ELD
instruction is learning English.

The distinctions we are making might appear contrived and
artificial, since so much of academic content learning is highly
language-dependent. It is particularly hard to know where the
dividing line is between English language arts (content area) and
English language development. But although the distinction
between ELD and sheltered instruction can get blurred, our
assumption is that it is better to keep them distinct and for teach-
ers to be clear in their thinking when they are planning, delivering,
and evaluating ELD instruction and when they are planning,
delivering, and evaluating sheltered content instruction. As we
discuss below, clarity about objectives contributes to effective
instruction. In ELD instruction, language is the primary objective
and content is secondary. In sheltered instruction, content is
primary and language is secondary.

The Research Base for ELD Instruction:
Why Is It Small?

This article draws heavily on six research syntheses, including
meta-analyses that are especially useful because they pool the



results from multiple studies and can offer more confidence in
the findings. We also draw on a few studies relevant to ELD
instruction that were published subsequent to these six syntheses
and meta-analyses, as well as on other broader syntheses that,
while not focused specifically on EL populations, are applicable
to ELD instruction (e.g., a review of research on grouping?®).

The six major syntheses and meta-analyses represent divergent
populations and contexts:

o The first” casts a wide net across the entire field of second-
language acquisition. It suggests 10 principles of instructed
language learning but notes that “research and theory do not
afford a uniform account of how instruction can best facilitate
language learning” and calls these principles “provisional
specifications.”®

This article draws heavily on six
key research syntheses and meta-

analyses; it also integrates subsequent

studies relevant to ELD instruction
and broader research applicable to
ELD instruction.

o Thesecond’synthesizes 50 K-12 studies conducted within the
United States and mostly involving Spanish-speaking English
learners.

o The third' addresses US and international studies involving
primarily foreign-language contexts at the university level and
avariety of primary and second languages.

o The fourth" analyzes both classroom and laboratory studies
involving foreign-language, second-language, and ESL (Eng-
lish as a second language) contexts and populations.

o The fifth"? focuses on studies of immersion, primarily French
immersion programs implemented in Canada.

o Thesixth® draws mainly upon US and international studies of
foreign language instruction involving primarily college and
adult education contexts.

In sum, although there is considerable research on second-
language instruction broadly defined, we have a relatively small
body of research to guide the design and delivery of K-12 ELD
instruction specifically. Many studies are relevant to ELD instruc-
tion (e.g., language use, peer interaction, rates of proficiency
attainment), but few explicitly focus on instruction or, more
importantly, the effects of instruction. Even research on second-
language instruction broadly defined does not provide a basis for
universally accepted principles of instruction.' Given the
research base, we have chosen to be inclusive. Rather than rule
out studies and meta-analyses involving widely different popula-
tions and contexts (e.g., college-age and adult learners), we have

chosen to review them and interpret them as best we can for their
relevance to K-12 ELD instruction.* Furthermore, there are sev-
eral important questions about ELD instruction for which we
have no direct research, not even in different second-language
acquisition contexts. For example, should districts prioritize ELD
instruction? Should students be grouped by language proficiency
levels for ELD instruction? Should teachers use specific language
objectives? For these questions, we draw on the larger educa-
tional research literature, even though those studies are not
based on ELD or second-language instruction or conducted with
EL populations.

ELD Guidelines and the Related Research

This section explains 14 ELD guidelines and the research on which
they are based. The guidelines are organized into four
groups, each group framed around a driving question. The
first group—global policy guidelines—answers the ques-
tions of whether and to whom schools should provide
explicit ELD instruction. The second group—organiza-
tional guidelines—takes up the question of how ELD
instruction should be organized in schools. The third
group—curricular focus guidelines—addresses what
should be taught during ELD instruction. Finally, the
fourth group—instructional guidelines—focuses on the
pedagogical question of how ELD should be taught.

Group 1: Global policy guidelines:
What should state, district, and school policy
commit to for ELD instruction?

The available evidence suggests the following major

commitments: schools should make ELD part of the
program of instruction for English learners; they should do so
for ELs at all levels of proficiency; and they should make the
presence, consistency, and quality of ELD instruction a strong
and sustained priority.

1. Providing ELD instruction is better than not providing it.

Existing research does not provide sufficient basis for determining
the most effective methods of ELD instruction with total confi-
dence. However, there is ample evidence that providing ELD
instruction, in some form, is more beneficial than not providing
it. Contemporary audiences may perhaps find it difficult to con-
ceive, but three decades ago “Does second-language instruction
make a difference?”'® was a viable question. A dominant view
(then and for some time after) was the “monitor” hypothesis, '
which proposed that formal instruction is of limited utility for
second-language acquisition; instead, large amounts of exposure
to comprehensible input in authentic communicative contexts is
critical. This hypothesis posited that although second-language
instruction might help learners learn some rules, language forms,
and the like, this type of learning is not very useful for language
acquisition—that is, being able to speak and understand a lan-

*For a complete discussion of the strength of the evidence for each of the 14
guidelines based on population, outcomes, and replication, see “Research to Guide
English Language Development Instruction,” by William Saunders and Claude
Goldenberg.' See also the listing of the 14 guidelines appearing on page 23 of this
article that includes Saunders and Goldenberg’s original classification in terms of
strength of evidence for each guideline.
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guage in natural conversations and authentic contexts. However,
areview published 30 years ago of studies comparing second-
language instruction with second-language exposure' concluded
that instruction indeed aided second-language learning. This
finding was true for young as well as older learners and at begin-
ning, intermediate, and advanced levels. There are certainly
benefits to exposure—that is, living, working, and going to school
with English speakers (or any target language)—as well as to shel-
tered instruction that seeks to make academic subjects compre-
hensible. But ELD instruction clearly has added benefits.

A more recent meta-analysis' revisited this question and
asked: How effective is second-language instruction overall and

There is ample evidence that providing
ELD instruction, in some form, is more
beneficial than not providing it.

in comparison with exposure and communication with speakers
of a second language? It found that focused second-language
instruction (designed to teach specific aspects of the second lan-
guage) is more effective than conditions that do not provide
focused second-language instruction (including exposure only,
minimally focused instruction, and minimal exposure). Students
who received focused second-language instruction made more
than five times the gains of students who did not.*

An important study* found that providing kindergarten and
first-grade students with an “English-oracy intervention” resulted
in more accelerated ELD growth compared with students in con-
trol schools who received typical “ESL instruction.” The ELD inter-
vention, which was equally effective with students in either English
immersion or bilingual education, comprised (a) daily tutorials
with a published ELD program, (b) storytelling and retelling with
authentic, culturally relevant literature and leveled questions from
easy to difficult, and (c) an academic oral language activity using
a “Question of the Day.” One important caveat: students who
received the experimental treatment also received more ELD
instruction than students in the control schools, so it is therefore
impossible to rule out the effects of additional time independent
of the particular curriculum and instruction used. The study is
nonetheless important in demonstrating the value added by ELD
instruction even in an English immersion context wherein stu-
dents receive instruction in English throughout the day.

2. ELD instruction should continue at least

until ELs attain advanced English language ability.

This guideline emerges from evidence about the rate at which
students achieve advanced levels of proficiency. Students’ aca-
demic English—both oral language proficiency and literacy—
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develops over time (five or more years). The evidence regarding
literacy development has been reported and debated and theo-
rized about for more than 25 years.? The evidence regarding oral
English development among English learners has received much
less direct attention. However, one synthesis of research on oral
language® provides estimates based on a compilation of a small
number of K-12 US studies that contained longitudinal or cross-
sectional oral language outcomes. Summarizing across the stud-
ies (primarily elementary grade levels) and the various measures,
itreported the following:

a. English learners typically require four to six years to achieve
whatwould be considered “early advanced” proficiency (level
4, where level 1 is beginner and level 5 is advanced).

b. Average oral English proficiency approached native-like pro-
ficiency (level 5, advanced) by grade 5 in fewer than half of the
available studies.

c. Progress from beginning to middle levels of proficiency is fairly
rapid (from level 1 to 3), but progress from middle to upper
levels of proficiency (from level 3 to 5) slows considerably—in
other words, there is evidence of a plateau effect, where many
English learners reach a middle level of English proficiency
and make little progress thereafter.

d. As evident in one study that allowed for comparisons with
native English-speaker norms,** the gap between ELs and
native speakers increased across grade levels.

The hypothesis, then, is this: if English learners continue to
receive explicit ELD instruction even after they reach middle
levels of English proficiency, and as they move into early advanced
and advanced levels, they can more rapidly attain native-like
levels of oral proficiency and avoid the plateau many experience
before becoming advanced speakers of English. Two assumptions
underlie this hypothesis. First, the hypothesis assumes that Eng-
lish learners typically do not receive ELD instruction once they
get to middle proficiency levels and, even less so, as they move
into early advanced and advanced levels. Second, it assumes that
the lack of ELD instruction is one reason for the stagnation. Our
observations at school sites and a new study® corroborate these
assumptions. With few exceptions, schools tend not to provide an
ELD block, pull-out, or coursework once English learners pass the
middle proficiency levels.

3. The likelihood of establishing and sustaining

an effective ELD instructional program increases

when schools and districts make it a priority.

Considerable research suggests that a sustained and coherent
focus on academic goals in schools and districts is associated with
higher levels of student achievement. However, because of the
near absence of experimental research and detailed case studies
in this area, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions about cause and
effect. Moreover, some researchers have concluded that distal
factors such as school and district policies are too removed from
students’ daily experience to have much impact on their achieve-
ment.” There is nonetheless at least some consensus in the pub-
lished literature that what gets emphasized in schools and districts
can influence what teachers do and students learn. Numerous
dimensions of school and district functioning—leadership, com-
mon goals and curricula, professional development, ongoing



support and supervision, regular assessments that inform instruc-
tion—are levers that school and district administrators can use to
help shape the academic experiences of students.*”

The same holds true for English learners: what school and
districtleaders emphasize influences what happens in classrooms
and what students learn. Atleast two studies® found that relatively
high-achieving California schools with high concentrations of ELs
shared various characteristics that converged on their making
academic achievement a priority. At the school level, according
to principals, there was a school-wide focus on ELD and stan-
dards-based instruction; shared priorities and expectations
regarding the education of English learners; and curriculum,

instruction, and resources targeted at them. District administra-
tors cited a shared vision and plan for EL achievement and profes-
sional development, resources, and school and classroom
organization to support achievement. Smaller intervention stud-
ies have reported complementary findings.”

Although far from definitive, available research suggests that
one way to promote higher levels of ELD among English learners
is to make sure it is a school- and district-wide priority. As is true
in other areas of academic achievement, the direction set by
school and districtleadership, combined with consistent, focused,
and effective implementation and follow-up, is likely to influence
what is emphasized in classrooms and what students learn.

Group 2: Organizational guidelines:
How should ELD instruction be organized in school?

School personnel should strongly consider establishing within
the daily schedule, and without compromising access to the core
curriculum (English language arts and all other content areas), a
block of time dedicated exclusively to ELD instruction. To the
greatest extent possible, ELs should be grouped by language pro-
ficiency levels for their ELD instruction.

4. A separate, daily block of time

should be devoted to ELD instruction.

Two studies offer guidance on whether ELD instruction should
be provided during a separate time of the school day, as typically
happens with reading, math, and the like. One* found small (but
still statistically significant) positive effects on oral language pro-

ficiency among Spanish-speaking kindergartners who received
ELD instruction during a separate block of time. Compared with
kindergartners whose teachers integrated ELD instruction in their
larger language arts block, kindergartners from ELD block class-
rooms made greater gains on end-of-year measures of oral English
proficiency and also word identification.* The study included
more than 1,200 students from 85 classrooms in 35 schools spread
across Southern California and Texas. The positive effects of an
ELD block were found in both English immersion and bilingual
education programs. Even in the English immersion classrooms,
where instruction was delivered almost exclusively in English,
English learners provided with a separate ELD instructional block

Researchers found that students
who received focused second-

language instruction made more
than five times the gains of students
who did not.

outperformed English learners whose teachers tried to integrate
ELD in the language arts block.

What explains this effect? The researchers® found that most of
the ELD block time was devoted to oral English language activities
like sharing personal experiences, identifying and naming colors,
and describing picture cards. They conjecture that, although out-
comes were significant, the magnitude of the effects may have
been small because of the lack of explicit language teaching. In
other words, establishing a separate block of time for ELD instruc-
tion is probably beneficial —perhaps in part because it helps
teachers focus on English language itself and promotes both lis-
tening and speaking in English—but the size of the benefit likely
depends on what teachers actually do within the ELD block.

Another study addressed both questions: whether a separate
ELD block and an explicit ELD program are beneficial for English
learners’ oral language development. The study® included nine
classrooms representing three conditions: (1) classrooms with a
separate ELD block taught by teachers delivering an explicit ELD
program being evaluated, (2) classrooms with a separate ELD
block taught by teachers delivering ELD derived from various
components the individual teachers culled from published
sources, and (3) classrooms without a separate ELD block taught
by teachers who were integrating ELD during their language arts
time (where they used a published reading program). Students in
all three conditions made significant gains over the year, but the
gains were not equivalent. Students in condition 1 (separate ELD

*See guideline 8 for a discussion of teaching literacy during ELD instruction.
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block using an explicit ELD program being evaluated) scored
significantly higher than did students in conditions 2 (separate
ELD block using materials that teachers themselves pulled
together) and 3 (ELD integrated with language arts).

One of the studies of California schools mentioned previously*
lends further support to this guideline insofar as high-achieving
schools with high concentrations of English learners tended to
emphasize ELD instruction and most utilized a separate daily
block of time to deliver ELD instruction.

5. English learners should be carefully grouped by language
proficiency for ELD instruction, but they should not be segre-
gated by language proficiency throughout the rest of the day.

Should ELs be grouped with other ELs or kept with English speak-
ers? If grouped with other ELs, should they be with others at simi-

The direction set by school and district
leadership, combined with consistent,
focused, and effective implementation
and follow-up, is likely to influence
what is emphasized in classrooms and
what students learn.

lar language levels, or should they be in mixed language-level
groups? If they are grouped with others at similar language levels,
for what purposes and for how much of the school day? We know
of no research that answers these questions directly. However,
many studies have examined the pros and cons of different types
of grouping arrangements in other content areas, primarily read-
ing and mathematics. This research® suggests the following:

a. Keeping students of different achievement/ability levels in
entirely separate (homogeneous) classes for the entire school
day (and throughout the school year) leads to depressed
achievement among lower-achieving students with little to no
benefit for average and higher-achieving students. A possible
exception is extremely high-achieving students (sometimes
referred to as “gifted”), whose achievement can be significantly
enhanced in homogeneous classes with other extremely high-
achieving students. We have found no studies that have looked
at grouping practices for extremely high-achieving English
learners.

b. Studentsin mixed (heterogeneous) classrooms can be produc-
tively grouped by achievement level for instruction in specific
subjects (e.g., math or reading). Groups can be formed with
students in the same classroom or students in different class-
rooms (the latter is sometimes called the “Joplin plan”). In
contrast to keeping students in homogeneous classes through-
out the day, grouping students by achievementlevel in certain
subjects will result in enhanced achievement at all ability levels

18 AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013

if (1) instruction is tailored to students’ instructional levels,
and (2) students are frequently assessed and regrouped as
needed to maintain an optimal match with their instructional
needs (that is, students are taught what they need to know to
make continual progress).

To the extent that second-language learning is analogous to
learning in other curriculum areas, findings from the ability-
grouping literature serve as a useful starting place to make deci-
sions about how to group ELs. These findings suggest that English
learners should not be segregated into classrooms consisting of
only ELs, much less into classrooms consisting of all low-achiev-
ing ELs. Instead, English learners should be in mixed-ability
classrooms and then grouped by English language proficiency
specifically for ELD instruction. Moreover, they should be regu-

larly assessed to monitor their progress and to make certain that
instruction and group placement are well suited to their language-
learning needs. Presumably, as ELs attain proficiency in English,
they can and should receive increasing amounts of instruction
with students who are already proficient in English.

Group 3: Curricular focus guidelines:
What should be taught during ELD instruction?

The available evidence suggests that ELD instruction should
explicitly teach, and engage students in consciously studying, the
elements of the English language as applicable to both academic
and conversational language, with significant time devoted to
speaking and listening, and particular attention to meaning and
communication.

6. ELD instruction should explicitly teach forms of English (e.g.,
vocabulary, syntax, morphology, functions, and conventions).
Language forms refer to standard, formal aspects of alanguage—
words, sentence constructions, and generally what is considered
to be “correct” or “grammatical” usage, such as subject-verb
agreement, possessives, the order of adjectives and the nouns they
modify, and so on. The essential body of evidence on teaching
language forms explicitly comes from studies® in primarily col-
lege and adult-level foreign-language contexts, where explicit
instruction consistently produced stronger results than implicit
instruction. Here, explicit instruction means either (a) instructors
explain alanguage element (a rule or a form) to students and then



provide opportunities for them to study or practice the element
with many examples, or (b) instructors engage students in tasks
containing many examples of a particular form or rule and then
direct students’ attention to the language element so that students
arrive at the rule by themselves or with the teacher’s guidance.
Explicitinstruction included both approaches to studying features
of the second language. Instructional treatments were classified
as implicit in cases where instructors did not present or explain
the language element and did not direct students’ attention to the
language form. On average, explicitinstructional approaches were
more than twice as effective as implicit approaches.

As we have noted, most of the evidence for explicitly teaching
language forms comes from studies with college and adult stu-
dents. In addition, the great majority of the studies were of short
duration and narrow in scope—teaching a specific feature of lan-
guage (for example, verb tense, adverb placement, relative pro-
nouns, or wh- questions) and then measuring the extent to which
students learned that feature. However, the hypothesis that
emerges from this body of evidence is corroborated by other
reviews of research. For example, a recent review*® found that
exposure to a second language in meaning-based school programs
designed to promote second-language learning (e.g., content-
based second-language instruction) successfully develops com-
prehension, oral fluency, self-confidence, and communicative
abilities, but tends not to develop as fully other features of the
second language, such as pronunciation and morphology, syntax,
and pragmatics. Explicit instructional attention to forms is likely
to facilitate students’ second-language learning in a way that rely-
ing solely on meaning- and communication-oriented instruction
alone will not.*” Another review of research® posits the same
hypothesis based on studies from French immersion programs.

The term explicit should be interpreted carefully. Explicit
instruction is often associated with direct instruction. Indeed,
direct instruction is, by definition, explicit (and, on average, effec-
tive). However, it is not the only form of explicit instruction. Most
models of direct instruction® typically involve an explanation,
demonstration, or presentation of the concept or skill in the early
part of the lesson, followed by various forms of practice, feedback,
and assessment. As such, direct instruction generally takes a
deductive approach to teaching and learning. Explicit instruction
can be inductive as well. For example, in the review discussed
above with college and adult students, some learners received a
certain amount of experience with a language form (e.g., posses-
sives or interrogatives), and then were directed to attend to the
form or to focus on deriving the underlying rule or nature of the
form.* The key point is that instruction that explicitly focuses
students’ attention on the targeted language form produces
higher levels of second-language learning, at least in the short
term that the studies examined, than instruction that does not.
Focusing the learners’ attention is also a central concept in other
researchers’ principles of instructed language learning.*!

One aspect of language development that has received mini-
mal attention from K-12 researchers is “pragmatics.” Pragmatics
refers to understanding and using the targetlanguage in genuine
interactive situations where language formalisms can take a back
seat to receiving or getting a message across. For example, there
are discourse norms that dictate how and whether one disagrees
with a peer or a teacher without generating negative feelings or

breaking down the communication. Classroom teaching can help
second-language learners understand and use these pragmatic
rules and norms,* but instructional studies are again limited to
adultsecond-language learners. There are no instructional studies
with which we are familiar that focus on K-12 ELs.*

7. ELD instruction should emphasize academic

language as well as conversational language.

Nearly two decades ago, a pair of researchers provided a succinct
definition of academic language: “the language that is used by
teachers and students for the purposes of acquiring new knowl-
edge and skills ... imparting new information, describing abstract
ideas, and developing students’ conceptual understanding.”*
Expanding on this definition, we think academic language refers
to the specialized vocabulary, grammar, discourse/textual, and

ELs should be carefully grouped
by language proficiency for ELD
instruction but not segregated by
language proficiency during the
rest of the day.

functional skills associated with academic instruction and mas-
tery of academic material and tasks. In the simplest terms, aca-
demic language is the language that is needed in academic
situations such as those students encounter during classroom
instruction or reading texts.” These would obviously refer to aca-
demic texts but also include many newspaper and magazine
articles or other nonfiction that the Common Core State Standards
call for, which are information-dense and presume certain back-
ground knowledge as well as familiarity with key vocabulary and
sentence structures.

It is widely believed that successful performance in school
requires proficiency in academic language and that a major objec-
tive of education for both majority- and minority-language stu-
dentsis teaching the academic language skills they need to master
the diverse subjects that make up the curriculum. For example, a
group of researchers* found that performance on highly decon-
textualized tasks, such as providing a formal definition of words,
predicted academic performance, whereas performance on
highly contextualized tasks, such as face-to-face communication,
did not.

Definitions of academic language often contrast it with lan-
guage used in everyday social situations. The first researcher to
propose a distinction between basic communication and aca-
demiclanguage,” for example, characterized academic language
as decontextualized and cognitively demanding, whereas social
language tends to be more contextualized and less cognitively
demanding. As a result, academic language tends to draw on
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more-specialized technical vocabulary, to use more-complex
grammatical constructions, and to be more precise in its intended
meaning. Others have highlighted the nature of the vocabulary
that characterizes academic versus everyday language use: aca-
demiclanguage tends to use less-common, more-technical, and
highly specialized vocabulary in contrast to that which is used in
everyday conversations.*

The premise that ELD instruction should focus on both social,
interpersonal language and academic language is not controver-
sial. ELs require both kinds of proficiency. That there should be
greater emphasis on academic language within ELD instruction,
however, is a more recent hypothesis. Although there is, as yet,
virtually no research that has examined empirically the effects of
instruction focused specifically on academic lan-
guage, the hypothesis emerges from at least two
interrelated findings. First, studies consistently find
that ELs require from five to seven years to achieve
native-like proficiency in oral language and literacy.*
Since academic language probably plays an increas-
ingly importantrole in defining what actually consti-
tutes language proficiency as students go up the
grade levels, it is reasonable to hypothesize that a
focus on academic language might help students
attain advanced language proficiency more quickly.
The second finding is that the rate at which students
acquire proficiency tends to slow or even plateau as
they move to higher levels of proficiency.* Since
higher levels of proficiency tend to be characterized
by more-academic uses of language, it is reasonable
to hypothesize that a greater focus on academic lan-
guage, especially at the middle and upper levels of proficiency,
might minimize that plateauing effect.

8. ELD instruction should incorporate

reading and writing, but should emphasize

listening and speaking.

Along with explicit ELD instruction, programs for ELs should
include literacy instruction, sheltered content area instruction
as needed,*® and primary language support or instruction where
possible.® In such a comprehensive program, it would seem
most beneficial to emphasize speaking and listening during ELD
instruction. Although speaking and listening are emphasized in
other parts of the instructional day, the textual demands of lit-
eracy and content area instruction no doubt need to be given
priority during those instructional times. It is likely that time
allotted for ELD is the one opportunity to make speaking and
listening a priority.

The importance of oral English proficiency for ELs is well estab-
lished in the research literature. With increasing oral English
proficiency, English learners are more likely to use English, and
more frequent use of English tends to be correlated with subse-
quent gains in oral English proficiency.* In addition, with increas-
ing oral proficiency in English, ELs are more likely to interact and
establish relationships with native English-speaking peers, lead-
ing to more opportunities to use English.’® With increasing oral
English proficiency, ELs also tend to use more complex language-
learning strategies that allow them to monitor language use and
interact more effectively with others.*® Finally, as oral English
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proficiency develops, ELs demonstrate a wider range of language
skills, including skills associated with more-academic uses of
language, specifically higher-level question forms®” and the
capacity to define words.®®

Several studies have documented a positive relationship
between oral English proficiency and English reading achieve-
ment.” Moreover, the relationship between oral English profi-
ciency and English reading achievement is stronger for measures
that are associated with more-academic aspects of oral language
proficiency. For example, the number of different words English
learners use during an interview correlates more strongly with
reading achievement than the total number of words they use
(r=.63 and r=.40, respectively).% The relationship between oral

Along with explicit ELD instruction,
programs for ELs should include
literacy instruction, sheltered
content area instruction as needed,
and primary language support or
instruction where possible.

English proficiency and English literacy strengthens across the
grades, arguably because both are similarly influenced by school-
ing and both are indicative of academic success. In one study,*
correlations between English reading achievement and quality
measures of English learners’ word definitions increased from
r=.16in grade 2 to r=.50 in grade 5.

Two studies provide evidence suggesting that devoting more
instructional time to listening and speaking yields significantly
higher levels of oral language proficiency. Among kindergarten
ELs, one study® found that more time spent on oral English lan-
guage instruction leads to stronger oral language outcomes with-
out compromising literacy outcomes. Teachers who produced the
strongest outcomes (oral and literacy) devoted approximately 60
percent of their ELD block time to oral language activities (without
text) and 40 percent to literacy-related activities (the average daily
time allotment for ELD was 37 to 40 minutes). Among first-grade
ELs, another study® found that more time on listening and speak-
ing (approximately 90 percent of the ELD block time) targeted
toward language elements produced significantly higher oral
English language outcomes than less time on listening and speak-
ing (approximately 50 percent of the ELD block time) that did not
target specific language elements.

9. ELD instruction should integrate meaning and
communication to support explicit teaching of language.
Meaning, of course, plays a central role in language use. We use
language to express and comprehend meaningful communica-
tion with others and to help build understanding for ourselves.



Meaning also plays a central role in language learning insofar as
being able to express and comprehend meaningful communica-
tion in the language being learned probably motivates and
compels language learning. Although there is little controversy
about the role of meaning and communication in language
use—and by communication we mean both receiving and send-
ing messages—their role in language instruction is more com-
plicated. Should authentic, meaningful communication drive
instruction? Or, alternatively, should explicit teaching of lan-
guage forms drive instruction? Research on second-language
learning and acquisition has advanced over the last two decades
in coming to understand that instructed language learning must
involve meaning and communication, but it also must direct

students who study a second language simply as one more school
subject. The content emphasis of the French immersion studies
exemplifies consciously communicating meaning—in this case,
the meaning and communication associated with studying aca-
demic content. However, the review also highlights another set of
findings from French immersion studies: “What emerges from
these studies is that immersion students are second language
speakers who are relatively fluent and effective communicators,
but non-targetlike [that is, not fully proficient] in terms of gram-
matical structure and non-idiomatic in the lexical choices and
pragmatic expression—in comparison to native speakers of the
same age.”*® It concludes that language immersion programs are
likely to improve language learning by more strategically and

Communication and meaning should
be used to motivate and facilitate
second-language learners’ acquisition
and use of targeted language forms.

students’ attention to forms and functions of the language being
learned. No doubt, the interplay between meaning-making and
conscious attention to language vary for different aspects of
language, levels of second-language proficiency, the age of the
learner, the learner’s first language, and other factors.* Unfor-
tunately, we do not have sufficient empirical evidence to fully
understand this dynamic interplay.

We constructed the wording of this guideline based on our
review of the literature relative to the focus of this article: ELD
instruction should integrate meaning and communication to sup-
port explicit teaching of language. Communicating meaning and
providing explicit teaching are both important. However, we
propose that communication and meaning should support
explicit teaching of language, not necessarily drive ELD instruc-
tion. In other words, communication and meaning should be used
to motivate and facilitate second-language learners’ acquisition
and use of targeted language forms.

A recent review® of primarily second-language immersion
studies provides one source of evidence supporting the impor-
tance of incorporating meaning and communication in language-
learning contexts. But it also points out the need for better
understanding of how to balance meaning and communication
with explicit language teaching. Drawing primarily from French
immersion studies (K-12, college, and adults), it notes both the
successes and limitations of such programs: students instructed
through carefully designed programs that immerse students in
content study and language study consistently produce levels of
second-language proficiency that exceed the levels achieved by

systematically teaching and helping students explicitly attend to
language forms without compromising the effects of content-
based, meaning-oriented pedagogy.

The study®” discussed earlier that compared nine classrooms
representing three conditions (which concluded that a separate
ELD block with an ELD program was more effective than either a
separate ELD block with materials teachers pulled together or
ELD integrated with language arts) illustrates this guideline.
Meaning and communication can support explicit teaching of
language during ELD instruction. All three conditions in the study
involved meaning and meaning-making, primarily by focusing
on content, concepts, and vocabulary that first-grade students
were studying in their English language arts units and reading
selections. However, the meaning or meaning-making aspects of
the lessons from condition 1 (which produced the strongest out-
comes) were utilized fo support the learning of specific language
forms. The teacher’s modeling and explanation of how to use the
language form (e.g., “Where did X sail? X sailed to Y.”), and the
practice students engaged in, were supported by at least three
dimensions of the lesson that involved meaning and meaning-
making: First, the lesson was broadly contextualized by the story
students had read (about a character that sailed to different parts
of the world). Second, the lesson was contextualized by a map of
the world and a figurine students held and maneuvered as they
constructed their responses (e.g., “Max sailed to Europe.”). Third,
students eventually took over the role of asking one another the
general question (e.g., “Where did Max sail?”), and the respondent
could construct his or her own answer, choosing the location on
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the map (showing where they had Max sail) and uttering the cor-
responding response. While we do not know empirically the
unique effects of each of the three meaning dimensions (story,
map/figurine, and interactions), apart from the focus on form
(where question and response), we hypothesize that these mean-
ing dimensions contributed to language learning and explicit
language teaching.

Group 4: Instructional guidelines:
How should ELD be taught?

ELD instruction should maximize students’ purposeful and ready
use of English involving carefully planned interactive activities
focused on specific language objectives. ELD instruction should

Activities that effectively mix ELs and
more-proficient ELs or native English
speakers typically involve carefully
structured tasks that strongly
encourage productive interaction.

also provide students with corrective feedback that is nonthreat-
ening and comprehensible, and encourage students to use strate-
gies that help them progress as language learners.

10. ELD instruction should be planned and

delivered with specific language objectives in mind.

The use of instructional objectives is often considered a center-
piece of effective instruction (although not necessarily by every-
one®). Good objectives function as starting points and rudders to
help keep lessons and activities focused and heading toward
productive ends.® Instructional objectives enhance learning
outcomes “to the degree to which objectives, teaching, and
assessment are coordinated with one another””

What we do not know empirically is the degree to which what
seems to be generally true for other academic subjects also holds
true for ELD instruction. However, we would like to elaborate on
a potential connection between the more general research on
instructional objectives and the evidence on explicit versus
implicit second-language instruction reported earlier.” A subset
of the studies analyzed in that synthesis included direct contrasts
between treatments that specifically focused students’ attention
on the targeted language form and comparison conditions that
involved simple exposure to or experience with the same language
form. Such comparisons showed that explicit instruction focusing
student attention on the targeted language form can substantially
increase the success of such lessons. It is quite possible that for-
mulating clear language objectives would support teachers’
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efforts to plan and deliver instruction that effectively directs stu-
dents’ attention to the targeted language form. Thus, our hypoth-
esis is that instructional objectives will be as useful for ELD
instruction as they are for other types of academic instruction.™

11. Use of English during ELD instruction should be maxi-

mized; the primary language should be used strategically.

This guideline does not negate the fact that many studies have
shown the advantages of maintenance and development of Eng-
lish learners’ home languages, in particular the benefit to English
literacy of teaching ELs literacy skills in their primary language
(see “Unlocking the Research on English Learners,” which begins
on page 4 of this issue). We do not know with certainty, however,
the impact that use of the primary language during ELD instruc-

tion will have on oral English language acquisition. In general, the
evidence suggests that students’ language choices tend to align
with the dominant language of instruction. For example, one
study” investigated the language choices of Spanish-speaking ELs
in bilingual preschool classes. In classes where teachers tended
to use more English for instruction, ELs tended to use more Eng-
lish with their peers. In classes where teachers tended to use more
Spanish, learners tended to use more Spanish. A follow-up study™
reported language-use data for first-grade Mexican American ELs,
half of whom were enrolled in “English” classes, and half of whom
were enrolled in Spanish bilingual classes. In the English classes,
ELs used English during peer interactions most of the time. Eng-
lishlearners in the bilingual classes used Spanish most of the time.
Among second-grade English learners in Spanish bilingual pro-
grams where at least most instruction was delivered in Spanish,
two studies™ found that ELs were more likely to use Spanish dur-
ing peer interactions. One of these studies™ found students using
Spanish over English by a ratio of 6 to 1. Finally, among fourth-
grade English learners who had participated in Spanish bilingual
classrooms through grade 3 and were then placed in an “English-
only” class, a study” found a substantial increase from the begin-
ning to the end of the year in students’ use of English in their
classroom interactions (53 percent to 83 percent).

Based on these studies, we conclude the following: If a practi-
cal goal of ELD instruction is increased use of English, that goal
will be served best by instruction delivered and tasks carried out



primarily in English. However, we can imagine using the primary
language in a limited but strategic manner during ELD instruction
to ensure that students understand task directions, pay attention
to cognates, and master language learning and metacognitive
strategies.

12. ELD instruction should include interactive activities among
students, but they must be carefully planned and carried out.
If interactive activities are to benefit ELs, careful consideration
must be given to the following factors:

o The design of the tasks in which students engage;

e The training or preparation of the more-proficient English
speakers with whom the ELs interact; and

« Thelanguage proficiency of the ELs themselves.™

Without attention to these factors, interactive activities tend
not toyield language-learning opportunities at all.” For example,
in a study of cooperative learning groups comprised of grade 6
ELs and native English speakers, researchers found that paper-
and-pencil tasks designed to spur interaction actually minimized
interaction and language-learning opportunities.?” ELs and non-
ELs tended to cut short their interactions in order to complete
assigned paper-and-pencil tasks in the allotted time: “Just write
that down. Who cares? Let’s finish up.” Other researchers® drew
a similar conclusion based on their review of EL studies that
focused on reading outcomes: interactive activities that effectively
mix ELs and more-proficient ELs or native English speakers typi-
cally involve carefully structured tasks that required or at least
strongly encouraged productive interaction.

This guideline regarding interactive activities is supported by

English Language Development Guidelines

Group 1: Global policy guidelines:
What should state, district, and
school policy commit to for ELD
instruction?

1. Providing ELD instruction is better 7
than not providing it. (Relatively

research)

. ELD instruction should emphasize
academic language as well as

forms of English (e.g., vocabulary,
syntax, morphology, functions, and
conventions). (Based on hypoth-
eses emerging from recent EL

strong supporting evidence from EL
research)
ELD instruction should continue at

least until ELs attain advanced English

language ability. (Based on hypoth-
eses emerging from recent EL
research)

The likelihood of establishing and
sustaining an effective ELD instruc-

tional program increases when schools

and districts make it a priority.
(Applicable to ELD but grounded in
non-EL or non-ELD research)

Group 2: Organizational guide-
lines: How should ELD instruction
be organized in school?

conversational language. (Based
on hypotheses emerging from
recent EL research)

. ELD instruction should incorporate

reading and writing, but should
emphasize listening and speaking.
(Based on hypotheses emerging
from recent EL research)

ELD instruction should integrate
meaning and communication to
support explicit teaching of
language. (Based on hypotheses
emerging from recent EL research)

Group 4: Instructional guidelines:
How should ELD be taught?

10. ELD instruction should be planned

4. Aseparate, daily block of time should and delivered with specific language
be devoted to ELD |nsjcruct|on. (Based objectives in mind. (Applicable to ELD
on hypotheses emerging from recent but grounded in non-EL or non-ELD
EL research) research)

5. English learners should be .ca.1refully 11. Use of English during ELD instruction
grouped by language proficiency for should be maximized; the primary
ELD instruction, but they should not language should be used strategi-
be segregated by language profi- cally. (Based on hypotheses emerging
ciency throughout the rest of the day. from recent EL research)

(Applicable to ELD but grounded in 12. ELD instruction should include

non-EL or non-ELD research)

interactive activities among students,

14.

students with corrective feedback on
form. (Based on hypotheses emerg-
ing from recent EL research)
Teachers should attend to communi-
cation and language-learning
strategies and incorporate them into
ELD instruction. (Based on hypoth-
eses emerging from recent EL
research)*

-W.., C.G., and D.M.

*For a more complete discussion of the strength of the

but they must be carefully planned
and carried out. (Relatively strong
supporting evidence from EL
research)

13. ELD instruction should provide

evidence for each of the 14 guidelines based on
population, outcomes, and replication, see William
Saunders and Claude Goldenberg’s chapter, “Research
to Guide English Language Development Instruction,”
in Improving Education for English Learners: Research-
Based Approaches, http://bit.ly/10Kabqd.

Group 3: Curricular focus guide-
lines: What should be taught
during ELD instruction?

6. ELD instruction should explicitly teach
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research on older second-language learners. A meta-analysis®
found that treatments with carefully constructed interactive tasks
produced a significant and substantial effect on language-learn-
ing outcomes. It examined two critical features of interactive tasks:
essentialness and output. Essentialness has to do with the extent
to which the targeted language form is essential to the task the
group is trying to complete: Does successful completion of the
task require, or is it atleast facilitated by, correct oral comprehen-
sion or production of the meaning of certain target words (e.g.,
modes of transportation: cars, trucks, trains, etc.) or language
constructions (e.g., if-then, before-after)? Learning outcomes
were stronger when the language forms or rules were essential for
successful completion of a group task. A second analysis with the
same studies focused on interactive tasks that required attempts

ELD teachers should not hesitate
in providing corrective feedback.
The central issue is how to do it
so that students understand it as
part of language learning rather
than a negative evaluation.

to actually produce the language form, for example, tasks that
required students to produce oral utterances using the target
words, such as modes of transportation, or the target construc-
tion, such as an if-then construction. Interactive tasks that
required learners to attempt to produce the language form more
consistently yielded stronger effects on both immediate and
delayed posttests than tasks that did not require learners to pro-
duce the language form. Another review® found similar results
based on studies involving students ages 7 to 14: to be effective in
supporting language development, interactive tasks need to be
designed so that learners must use specified language forms in
order to communicate successfully.

13. ELD instruction should provide students

with corrective feedback on form.

Providing ELs with feedback on form is not a matter of whether
todo itbuthowbest to do it. During ELD instruction wherein the
primary objective is studying and learning language, corrective
feedback can be beneficial. A meta-analysis®* that examined the
effects of corrective feedback specifically on grammar included
studies with a mixture of foreign-language, second-language, and
English-as-a-second-language contexts, some of which were
conducted in classrooms and some conducted under laboratory
conditions. Despite several limitations, all of the studies involved
a treatment group that received some form of grammar-focused
corrective feedback, a comparison group that did not receive cor-
rective feedback, and a measure of language learning. In all of the
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studies, the treatment group outperformed the comparison group,
and in two-thirds of the studies, the effects were large.

Another review?®® examined the effects of implicit and explicit
forms of corrective feedback: recasts versus prompts. When
teachers recast a student’s utterance, they rearticulate what the
student was trying to say with an utterance that includes correc-
tions of one or more errors the student made. For example, if a
student says, “My brown cat more big than my white,” the teacher
would say, “Oh, you mean your brown cat is bigger than your white
one?” In contrast, prompts explicitly draw a student’s attention to
an error and encourage or require the student to attempt to repair
(linguistics-speak for “to correct”) the utterance. So in the previ-
ous example, the teacher would say something like, “Oh, your
brown cat is bigger than your white one. Can you say it that way?”

And if the student hesitates, the teacher might help get him or her
started (e.g., “My... brown...”) and try to have the student formu-
late as much of the utterance as possible. All of the studies found
positive effects for both recasts and prompts but with stronger
effects for prompts.

The same review® also provides an analysis of how feedback
given through more- and less-explicit forms might function dif-
ferentially depending on teachers’ relative emphasis on form
versus meaning. Based on areview of studies that looked atrecasts
and prompts in French and Japanese immersion classes,* it con-
cludes that the general classroom orientation influences the
potential benefits of either recasts or prompts. In form-focused
classrooms where teachers spend some time engaging students
in oral drills and repetition of correct forms, the more subtle or
implicitrecast can serve as meaningful feedback, yielding student
repairs, because the students are used to attending to form and
repetition of teacher utterances. Recasts are less effective in
meaning-oriented classrooms where students are more accus-
tomed to attending to communication and less likely to attend to
corrections embedded in teacher utterances. In meaning-ori-
ented classrooms, prompts may be more effective because they
explicitly mark the need for the repair of an utterance and there-
fore purposefully redirect students’ attention, at least momen-
tarily, away from meaning to the language itself.

In sum, feedback should not be taken for granted. Where and
when implicit feedback, such as recasts, seem to be relevant, ELD
teachers will want to help students recognize them and under-



stand their function, most likely as a broader orientation to the
instruction block. ELD teachers should provide similar orienta-
tion to interactional activities and lessons that involve explicit
feedback, so as to alert students to the fact that interactions will
be momentarily interrupted to give students feedback intended
to help them refine their language use. Most important, the evi-
dence suggests that ELD teachers should not avoid or hesitate in
providing corrective feedback. Rather, the central issue is how to
do it effectively so that students respond to it, benefit from it, and
understand it as a productive part oflanguage learning rather than
anegative evaluation of their language learning.

14. Teachers should attend to communication and language-
learning strategies and incorporate them into ELD instruction.
Two researchers® found that more-proficient ELs demonstrate a
wider repertoire of language-learning strategies than less-profi-
cient English learners. These strategies appear to emerge in the
same order—from less to more sophisticated—and are correlated
with levels oflanguage proficiency. Second-language learners first
use and rely most heavily on fairly simple strategies, such as rep-
etition and memorization. As they learn words and phrases, they
will repeat them upon hearing them (e.g., the teacher says “only,”
and the students repeat “only” to themselves), and they will prac-
tice and sometimes produce an entire group of related words they
are learning to memorize (e.g., Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
etc.). As they progress to the middle levels of language develop-
ment, English learners begin to use more interactive strategies.
For example, they are more apt to talk to themselves (“I'll put this
here, and this...”), insert themselves into conversations with verbal
attention-getters (“I know...” or “I have one...” or “It was me...”),
and elaborate on topics (“My mom and dad took me to...”). Finally,
atmore advanced levels, ELs use language- and communication-
monitoring strategies in order to maintain and, as needed, repair
communication with others, including self-correction (“I need
some pencil—a pencil.”), appeals for assistance (“How do you
say...?”), and requests for clarification (“Decorate? What does
decorate mean?”).

In addition to the relevance of these findings for designing
instructional strategies, in more general terms we view them as
important information for ELD teachers. As students develop
increasing proficiency, their capacity to use English increases, but
so does their strategy use, which seems to undergo significant
qualitative changes: from heavy reliance on receptive strategies
to increased use of interactive strategies and eventually to more
sophisticated, metacognitive communication-monitoring
strategies.

Reviewing the literature on language-learning strategies, one
researcher wrote:*

Taken together, these studies identified the good language
learner as one who is a mentally active learner, monitors
language comprehension and production, practices com-
municating in the language, makes use of prior linguistic and
general knowledge, uses various memorization techniques,
and asks questions for clarification.

One study® found that explicit instruction on how to use strate-
gies effectively, especially metacognitive strategies, might be
beneficial for ELs’ oral language development. Several other stud-

ies have shown positive effects of teaching or prompting listening
comprehension strategies to English learners.” Teachers may
need to use students’ primary language (when they can) to teach
strategies for students at lower levels of second-language
proficiency.”

ur experience in schools suggests that attention to
ELD instruction is growing, and that important efforts
are underway to develop effective ELD programs for
both elementary and secondary school students.
Attention to the matter of academic language proficiency is also
increasing.” It is imperative to complement such efforts and
interest with careful research and evaluation. Clearly, no one
guideline will be sufficient to help ELs gain access to high-level,

ELD program development must be
complemented by careful research
and evaluation. Strong opinion too
often trumps careful weighing of
evidence.

mainstream academic curriculum. Instead, we must not only test
individual components and guidelines, we must also construct
comprehensive ELD programs and test the proposition that they
help students acquire high levels of English language proficiency
asrapidly as possible, regardless of whether they are in bilingual
or English-only programs. From our experience, strong opinion
too often trumps careful weighing of evidence in what remains a
volatile and politically charged field. O
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ILLUSTRATIONS BY PAUL ZWOLAK

Dual Language Learners

Effective Instruction in Early Childhood

By CLAUDE GOLDENBERG, JUDY HICKS, AND IRA LIT

s the number of English learners in K-12 public schools

has increased, so too has the population of preschool

duallanguage learners, or DLLs. For preschoolers, the

term dual language learners is preferred since young
children are still in the midst of acquiring their first language.*
More than 4 million DLLs are enrolled in early childhood pro-
grams nationally. Thirty percent of the children in Head Start and
Early Head Start are DLLs."

Claude Goldenberg is a professor of education at Stanford University. (To
learn more about Goldenberg, turn to the author’s note on page 4.) Judy
Hicks is a doctoral student in curriculum and teacher education at Stanford
and a former elementary school teacher. Ira Lit is an associate professor of
teaching at Stanford and the director of the Stanford Elementary Teacher
Education Program. Previously, he was an elementary school teacher and
the executive director for the Teachers for a New Era initiative at Bank Street
College of Education. This article is adapted with permission from Claude
Goldenberg, Judy Hicks, and Ira Lit, “Teaching Young English Learners,”
in Handbook of Research-Based Practice in Early Education, edited by D.
Ray Reutzel (Guilford Press, 2013).
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Although a large majority of preschool-age children in the
United States attend some type of early education setting, Latino
children and children of immigrants attend at a lower rate than
do children of nonimmigrant parents.? This is unfortunate, since
children who attend preschool during the year before kindergar-
ten have an advantage in reading and math over their peers who
are not enrolled in center-based care.* Many children who are
learning English as a second language while they are gaining early
proficiency in their home language are therefore disproportion-
ately missing academic benefits that attending preschool
provides.*

For those DLLs who do attend an early childhood care or educa-
tion setting, early educators must be informed by what research has
to say about creating optimal learning environments. Concern over
the achievement of this population of students has led to a large
number of recent research reviews and professional publications
aimed at improving preschool DLLs’ educational opportunities.® In

*For discussions of terms, see the CECER-DLL's website at http://cecerdll.fpg.unc.edu
and the NCELA's glossary of terms at www.ncela.gwu.edu/files/rcd/BE021775/
Glossary_of_Terms.pdf.



this article, we survey this growing body of research to help inform
educators responsible for creating settings for our young DLLs.

We organize our review of the research by addressing four key
topics:

1. Employing children’s home language in the early childhood
curriculum;

2. Comparing effective practices for DLLs and English speakers
in English-only programs;

3. Promoting language development in English and the home
language; and

4. Involving families in supporting children’s language
learning.

At best, instruction in the home
language contributes to growth in

both English and home language skills;

at worst, there’s no difference in

English achievement but an advantage

in home language achievement.

1. Employing children’s home language
in the early childhood curriculum

The debate over bilingual education has been the most contro-
versial aspect of the education of English learners for more than
a half century and continues to be politically charged.® Bilingual
education’s basic premise is that students should be taught
academic skills in their home language as theylearn and acquire
skills in English. According to this view, instruction in the home
language strengthens the home language and creates a more
solid foundation for cognitive and academic growth in English;
moreover, promoting bilingual competence is valuable in its
own right. Opponents of bilingual education argue that instruc-
tion in students’ home language both delays English learners’
entrance into the academic and social mainstream and
depresses English achievement; bilingualism might be fine, but
the school should focus on rapid and effective English learning.
Others have also raised concerns about the resources required
to fund bilingual programs and whether the benefits justify the
costs.”

Preschool studies tend to find that at best, instruction in the
home language contributes to growth in both English and home
language skills; at worst, there is no difference in English achieve-
ment but an advantage in home language achievement.? In addi-
tion to promoting bilingual language and literacy skills, utilization
of the home language can also have psychological and social
benefits that immersion in a second language cannot offer. One
study® found that Spanish-speaking children who experienced

Spanish interactions with their teachers were more likely to
engage in more complex linguistic interactions than children who
experienced only English interactions with their teachers. Teach-
ers in classrooms where Spanish was used also tended to rate their
students more positively in terms of the students’ frustration toler-
ance, assertiveness, and peer social skills.

Teachers can also use the students’ home language in various
ways that support children’s learning, even when instruction is
essentially in English. For example, teachers could supplement a
book they are reading aloud with explanations or brief clarifica-
tions in the home language or by pointing out a cognate (e.g., “Do
you know what a market is? It sounds like mercado, right?”), which

can make texts in English more accessible to DLLs and possibly
make them aware of linkages across languages.

2. Comparing effective practices for DLLs
and English speakers in English-only programs

Studies of effective early childhood curricula have shown cogni-
tive and social benefits for DLLs that may be comparable to or
greater than those for native English speakers. Researchers in
Nebraska, for example, found that a professional development
literacy workshop series (HeadsUp! Reading) for early childhood
educators was equally effective in promoting early literacy skills
for children from English-speaking and Spanish-speaking
homes." In Oklahoma, one of the pioneers of universal high-
quality pre-K education, preschools produce developmental gains
across various demographic groups, including Latinos, approxi-
mately 70 percent of whom come from predominantly Spanish-
speaking homes. Gains for these students (in English) were
stronger than for students from English-speaking homes;" this
might be explained by the fact that the Spanish-speaking students
began with far lower English levels than the English-speaking
students.

Studies also illustrate the value for young DLLs of well-known
elements of effective teaching, such as explaining vocabulary
words encountered during reading and using them in different
contexts.' In other words, successful teaching and curricula seem
to be successful for most children, suggesting that there is prob-
ably considerable overlap between what is effective practice for
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DLLs and for students already proficient in English."

Regardless of their level of English development, young DLLs
who are working to master the rudiments of English probably
need additional supports to help them participate fully in class-
room learning activities if the activities are in English. Although
preschool DLLs benefit from explanations about the meaning of
words (just as English speakers do), one study found that children
who began with lower English scores learned fewer words than
children with higher English scores.! Pictures help DLL pre-
schoolers with low levels of oral English learn story vocabulary
(e.g., dentist, mouse, cap), suggesting that visual representations,
notjust explanations, provide these children with additional sup-
port for learning.'® Video resources also have proven useful.'®

Attempts to incorporate additional supports such as these
into comprehensive programs and curricula have had mixed
success. For example, a professional development program that

children follow as they begin learning a second language in pre-
school.” First, young children often attempt to use their home
language. Then, when they realize their home language is not
working in this context, they tend to become silent. DLLs listen
and observe, gaining an understanding of the classroom lan-
guage. Next, they begin to “go public,” testing out some new words
and phrases. Finally, they begin to produce the new language,
using phrases and then sentences.

Children may approach English learning differently, so this
developmental sequence is not universal and invariant. But when
teachers are aware of the general sequence, they have the oppor-
tunity to support DLLs most effectively. For example, it is important
to be able to recognize and respond to children’s nonverbal requests
and protests—a silent child has needs that must be met, and the
teacher can couple meeting those needs with introducing new
phrases. Additionally, children who are not yet communicating

Preschool educators should use
children’s home language where
possible and build bridges with
families to support children’s learning.

succeeded in having early childhood educators add scaffolding
strategies for DLLs into their core practices found that the
improvements in child outcomes were limited to some phono-
logical awareness measures.'”

The key message is that what we know about effective instruc-
tion in general is the foundation of effective instruction for English
learners of all ages. “Generic” effective instruction, however, is
probably not sufficient to promote accelerated learning among
ELs, although it is almost certainly a necessary base. While we
have some intriguing clues about what else is needed to make
programs effective for English learners (as described in the articles
on pages 4 and 13 of this issue), there is little certainty about how
toincorporate these supports into programs that optimize devel-
opmental outcomes for DLLs.

3. Promoting language development
in English and the home language

Language developmentis, of course, a high priority in early child-
hood programs. English language development is critically impor-
tant, but so is promoting development of the home language.
Developing the home language is important in its own right and
as a means of promoting other important cognitive and social
outcomes.'®

In her volume, One Child, Two Languages, dual language
researcher Patton Tabors describes the sequence that most young
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verbally can be encouraged to build relationships through shared
interests (e.g., working with a partner on a puzzle or dressing dolls)
and through humor. Children can also be provided with the space
and time both to act as spectators and to rehearse what they hear
and want to repeat. Furthermore, models of pragmatically appro-
priate phrases—that is, appropriate to the particular situation in
which the word or phrase is used—can be very useful for children
who are just starting to “go public” with their new language.

As discussed in the article on page 13, explicit English language
development instruction is also important. We know surprisingly
little, however, about the relative effects, benefits, and disadvan-
tages of different approaches to promoting English language devel-
opment for DLLs in early childhood settings (or K-12 schools).

In early elementary settings, researchers® have found that a
separate block of English language development instruction dur-
ing the school day was somewhat more effective than only inte-
grating English language development into other instruction
throughout the day, although there certainly should be English
language learning opportunities throughout the day as well. There
is also evidence in the preschool context for a separate block of
language development in the home language: for Spanish-speak-
ing children in an English-immersion preschool, researchers
found that a 30-minute block of Spanish-language development
led to significant gains in children’s oral proficiency in Spanish.?
Second-language instruction should provide an appropriate bal-



ance of opportunities for meaningful, authentic communication
and for more organized instruction and specific feedback on the
proper use of conventional forms.*

4. Involving families in supporting
children’s language learning

Families play an important role in helping to make children’s
preschool experiences successful. DLLs’ parents consistently
show interest in their children’s education and are highly moti-
vated to provide their support.> Unfortunately, teachers often
underestimate language-minority parents’ ability to help their
children succeed in school.* Most parents are responsive to
focused and sensitive efforts to help them play an active role in
supporting their children’s earliest school success. However,
researchers have found variability on the impact of home inter-
vention programs on children’s academic learning, perhaps due
to the range of design and implementation features of various
programs.

An important issue that parents and teachers ask about is
whether parents of DLLs should use the home language with
children exclusively or try to encourage more English use.
Research and experience have established that children can learn
more than one language, either simultaneously or sequentially,
with no adverse effects.? In fact, in addition to the social and
cultural benefits, there are potential cognitive advantages to grow-
ing up bilingual.* Yet many parents—and teachers—assume it is
common sense that speaking more English at home will promote
higher levels of English proficiency for children. Correlational
studies do tend to corroborate these intuitions; use of any lan-
guage at home is positively associated with children’s learning
outcomes in that language and negatively associated with out-
comes in the other language. But findings are mixed: one study*
found that increased use of English by Spanish-speaking mothers
did not accelerate English growth by children—but it did deceler-
ate Spanish vocabulary growth.

Bilingual language development need not be a zero-sum game,
and parents should be reassured that use of the home language
will not undermine children’s English language development.
Continuing to speak the native language can also be important
for other reasons in addition to the cognitive and linguistic ben-
efits, such as maintaining cultural and family values and com-
munication. In sum, although more research is needed in this
area, current research suggests that preschool educators should
use children’s native language where possible, apply specific
strategies for building English language skills, and build bridges
with families to support children’s learning. O
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ILLUSTRATIONS BY DANIEL BAXTER

Lighting the Way

The Reading Panel Report Ought to Guide Teacher Preparation

BY ROBERT RICKENBRODE AND KATE WALSH

eople working to improve public education often wonder

if we can borrow successful practices from other profes-

sions—an idea that, if adopted, would have an immedi-

ate positive and significant impact on student learning.
These comparisons are typically framed as “education and teach-
ing should become more like this”

We take a different tactic in this essay and argue that in several
important ways, education is already very much like another
profession: medicine.

In 2011, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
reported aremarkable medical triumph: central line infections in
US intensive care units had fallen by 58 percent in just 10 years.!
Central lines are catheters inserted into major veins; the infections
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Knowledge Foundation. She has written extensively about education policy
and its impact on the teaching profession.

they cause are always serious and sometimes fatal. The cause for
this drop was not a miracle drug or wonder technology. Rather, it
was a simple checklist:?

1. Wash your hands using soap or alcohol prior to placing the
catheter.

2. Wear a sterile hat, mask, gown, and gloves, and completely
cover the patient with sterile drapes.

3. Avoid placing the catheter in the groin, if possible (this has a
higher infection rate).

4. Clean the insertion site on the patient’s skin with chlorhexidine
antiseptic solution.

5. Remove catheters when they are no longer needed.

This checklist was the result of the efforts of Dr. Peter Pronovost
at Johns Hopkins University. He was inspired by the checklists
present in the aviation industry, such as the one used by pilots
and copilots before takeoff. This list covers an immense set of
complex technological, social, and physical interactions that have
potentially dire consequences if improperly completed. Pronovost
saw an obvious parallel situation in hospitals, intensive care units,
and operating rooms: complex tasks and potentially dire
consequences.

But there was one big distinction: the differential impact the
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initial state of the “clients” has on potential outcomes. Passengers
are typically healthy when they board an aircraft; assigning
responsibility if they are harmed is straightforward. A very sick
patient entering a hospital is less likely to respond to treatment,
regardless of the knowledge, skill, or determination of the care-
givers or scientific verity of the medical intervention. Thus, for
hospitals, it’s harder to assign responsibility for bad outcomes.

The fact that medical professionals cannotbe held fully respon-
sible for health outcomes makes it difficult to justify making
changes in standards of care. Recognizing this, Pronovost wanted
to reduce “preventable harm”—the injuries, complications, and
infections caused by the quality, sequence, and comprehensive-
ness of the care provided by medical professionals. In short,
hospitals must intervene, and
with such interventions, there is
always arisk of further complica-
tion and harm. He wanted to
minimize that risk.

It would be easy to conclude
that this is simply a case of getting
the right information to the
skilled and caring doctors and
nurses in hospitals at the right
time. And indeed, there was
some of that: Pronovost notes
that the five-item checklist is the
distillation of a 120-page guid-
ance document® from the Centers
for Disease Control and Preven-
tion regarding the prevention of
central line infections. But that
was relatively easy; convincing
the physicians to follow the checklist for each and everyline inser-
tion was much more challenging.

Pronovost and his team uncovered two obstacles to implemen-
tation. First, the intensive care unit (ICU) where Pronovost was
working was not designed around the checklist, so supplies were
scattered around each room. This was solved by the creation of
central line carts holding all the necessary supplies.

The second obstacle was oversight—moving from a model
where physicians policed themselves to one where the nurses
were empowered to require adherence to the checklist. This
proved much more formidable, since hospital culture has firmly
installed “infallible” doctors at the top of the hierarchy.

Pronovost and his team persevered, and, in his words, “the
results were staggering.” One year after nurses were required to
ensure that every central line insertion followed the checklist, infec-
tion rates dropped to nearly zero, saving an estimated eight lives.*

Pronovost and his team built on this success to develop a
model, Translating Research Into Practice (TRIP), that they used
to develop checklists to reduce ventilator-associated pneumonia®
and surgical site infections.®

But his earlier successes did not ensure automatic adoption of
the subsequent checklists he developed through the TRIP process.
For example, the surgical site infection checklist (based on rigor-
ously researched guidance documents from the CDC and other
professional organizations) recommends that the surgical site not
be shaved because razor-based shaving nicks and damages the

skin at the site, making the area more susceptible to postoperative
infections. Instead, surgeons should use electric clippers to trim
the hair (without taking it down to bare skin).

Pronovostrecalls how, after resorting to removing razors from
all of the operating rooms and ceasing all orders for razors, a
“black market” in razors sprung up: nurses and doctors would
collude to bring or conceal razors in the rooms to continue shav-
ing. Pronovost saw this as strangely rational patient advocacy:’

They wrongly believed that shaving lowered infection risk.

This belief was based on information more than a decade old

but also on their direct observation—when they used a razor

they got a clean shave; when they used the clippers, some
hairs remained and, theoreti-
cally, could fall into the wound.
Surgeons reasoned, wrongly,
that clean-shaved skin would
have a lower infection risk than
skin with stubble. If these doc-
tors had a way to monitor their
own infection rates, they would
have known this assumption
was wrong. Or if they had read
the studies, published mostly in
medical and infectious disease
journals, they would have real-
ized their assumption was
wrong.

Indeed, Pronovost considers
this initial attempt at a surgical
site infection checklist a failure.
His team was not able to achieve

the reduction in infection they sought. But he learned that culture
is critical. He realized that he needed to figure out how to foster
cultural change in hospitals around the country.

Looking for “Preventable Harm" in Schools

We argue that guidance just like the CDC’s for preventing central
line infections already exists in education: Teaching Children to
Read, the report the National Reading Panel (NRP) published in
2000.* This scientific meta-analysis of hundreds of experimental
studies identified five essential core components of early reading
success for children, which can serve as the basis for creating and
using a Pronovost-style checklist. Here are the five components
distilled to checklist length:

1. Phonemic awareness: the ability to distinguish and manipulate
the 44 fundamental sounds (phonemes) that comprise spoken
English. The NRP meta-analysis notes that explicit (and brief)
instruction in phonemic awareness, through activities like
rhyming, blending, or segmenting sounds, should be under-
taken in preschool or kindergarten and is one of the best pre-
dictors of howreadily children will learn to read in the first few
school years.

2. Phonics: knowledge of the correspondence between the
sounds (phonemes) and letters or combinations of letters

*To read the National Reading Panel report, visit www.nationalreadingpanel.org.
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(graphemes) in English. The NRP meta-analysis recommends
early, explicit, and systematic instruction in these correspon-
dences, starting with the most frequently found sound-spelling
combinations.

3. Fluency: the ability to accurately and rapidly read isolated and
connected English text. If students do not achieve a level of
reading automaticity (there are measures and explicit met-
rics),® the child’s working memory is overwhelmed with
decoding and comprehension suffers. The NRP recommends
providing explicit fluency practice in the early elementary
years and distinguishes
between common instruc-
tional practices that develop
fluency (guided oral reading)
and those that don’t (round-
robin reading).

4. Vocabulary: oral vocabulary
is important when children
are first learning to read, but
students must build their
reading vocabularies to com-
prehend texts (which simply
put, requires lots and lots of
reading practice). The NRP
recommends a variety of
practices to develop chil-
dren’s vocabulary and notes
that an assortment of prac-
tices leading to multiple
exposures for vocabulary is
optimal.

5. Comprehension: the ability
to integrate new information
with prior knowledge and to
derive meaning from novel
texts. The NRP reinforces the
importance of building stu-
dents’ oral and reading
vocabularies, and recom-
mends that time be dedi-
cated to explicit comprehension strategy instruction, such as
using graphic organizers, summarizing, and asking and
answering questions during reading.*

Like the Pronovost checklist, these five essential components
represent the distillation of hundreds of scientific studies—they
translate research into practice. Like the Pronovost checklist, each

*However, the NRP report, like all meta-analyses, is limited to the areas investigated.
Daniel T. Willingham, a psychology professor at the University of Virginia and the
author of American Educator's “ Ask the Cognitive Scientist” column, has explained
that such comprehension strategy instruction should be brief and that more time
should be devoted to building students’ background knowledge. For Willingham's
review of the research on comprehension strategies, see “Ask the Cognitive Scientist:
The Usefulness of Brief Instruction in Reading Comprehension Strategies,” available at
www.aft.org/pdfs/americaneducator/winter0607/CogSci.pdf. For Willingham's review
of the research on background knowledge, see “How Knowledge Helps,” available at
www.aft.org/newspubs/periodicals/ae/spring2006/willingham.cfm.
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component summarizes a set of practices, procedures, and mea-
sures. And, like the Pronovost checklist, the five essential compo-
nents are all required to reduce the risk of reading failure, to
minimize “preventable harm.”

Indeed, effective teacher instruction in all five components—
and student mastery of the first three components—by the third
grade is critical for long-term student outcomes. Students who do
not get a strong start in reading skills, vocabulary, and compre-
hension risk the “downward spiral” described by reading
researcher Joseph Torgesen.’ Poor skills in phonics and phonemic
awareness inhibit the develop-
ment of fluent reading, which in
turn leads to less reading prac-
tice, diminished vocabulary, less
background knowledge, and a
host of academic struggles when
reading to learn becomes a
requirement in the later elemen-
tary years. The majority of these
children will remain poor read-
ers through and beyond high
school and are less likely than
their peers to complete high
school or attend college."

Asinthe examples from avia-
tion and medicine, these are
truly dire consequences.

So, we have the equivalent of
the Pronovost checklist for
teachers: five essential compo-
nents of reading instruction that
experts credibly argue would
have more than 90 percent of
children' reading by third grade.

But before we can ask Prono-
vost’s question—Are they using
it?—we must ask: Do teachers
know about it?

That is, do university-based
elementary teacher preparation
programs ensure that all teacher
candidates receive significant
training in the science of reading, taking into their classrooms a
deep understanding of the research and a well-developed ability
to translate it into effective, engaging instruction? Do they teach
the early reading checklist?

NCTQ’'s Work

The National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) has been
attempting to answer those questions since we began work for
our 2006 report, What Education Schools Aren’t Teaching about
Reading and What Elementary Teachers Aren’t Learning.

For that project, we developed a methodology in which expert
teams, with knowledge of the research and instructional prac-
tices of effective early reading instruction, review the required

To read NCTQ's 2006 report, What Education Schools Aren‘t Teaching about Reading
and What Elementary Teachers Aren’t Learning, go to http:/bit.ly/MKECIn.



syllabi—which outline lectures and assignments—and textbooks
for the reading courses prospective elementary teachers are
required to take.

One team of experts reviewed the syllabi, examining lectures
and elements of accountability (assessments, writing assign-
ments, or actual teaching practice) dedicated to each of the five
essential components. A separate team of experts examined the
most current editions of relevant, required textbooks to deter-
mine which of the five essential components are addressed in a
manner consistent with the current science of reading. The syl-
labus and textbook scores were then combined to form a course
score for each of the five essential components.

The scoring construct permitted many possible pathways for
a course to adequately address a component. Here are some ways
a course could be considered to
be addressing one of the five
components:

e A ssingle adequate text and
two lectures;

e Two lectures and a quiz;

o Asingle adequate text and a
quiz;

e A ssingle adequate text and
two practice teaching ses-
sions; or

o Twolectures and atleast two
assignments.

In a typical 15-week course
(often called something like
Teaching Reading in the Ele-
mentary Grades or Early Liter-
acy I), these are not strenuous
requirements. (We implicitly
assumed that the classroom instruction is adequate; if a compo-
nent was on the syllabus or in the text, we took it as taught.) Fur-
ther, these are minimalist requirements. It’s hard to imagine
something less than a text and a couple of lectures; indeed, it’s
easy to imagine much more being required for mastery of the
research, assessments, and instructional practices appropriate to
develop reading fluency in elementary-age children.

The highest score across all courses for any component became
the program score for that component. Thus, the education school
score was assembled from the best work we could find in any
required reading course for the program.

We reported school scores on a five-point scale (0-4) propor-
tional to the number of components adequately addressed by the
school: a four means that all five components are addressed by
the school, while a zero means that at most one component is
addressed. We should point out that while this scale differentiated
between schools based on the proportion of components
addressed, the research notes that all five components are critical
for reading success.

For the 2006 report, we used this methodology to evaluate 72
schools of education across the country. We found that only 15
percent of these institutions taught all five essential reading com-
ponents to prospective elementary teachers.

In the years since, we have released a number of state-level

reports, each one including an examination of early reading
preparation. In all cases, our results were consistent with our
national project sample: disappointing.

Then, we set out to do it everywhere.

NCTQ’s Teacher Prep Review

InJanuary 2011, we sent letters to the approximately 1,400 institu-
tions of higher education housing initial teacher preparation
programs (at the undergraduate and/or graduate levels) to
announce our partnership with U.S. News & World Reportin a
comprehensive examination of teacher preparation across the
country. We selected 1,130 institutions—representing 99 percent
of teachers trained annually in traditional, college-based pro-
grams—to include in that work. A principal goal of the review was
to provide comprehensive guid-
ance to prospective teachers
across the country.

Through our national and
state projects, we had developed
and piloted a number of stan-
dards to apply to elementary
and secondary teacher prepara-
tion programs at the under-
graduate and graduate levels.
These standards address ele-
ments such as the selection cri-
teria of the program, preparation
in the content the teacher will
teach (which includes a broad
liberal arts background, early
reading, and early mathematics
in the elementary grades), and
key facets of the clinical practice
experience.

We sought to evaluate 1,130 institutions; however, few pro-
vided data following our initial document request. We submitted
open records requests to nearly 500 institutions and filed several
fair use legal challenges to university claims of exemption through
copyright protection. These strategies were reasonably successful
with public institutions, but not private ones. Though approved
by various government agencies to prepare public school teach-
ers, private universities are not subject to open records laws; as a
result, while more than 100 private institutions are included, they
are underrepresented in this edition. Our 2013 report, the Teacher
Prep Review, which was published this month on NCTQ’s website
(www.nctq.org), will be updated annually, with a goal of complete
coverage by the third edition in 2015. There are 609 institutions in
the first review.

As shown in Table 1 (on the next page), we found that only 111
programs (18 percent) address all five of the essential components
and, therefore, provide adequate instruction in the science of
reading to prospective elementary teachers. There is a bright spot
in this news: we found such programs in 38 states, which means
we can recommend accessible programs to prospective teacher
candidates around the country.

Five of these programs also demonstrated “strong design.”
Not only do they meet our standard for the five essential com-
ponents, they do so efficiently, with every course and text con-
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Table 1: Percentage of Elementary Programs That

Adequately Address NRP's Recommended Components

Amid this sea of disappointing results, the relatively
high percentage of programs adequately addressing
phonics is promising. For decades, the “reading wars”

raged over whether itis best to teach children to read
with phonics or whole language. Research strongly
supports phonics, but the whole language approach
was long-lived. (To be fair, its emphasis on high-

quality, engaging books is beneficial—but children
must learn to decode, and for that they must learn

phonics.) So we were surprised to see lots of phonics

in our review. More surprisingly, one-fifth of the pro-

grams that adequately address only one component
do address phonics. Are the wars ending?

We also found that comprehension is the most

frequently addressed—more than half of the pro-

Number of NRP- Percentage of Programs Adequately
Recommended Addressing Components
Components
In NCTQ's 2013 review | In NCTQ's 2006 review
(N=613 programs) (N=72 programs)
5 18% 15%
4 11% 13%
3 13% 8%
2 13% 13%
1 15% 14%
0 30% 35%

grams we examined do so. Digging deeper, we found

Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Programs offer
undergraduate or graduate elementary teaching degrees with

initial certification at an institution.

tributing to the prospective teachers’ understanding of the
science of reading.

Despite having exemplars, including some that have become
so since receiving lower scores in the 2006 national reading
report, the field of teacher education as a whole does not appear
to have moved much since we published that report. Now, as
then, roughly one-third of the programs provide no instruction
on the five essential components. Now, as then, almost one-fifth
of the programs we reviewed provide adequate instruction—
texts, lectures, assignments, teaching practice, or tests—in the
five essential components. About half of the remaining programs
we reviewed cover one to four of the components. While we
distinguish among the number of components each program
teaches, all five components were identified by the NRP meta-
analysis, not three out of five or four out of five. In other words,
a program that addresses three of the five components isn’t “60
percent” as good as one that teaches all five; it’s actually com-
pletely inadequate.

It’s been 13 years since the NRP released its meta-analysis.
How muchlonger do teacher preparation programs need to adjust
their courses? Looking at the component coverage (shown in
Table 2), there is much to be done to permeate the culture of
teacher preparation. Instead of grasping onto the success of Pro-
novost’s central line checklist, we seem to be following in the
footsteps of those doctors and nurses sneaking
around with razors—unwilling to read, accept,
and follow research on best practices.

Justlike Table 1, this summary of component

that in programs that address only one component
adequately, nearly two-thirds of the time it is compre-
hension—useful to children who already have some
mastery of phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency
skills, and who are making strong progress in acquiring
abroad academic vocabulary.

Fostering Cultural Change in Schools

To be clear, our Teacher Prep Review did not set out to explain the
current state of teacher preparation; it set out to comprehensively
catalog how well teacher preparation programs are performing
against a set of standards.

Our intellectual forebear is Abraham Flexner, whose 1910
review' of the 155 medical schools of his day detailed such insti-
tutional characteristics as whether a high school diploma was
required for admission (in many, it was not) and whether a labora-
tory and clinical facilities were available. We sought to do the
same: give comprehensive details regarding teacher education
programs on as many institutions as we could. The generally dis-
appointing results and the challenges we faced collecting data
complicate the search for an explanation.

But, let’s start with the obvious. We found that in nearly 500
programs (80 percent of those we could review), prospective
elementary teachers are notreceiving even minimal preparation
in all five components of early reading instruction. This is a tre-
mendous challenge with consequences as potentially dire and
life-altering as central line infections. The parallels between Pro-
novost’s work and teacher preparation in early reading are striking
and impossible to ignore:

Table 2: Component Coverage across Preparation Programs

coverage f(‘>ur'1d in the 2013 teacher preparation Early Reading Percentage of Programs in NCTQ’s 2013
review is similar to the 2006 results (the analo- Component Review Adequately Covering This Component
gous data from 2006 are in terms of courses and .
. ) Phonemic Awareness 31%
thus are not directly comparable to the figures -
presented in Table 2). Now, as then, the most Phonics 47%
frequently overlooked components are phone- Fluency 32%
mic awareness and fluency. Vocabulary 46%
A half of th i :
bout half of the programs we examined Comprehension 58%

meet our standard for phonics and vocabulary.
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1. Simply distilling and presenting guidance fueled by rigorous

scientific research is not sufficient. Pronovost’s team saw sub-
stantial declines in central line infections only after the ICU
nurses were empowered to monitor and remind doctors about
the checklist—having doctors monitor themselves was not
sufficient.

Likewise, there is substantial evidence in our results that
the preparation programs, under the current hodgepodge of
oversight and accreditation,™ are not translating the research
into professional preparation. Incidentally, this argues for an
independent examination of teacher preparation—exactly like
the one we undertook. Much more research along these lines
could be done, and we welcome others to conduct similar
work, including verifying and extending our review.

. Even when presented with clear scientific evidence, some
professional practitioners—be they doctors in hospitals,
instructors in teacher prepara-
tion programs, or teachers
themselves—may resist changes
to practice because their per-
sonal experience indicates that
what they are doing is effective.
Pronovost’s initial efforts to
reduce surgical site infections
were disappointing because his
team underestimated the oper-
ating room culture, in which
shaving simply had to be more
sanitary because it had always
been done (by very smart peo-
ple, no less!) and no one could
remember a string of infections
that resulted from doing so.

Similarly, because there is
often alag between actions taken
(in teacher preparation and
teaching) and eventual outcomes,
it is difficult to determine cause
and effect. Learning to read is a
complicated process that is not
influenced solely by events within
a classroom, and teachers are
typically assigned to a class for
only one year. So the eventual
outcomes of instruction are not
known to earlier teachers (or the institutions that prepared those
teachers) and are conflated with many other (often relevant)
factors.

While itis understandable to resist change based on personal
experience, especially in instructional situations where the risks
are high, that s all the more reason why instructional practices
should be based on the strongest research available.

. Culture is critical. Pronovost correctly diagnosed the reason
the surgical site infection checklist was not as successful as his
team had hoped: they underestimated the stability of the cul-
ture in the operating room at Johns Hopkins. He regrouped

and realized that his checklist was just one-half of the solution
to the puzzle. The other half was driving cultural change—mak-
ing diverse groups of people in the same hospital, and in hos-
pitals around the country, focus on the leadership, teamwork,
communication, practices, and measurements necessary to
drive improvements in patient safety. This realization, and the
process and practices it spawned, eventually led to a project
with more than 100 intensive care units across the state of
Michigan, where central line infections dropped to zero within
the 18 months of the study (and for four years thereafter).!*

ducation is regularly “aboil with some kind of ‘change.”*®
In fact, this constant agitation leads to a strangely adap-
tive culture where innovations—good or bad—are met
with the cynical observation that “this too shall pass.”
Thirteen years after the NRP report, the cultural changes

necessary to drive adoption of the early reading checklist have

barely begun. For the teaching
profession to thrive, its members
must be deeply familiar with the
body of research-based knowledge
about what will work to better edu-
cate children. The five early read-
ing components are part of this
knowledge. New teachers need to
receive this expertise from the
institutions charged with training
them. Unless those institutions
provide this training, it’s hard to
see how K-12 education can make
its own strides in eliminating “pre-
ventable harm.” O
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The Professional Educator

Six Steps to Effective Teacher Development and Evaluation

By Vicki PHILLIPS AND RANDI WEINGARTEN

ome see us as education’s odd couple—one, the president
of a democratic teachers’ union; the other, a director at the
world’s largest philanthropy. While we don’t agree on
everything, we firmly believe that students have a right to
effective instruction and that teachers want to do their very best.

Vicki Phillips is the director of Education, College Ready in the United States
Program, for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Previously, she was the
superintendent of the Portland Public Schools in Oregon. A former middle
and high school teacher, she has served as the secretary of education and
chief state school officer for Pennsylvania and as the superintendent of the
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, school district. Randi Weingarten is the president
ofthe American Federation of Teachers. Highlights from her career include
serving as the president of the United Federation of Teachers, as an AFT
vice president, and as a history teacher at Clara Barton High School in
Brooklyn’s Crown Heights. This article first appeared in the March 25, 2013,
issue of the New Republic.

Professional educators—in the classroom, library, coun-
seling center, or anywhere in between—share one
overarching goal: ensuring all students receive the
rich, well-rounded education they need to be produc-
tive, engaged citizens. In this regular feature, we
explore the work of professional educators—their
accomplishments and their challenges—so that the
lessons they have learned can benefit students across
the country. After all, listening to the professionals who
do this work every day is a blueprint for success.

We believe that one of the most effective ways to strengthen both
teaching and learning is to put in place evaluation systems that
are not just a stamp of approval or disapproval but a means of
improvement. We also agree that in too many places, teacher
evaluation procedures are broken—unconstructive, superficial,
or otherwise inadequate. And so, for the past four years, we have
worked together to help states and districts implement effective
teacher development and evaluation systems carefully designed
to improve teacher practice and, ultimately, student learning.

While many factors outside school affect children’s achieve-
ment, research shows that teaching matters more than anything
else schools can do. Effective teaching is a complex alchemy—
requiring command of subject matter, knowledge of how different
children learn, and the ability to maintain order and spark stu-
dents’ interest. Evaluation procedures must address this complex-
ity—they should not only assess individual teachers but also help
them continuously improve.

Yet both of us have become increasingly concerned that states
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and districts are doing evaluation quickly instead of doing it right,
which could have serious adverse effects.

The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation launched the Measures
of Effective Teaching (MET) project in 2009 to identify effective
teaching using multiple measures of performance. The founda-
tion also invested in a set of partnership sites that are redesigning
how they evaluate and support teaching talent.

And the AFT has developed a continuous improvement model
for teacher development and evaluation that is being adapted in
scores of districts to help recruit, prepare, support, and retain a
strong teaching force.

From our research, and the experiences of our state and district
partners, we've learned what works in implementing high-quality
teacher development and evaluation systems:

1. Match high expectations
with high levels of support.

Teacher evaluations should be based upon professional teaching
standards that spell out what teachers should know and be able
to do. Teachers should receive regular, timely feedback on their
performance and support to get better. The responsibility for
improving teaching shouldn’t rest with teachers alone. Measures
of effective teaching enable school systems to better support
teachers’ improvement needs and to determine if teachers have
the tools and school environment conducive to good teaching.
Sound measures help school systems know where to target profes-
sional development and whether those efforts work. The goal of
the process should be to systematically improve teacher practice
and increase student learning.

2. Include evidence of teaching
from multiple sources.

Measures of student learning gains commonly based on end-of-
year tests provide teachers with too little information too late and
may notreflect the full breadth and depth of instruction. We know
that a balanced approach works best (teacher observation, stu-
dent work, and student assessments, for example), and both our
organizations are conducting what could be called R&D in this
area. The Gates Foundation’s MET project (much but not all of
which the AFT agrees with) has found that combining a range of
measures—not placing inordinate weight on standardized test
scores—yields the greatest reliability and predictive power of a
teacher’s gains with other students. And the AFT and its affiliates
are exploring ways to accurately determine what measures best
serve as a proxy for our work.

3. Use information to provide constructive
feedback to teachers, as befits a profession,
not to shame them.

The aim of evaluation should be to improve teacher practice, not
to sort or shame. Districts such as Los Angeles and New York City
have publicly released teacher rankings. Both the AFT and the
Gates Foundation have criticized this practice. As Bill Gates, the
cochair of the foundation, wrote in the New York Times, “Publicly
ranking teachers by name will not help them get better at their
jobs or improve student learning. On the contrary, it will make it
alot harder to implement teacher evaluation systems that work.”

4. Create confidence in the quality of teacher
development and evaluation systems and the
school’s ability to implement them reliably.

This means using a valid rubric for observing teacher practice;
training and certifying raters to ensure they can observe class-
rooms fairly and consistently; and observing teachers multiple
times, using multiple observers: administrators and peer or mas-
ter teachers.

It also means preparing principals and others to give skilled
feedback that can support teachers’ growth.

5. Align teacher development and evaluation to
the Common Core State Standards.

MET data show that most teachers are along way from confidently
handling the instructional shifts necessary to meet the Common
Core State Standards. For example, while most teachers are adept
at classroom management skills, teachers have long been taught
tofitalot of material in a short period of time, not to ask high-level
questions or to engage students in rigorous discussions.

Luckily, this is also an area with huge, untapped potential.
For example, Teach Live, developed by the University of Central
Florida, enables teachers to practice new techniques in simu-
lated classroom environments before trying them with real
students. Tutor.com provides teachers with individualized,
online coaching on how to teach concepts. And the AFT, with
Britain’s TES Connect, has developed Share My Lesson, an
online community for US teachers to collaborate and share
teaching resources and innovative ideas, with a significant
emphasis on resources to guide teachers in implementing the
Common Core.

Of course, school districts must also provide continuous and
relevant professional development and growth for teachers that
address their skills, knowledge, and needs.

6. Adjust the system over time based on
new evidence, innovations, and feedback.

It's essential that states and school systems measure the extent to
which new teacher development and evaluation systems are
being implemented with fidelity, meeting their original purposes
without creating unintended negative consequences. We fully
anticipate the need to continuously update measures of effective
teaching and the best ways to use them, as more research and
experience become available.

Teacher development and evaluation must be a vehicle to
achieve the mission of public schooling. And that mission must
evolve from an outmoded model of education that exists in too
many places to a new paradigm that will prepare students for life,
college, and career. Teachers must have a system of professional
growth that reflects the sophistication and importance of their
work, and they must have a meaningful voice in that system. Just
as we have high expectations for teachers, we must also for lead-
ers. Officials must invest in these systems—it is more important
to do it right than to do it cheap. And, lest anyone expect that
teachers, single-handedly, can save public education, we must
also focus on the accountability and responsibility that rest with
school and government leaders to ensure that students and teach-
ers have the opportunities and supports they need to succeed. (]

AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013 37



Unlocking the Research on ELs
(Continued from page 11)

13. Maria S. Carlo, Diane August, Barry McLaughlin,
Catherine E. Snow, Cheryl Dressler, David N. Lippman, Teresa
J. Lively, and Claire E. White, “Closing the Gap: Addressing the
Vocabulary Needs of English-Language Learners in Bilingual and
Mainstream Classrooms,” Reading Research Quarterly 39, no. 2
(2004): 188-215; Lee et al., “An Instructional Intervention’s
Impact”; and Nonie K. Lesaux, Michael J. Kieffer, S. Elisabeth
Faller, and Joan G. Kelley, “The Effectiveness and Ease of
Implementation of an Academic Vocabulary Intervention for
Linguistically Diverse Students in Urban Middle Schools, ”
Reading Research Quarterly 45, no. 2 (2010): 196-228.

14. Alan Cheung and Robert E. Slavin, “Effective Reading
Programs for English Language Learners and Other Language-
Minority Students,” Bilingual Research Journal 29, no. 2 (2005):
262.

15. Graves, August, and Mancilla-Martinez, Teaching Vocabulary
to English Language Learners.

16. William M. Saunders, “Improving Literacy Achievement for
English Learners in Transitional Bilingual Programs,” Educational
Research and Evaluation 5, no. 4 (1999): 345-381; and William
M. Saunders and Claude Goldenberg, The Effects of a
Comprehensive Language Arts Transition Program on the
Literacy Development of English Learners (Santa Cruz: Center for
Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence, University of
California, 1999).

17. Claude Goldenberg, Evaluation of a Balanced Approach to
Literacy Instruction for Spanish-Speaking Kindergartners (paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Boston, April 1990).

18. Kathy Escamilla, “Descubriendo la Lectura: An Early
Intervention Literacy Program in Spanish,” Literacy Teaching and
Learning 1, no. 1(1994): 57-70.

19. Carolyn A. Denton, Jason L. Anthony, Richard Parker, and Jan
E. Hasbrouck, “Effects of Two Tutoring Programs on the English
Reading Development of Spanish-English Bilingual Students,”
Elementary School Journal 104, no. 4 (2004): 289-305.

20. Margarita Calderon, Rachel Hertz-Lazarowitz, and Robert E.
Slavin, “Effects of Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition on Students Making the Transition from Spanish to
English Reading,” Elementary School Journal 99, no. 2 (1998):
153-165.

21. August and Shanahan, Developing Literacy in Second-
Language Learners.

22. National Reading Panel, Teaching Children to Read: An
Evidence-Based Assessment of the Scientific Research Literature
on Reading and Its Implications for Reading Instruction
(Washington, DC: National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, 2000).

23. William M. Saunders and Claude Goldenberg, “The Effects
of an Instructional Conversation on English Language Learners’
Concepts of Friendship and Story Comprehension,” in Talking
Texts: How Speech and Writing Interact in School Learning, ed.
Rosalind Horowitz (Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 2007), 221-252.

24. Jana Echevarria, MaryEllen Vogt, and Deborah J. Short,
Making Content Comprehensible for English Learners: The SIOP
Model, 3rd ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 2008).

25. Echevarria, Vogt, and Short, Making Content Comprehen-
sible for English Learners.

26. Jana Echevarria, Deborah Short, and Kristin Powers, “School
Reform and Standards-Based Education: A Model for
English-Language Learners,” Journal of Educational Research
99, no. 4 (2006): 195-210.

27. Echevarria, Short, and Powers, “School Reform and
Standards-Based Education.”

28. Ellen MclIntyre, Diane Kyle, Cheng-Ting Chen, Marco Mufoz,
and Scott Beldon, “Teacher Learning and ELL Reading
Achievement in Sheltered Instruction Classrooms: Linking
Professional Development to Student Development,” Literacy
Research and Instruction 49, no. 4 (2010): 334-351.

29. Jana Echevarria, Catherine Richards-Tutor, Rebecca Canges,
and David Francis, “Using the SIOP Model to Promote the
Acquisition of Language and Science Concepts with English
Learners,” Bilingual Research Journal 34, no. 3 (2011): 334-351.

30. Johannes M. Bos, Raquel C. Sanchez, Fannie Tseng, Nada
Rayyes, Lorena Ortiz, and Castle Sinicrope, Evaluation of Quality
Teaching for English Learners (QTEL) Professional Development
(Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, US
Department of Education, March 2012).

31. Yu Ren Dong, “Integrating Language and Content: How
Three Biology Teachers Work with Non-English Speaking
Students,” International Journal of Bilingual Education and
Bilingualism 5, no. 1 (2002): 40-57.

32. August and Shanahan, Developing Literacy in Second-

Language Learners.

33. Charmian Kenner, “Children’s Understandings of Text in a
Multilingual Nursery,” Language and Education 13, no. 1 (1999):
1-16.

34. Salim Abu-Rabia, “Druze Minority Students Learning Hebrew
in Israel: The Relationship of Attitudes, Cultural Background, and
Interest of Material to Reading Comprehension in a Second
Language,” Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural
Development 17, no. 6 (1996): 415-426; and M. J. Lasisi, Sola
Falodun, and A. S. Onyehalu, “The Comprehension of First- and
Second-Language Prose,” Journal of Research in Reading 11, no.
1(1988): 26-35.

35. Danielle S. McNamara and Walter Kintsch, “Learning from
Texts: Effects of Prior Knowledge and Text Coherence,”
Discourse Processes 22, no. 3 (1996): 247-288; and Sigmund
Tobias, “Interest, Prior Knowledge, and Learning,” Review of
Educational Research 64, no. 1 (1994): 37-54.

36. John C. Nesbit and Olusola O. Adesope, “Learning with
Concept and Knowledge Maps: A Meta-Analysis,” Review of
Educational Research 76, no. 3 (2006): 413-448.

37. Gloria Tang, “The Effect of Graphic Representation of
Knowledge Structures on ESL Reading Comprehension,” Studies
in Second Language Acquisition 14, no. 2 (1992): 177-195.

38. Xiangying Jiang and William Grabe, “Graphic Organizers in
Reading Instruction: Research Findings and Issues,” Reading in a
Foreign Language 19, no. 1 (2007): 34-55.

39. E. Michael Nussbaum, “Scaffolding Argumentation in the
Social Studies Classroom,” The Social Studies 93, no. 2 (2002):
79-83.

40. Lee et al., “An Instructional Intervention’s Impact.”
41. Carlo et al., “Closing the Gap.”

42. Rebecca Silverman and Sara Hines, “The Effects of
Multimedia-Enhanced Instruction on the Vocabulary of
English-Language Learners and Non-English-Language Learners
in Pre-Kindergarten through Second Grade,” Journal of
Educational Psychology 101, no. 2 (2009): 305-314.

43. Janzen, “Teaching English Language Learners in the Content
Areas,” 1015.

44, Ellen Bialystok, Bilingualism in Development: Language,
Literacy, and Cognition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2001); and Albert Saiz and Elena Zoido, “Listening to What the
World Says: Bilingualism and Earnings in the United States,”
Review of Economics and Statistics 87, no. 3 (2005): 523-538.

45. Patricia Gandara and Megan Hopkins, eds., Forbidden
Language: English Learners and Restrictive Language Policies
(New York: Teachers College Press, 2010).

46. Robert E. Slavin, Nancy Madden, Margarita Calderén, Anne
Chamberlain, and Megan Hennessy, “Reading and Language
Outcomes of a Multiyear Randomized Evaluation of Transitional
Bilingual Education,” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis
33,n0.1(2011): 47-58.

47. Bialystok, Bilingualism in Development; and Saiz and Zoido,
“Listening to What the World Says."”

48. Claude Goldenberg and Rhoda Coleman, Promoting
Academic Achievement among English Learners: A Guide to the
Research (Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin, 2010).

49. Kathryn Lindholm-Leary, Dual Language Education
(Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters, 2001).

50. Leslie Reese, Claude Goldenberg, and William Saunders,
“Variations in Reading Achievement among Spanish-Speaking
Children in Different Language Programs: Explanations and
Confounds,” Elementary School Journal 106, no. 4 (2006):
363-385.

51. See Jay P. Greene, “A Meta-Analysis of the Rossell and Baker
Review of Bilingual Education Research,” Bilingual Research
Journal 21, nos. 2-3 (1997): 103-122.

52. Carlo et al., “Closing the Gap.”

53. Cheryl Dressler, Maria S. Carlo, Catherine E. Snow, Diane
August, and Claire E. White, “Spanish-Speaking Students’ Use
of Cognate Knowledge to Infer the Meaning of English Words,”
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 14, no. 2 (2011):
243-255.

54. Sharon H. Ulanoff and Sandra L. Pucci, “Learning Words
from Books: The Effects of Read-Aloud on Second Language
Vocabulary Acquisition,” Bilingual Research Journal 23, no. 4
(1999): 409-422.

55. Carlo et al., “Closing the Gap.”

56. Irene Y. Y. Fung, lan A. G. Wilkinson, and Dennis W. Moore,
“L1-Assisted Reciprocal Teaching to Improve ESL Students’
Comprehension of English Expository Text,” Learning and
Instruction 13, no. 1 (2003): 1-31.

57. Lily Wong Fillmore and Charles J. Fillmore, “What Does Text
Complexity Mean for English Learners and Language Minority
Students?” (paper presented at the Understanding Language
Conference, Stanford University, January 2012), 1.

58. Seymour B. Sarason, The Predictable Failure of Educational
Reform (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1990), xiv.

38 AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013

English Language Development
(Continued from page 25)

11. Jane Russell Valezy and Nina Spada, “The Effectiveness
of Corrective Feedback for the Acquisition of L2 Grammar:
A Meta-Analysis of the Research,” in Synthesizing Research
on Language Learning and Teaching, ed. John M. Norris and
Lourdes Ortega (Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2006),
133-164.

12. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content.

13. John M. Norris and Lourdes Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2
Instruction: A Research Synthesis and Quantitative
Meta-Analysis,” Language Learning 50, no. 3 (2000):
417-528.

14. Ellis, “Principles of Instructed Language Learning.”

15. William M. Saunders and Claude Goldenberg,
“Research to Guide English Language Development
Instruction,” in Improving Education for English Learners:
Research-Based Approaches, ed. David Dolson and Lauri
Burnham-Massey (Sacramento: CDE Press, 2010), 21-82.

16. Michael H. Long, “Does Second Language Instruction
Make a Difference? A Review of Research,” TESOL Quarterly
17, no. 3(1983): 359-382.

17. Krashen, Principles and Practice in Second Language
Acquisition.

18. Long, “Does Second Language Instruction Make a
Difference?”

19. Norris and Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2 Instruction.”
20. Norris and Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2 Instruction,” 468.

21. Fuhui Tong, Rafael Lara-Alecio, Beverly Irby, Patricia
Mathes, and Oi-Man Kwok, “Accelerating Early Academic
Oral English Development in Transitional Bilingual and
Structured English Immersion Programs,” American
Educational Research Journal 45, no. 4 (2008): 1011-1044.

22. Virginia P. Collier, “Age and Rate of Acquisition of
Second Language for Academic Purposes,” TESOL Quarterly
21, no. 4 (1987): 617-641; and Diane August and Timothy
Shanahan, eds., Developing Literacy in Second-Language
Learners: Report of the National Literacy Panel on
Language-Minority Children and Youth (Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum, 2006).

23. Genesee et al., Educating English Language Learners.

24. Kenji Hakuta, Yuko Goto Butler, and Daria Witt, How
Long Does It Take English Learners to Attain Proficiency?
(Santa Barbara: University of California Linguistic Minority
Research Institute, 2000).

25. Peggy Estrada, “English Learner Curricular Streams in
Four Middle Schools: Triage in the Trenches” (revised, 2013)
(paper presented at the American Educational Research
Association, Vancouver, Canada, April 2012).

26. Margaret C. Wang, Geneva D. Haertel, and Herbert J.
Walberg, “Toward a Knowledge Base for School Learning,”
Review of Educational Research 63, no. 3 (1993): 249-294.

27. See, for example, Ronald Edmonds, “Effective Schools
for the Urban Poor,” Educational Leadership 37, no. 1
(1979): 15-27; Michael Fullan, The New Meaning of
Educational Change, 4th ed. (New York: Teachers College
Press, 2007); Claude Goldenberg and Rhoda Coleman,
Promoting Academic Achievement among English Learners:
A Guide to the Research (Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin,
2010); Tom Good and Jere Brophy, “School Effects,” in
Handbook of Research on Teaching, 3rd ed., ed. Merlin C.
Wittrock (New York: Macmillan, 1986), 570-602; and Bruce
R. Joyce and Beverly Showers, Power in Staff Development
through Research on Training (Alexandria, VA: Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1983).

28. Thomas B. Parrish, Amy Merickel, Maria Pérez, Robert
Linquanti, Miguel Socias, Angeline Spain, Cecilia Speroni,
Phil Esra, Leslie Brock, and Danielle Delancey, Effects of the
Implementation of Proposition 227 on the Education of
English Learners, K—12: Findings from a Five-Year
Evaluation, final report for AB 56 and AB 1116 (Washing-
ton, DC: American Institutes for Research, 2006); and Trish
Williams, Mary Perry, Isabel Oregon, Noli Brazil, Kenji
Hakuta, Edward Haertel, Michael Kirst, and Jesse Levin,
Similar English Learner Students, Different Results: Why Do
Some Schools Do Better? A Follow-Up Analysis, Based on a
Large-Scale Survey of California Elementary Schools Serving
High Proportions of Low-Income and EL Students (Mountain
View, CA: EdSource, 2007).

29. Claude Goldenberg, Successful School Change:



Creating Settings to Improve Teaching and Learning (New
York: Teachers College Press, 2004); and Dennis McDougall,
William Saunders, and Claude Goldenberg, “Inside the
Black Box of School Reform: Explaining the How and Why
of Change at Getting Results Schools,” International Journal
of Disability, Development and Education 54, no. 1 (2007):
51-89.

30. William M. Saunders, Barbara R. Foorman, and Coleen
D. Carlson, “Is a Separate Block of Time for Oral English
Language Development in Programs for English Learners
Needed?,” Elementary School Journal 107 (November
2006): 181-198.

31. Saunders, Foorman, and Carlson, “Is a Separate Block
of Time?”

32. Gisela Irene O'Brien, “The Instructional Features across
Three Different Approaches to Oral English Language
Development Instruction” (PhD diss., University of Southern
California, August 2007).

33. Parrish et al., Effects of the Implementation of
Proposition 227 .

34. Slavin, " Ability Grouping and Student Achievement in
Elementary Schools”; and Robert E. Slavin, ed., School and
Classroom Organization (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1989).

35. Norris and Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2 Instruction.”

36. Nina Spada and Patsy M. Lightbown, “Form-Focused
Instruction: Isolated or Integrated?,” TESOL Quarterly 42,
no. 2 (2008): 181-207.

37. Spada and Lightbown, “Form-Focused Instruction.”

38. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content.

39. See Robert E. Slavin, Educational Psychology (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 2000).

40. Norris and Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2 Instruction.”

41. Ellis, “Principles of Instructed Language Learning.” See
also Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content; and Hossein Nassaji and Sandra Fotos, “Current
Developments in Research on the Teaching of Grammar,”
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 24 (2004): 126-145.

42. Gabriele Kasper and Kenneth R. Rose, Pragmatic
Development in a Second Language (Malden, MA:
Blackwell, 2002).

43. Although, for a rich and detailed account of the
development of “interactional competence” among
elementary-age Latino ELs, see Guadalupe Valdés, Sarah
Capitelli, and Laura Alvarez, Latino Children Learning English:
Steps in the Journey (New York: Teachers College, 2011).

44. Anna Uhl Chamot and J. Michael O'Malley, The CALLA
Handbook: Implementing the Cognitive Academic
Language Learning Approach (Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley, 1994), 40.

45, Lily Wong Fillmore and Charles J. Fillmore, “What Does
Text Complexity Mean for English Learners and Language
Minority Students?” (paper presented at the Understanding
Language Conference, Stanford University, January 2012).

46. Catherine E. Snow, Herlinda Cancino, Jeanne De
Temple, and Sara Schley, “Giving Formal Definitions: A
Linguistic or Metalinguistic Skill?,” in Language Processing
in Bilingual Children, ed. Ellen Bialystok (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), 90-112.

47. James Cummins, “The Construct of Language
Proficiency in Bilingual Education,” in Georgetown
University Round Table on Languages and Linguistics 1980,
ed. James E. Alatis (Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press, 1980), 81-103.

48. See, for example, Robin A. Stevens, Frances A. Butler,
and Martha Castellon-Wellington, Academic Language and
Content Assessment: Measuring the Progress of English
Language Learners (ELLs) (Los Angeles: University of
California, National Center for Research on Evaluation,
Standards, and Student Testing, 2000).

49. Genesee et al., Educating English Language Learners;
and Virginia P. Collier, “Age and Rate of Acquisition of
Second Language for Academic Purposes,” TESOL Quarterly
21,n0.4(1987): 617-641.

50. Genesee et al., Educating English Language Learners.

51. Diane August and Timothy Shanahan, “Effective English
Literacy Instruction for English Learners,” in Improving
Education for English Learners: Research-Based Approaches,
ed. David Dolson and Lauri Burnham-Massey (Sacramento:
CDE Press, 2010), 209-250.

52. Jana Echevarria and Deborah Short, “Programs and
Practices for Effective Sheltered Content Instruction,” in

Improving Education for English Learners: Research-Based
Approaches, ed. David Dolson and Lauri Burnham-Massey
(Sacramento: CDE Press, 2010), 251-322.

53. Kathryn Lindholm-Leary and Fred Genesee, “Alternative
Educational Programs for English Learners,” in Improving
Education for English Learners: Research-Based Approaches,
ed. David Dolson and Lauri Burnham-Massey (Sacramento:
CDE Press, 2010), 323-382.

54. Ray Chesterfield, Kathleen Barrows Chesterfield,
Katherine Hayes-Latimer, and Regino Chavez, “The
Influence of Teachers and Peers on Second Language
Acquisition in Bilingual Preschool Programs,” TESOL
Quarterly 17, no. 3 (1983): 401-419; and Muriel
Saville-Troike, “What Really Matters in Second Language
Learning for Academic Achievement?,” TESOL Quarterly 18,
no. 2 (1984): 199-219.

55. Michael Strong, “Social Styles and the Second Language
Acquisition of Spanish-Speaking Kindergartners,” TESOL
Quarterly 17, no. 2 (1983): 241-258; and Michael Strong,
“Integrative Motivation: Cause or Result of Successful
Second Language Acquisition?,” Language Learning 34, no.
3(1984): 1-13.

56. Ray Chesterfield and Kathleen Barrows Chesterfield,
“Natural Order in Children’s Use of Second Language Learning
Strategies,” Applied Linguistics 6, no. 1 (1985): 45-59.

57. Kathryn J. Lindholm, “English Question Use in
Spanish-Speaking ESL Children: Changes with English
Language Proficiency,” Research in the Teaching of English
21, no. 1(1987): 64-91; and Flora Rodriguez-Brown,
“Questioning Patterns and Language Proficiency in Bilingual
Students,” NABE Journal 13 (1987): 217-233.

58. Joanne F. Carlisle, Margaret Beeman, Lyle Hull Davis, and
Galila Spharim, “Relationship of Metalinguistic Capabilities
and Reading Achievement for Children Who Are Becoming
Bilingual,” Applied Psycholinguistics 20, no. 4 (1999):
459-478; and Catherine Snow, et al., Second Language
Learners’ Formal Definitions: An Oral Language Correlate of
School Literacy (Los Angeles: University of California, Center
for Language Education and Research, 1987).

59. Carlisle et al., “Relationship of Metalinguistic
Capabilities and Reading Achievement”; Enedina
Garcia-Vazquez, Luis A. Vazquez, Isabel C. Lopez, and
Wendy Ward, “Language Proficiency and Academic
Success: Relationships between Proficiency in Two
Languages and Achievement among Mexican American
Students,” Bilingual Research Journal 21, no. 4 (1997):
395-408; Barbara Comoe Goldstein, Kathleen C. Harris,
and M. Diane Klein, “Assessment of Oral Storytelling
Abilities of Latino Junior High School Students with
Learning Handicaps, " Journal of Learning Disabilities 26,
no. 2 (1993): 138-143; James M. Royer and Maria S. Carlo,
“Transfer of Comprehension Skills from Native to Second
Language,” Journal of Reading 34, no. 6 (1991): 450-455;
Saville-Troike, “What Really Matters in Second Language
Learning?”; Snow et al., Second Language Learners’ Formal
Definitions; and Daniel M. Ulibarri, Maria L. Spencer, and
Guillermo A. Rivas, “Language Proficiency and Academic
Achievement: A Study of Language Proficiency Tests and
Their Relationship to School Ratings as Predictors of
Academic Achievement,” NABE Journal 5 (1981): 47-80.

60. Saville-Troike, “What Really Matters in Second
Language Learning?”

61. Snow et al., Second Language Learners’ Formal
Definitions.

62. Saunders, Foorman, and Carlson, “Is a Separate Block
of Time?”

63. O'Brien, “The Instructional Features across Three
Different Approaches.”

64. Spada and Lightbown, “Form-Focused Instruction.”

65. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content.

66. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content, 16.

67. O'Brien, “The Instructional Features across Three
Different Approaches.”

68. For arguments for and against, see Nathaniel Lees Gage
and David C. Berliner, Educational Psychology (Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1975).

69. Slavin, Educational Psychology.
70. Slavin, Educational Psychology, 465.
71. Norris and Ortega, “Effectiveness of L2 Instruction.”

72. For corroborating evidence, see also the discussions of
O’'Brien, “The Instructional Features across Three Different

Approaches”; and Saunders, Foorman, and Carlson, “Is a
Separate Block of Time?”

73. Chesterfield et al., “The Influence of Teachers and
Peers.”

74.Ray A. Chesterfield and Kathleen Barrows Chesterfield
“'Hoja‘s with the H': Spontaneous Peer Teaching in Bilingual
Classrooms,” Bilingual Review 12, no. 3 (1985): 198-208.

75. Robert D. Milk, “Language Use in Bilingual Classrooms:
Two Case Studies,” in On TESOL ‘81, ed. Mary Hines and
William Rutherford (Washington, DC: TESOL, 1982),
181-191; and Lilliam Malave, “Contextual Elements in a
Bilingual Cooperative Setting: The Experiences of Early
Childhood LEP Learners,” NABE Journal 13 (1989): 96-122.

76. Malave, “Contextual Elements in a Bilingual
Cooperative Setting.”

77. Lucinda Pease-Alvarez and Adam Winsler, “Cuando el
Maestro No Habla Espafol: Children’s Bilingual Language
Practices in the Classroom,” TESOL Quarterly 28, no. 3
(1994): 507-535.

78. Diane L. August, “Effects of Peer Tutoring on the
Second Language Acquisition of Mexican American
Children in Elementary School,” TESOL Quarterly 21, no. 4
(1987): 717-736; Donna M. Johnson, “Natural Language
Learning by Design: A Classroom Experiment in Social
Interaction and Second Language Acquisition,” TESOL
Quarterly 17, no. 1 (1983): 55-68; and Sabrina Peck, “Signs
of Learning: Child Nonnative Speakers in Tutoring Sessions
with a Child Native Speaker,” Language Learning 37, no. 4
(December 1987): 545-571.

79. Ruth L. Cathcart-Strong, “Input Generation by Young
Second Language Learners,” TESOL Quarterly 20, no. 3
(1986): 515-530; and Evelyn Jacob, Lori Rottenberg, Sondra
Patrick, and Edyth Wheeler, “Cooperative Learning: Context
and Opportunities for Acquiring Academic English,” TESOL
Quarterly 30, no. 2 (1996): 253-280.

80. Jacob et al., “Cooperative Learning,” 270.

81. Russell Gersten, Scott K. Baker, Timothy Shanahan,
Sylvia Linan-Thompson, Penny Collins, and Robin Scarcella,
Effective Literacy and English Language Instruction for
English Learners in the Elementary Grades (Washington,
DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance, Institute of Educational Sciences, US
Department of Education, 2007).

82. Keck et al., “Investigating the Empirical Link.”

83. Roy Lyster, “Research on Form-Focused Instruction in
Immersion Classrooms: Implications for Theory and
Practice,” Journal of French Language Studies 14, no. 3
(2004): 321-341.

84. Valezy and Spada, “The Effectiveness of Corrective
Feedback.”

85. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content.

86. Lyster, Learning and Teaching Languages through
Content.

87. Roy Lyster and Hirohide Mori, “Interactional Feedback
and Instructional Counterbalance,” Studies in Second
Language Acquisition 28, no. 2 (2006): 269-300.

88. Chesterfield and Chesterfield, “Natural Order in
Children’s Use of Second Language Learning Strategies.”

89. Anna Uhl Chamot, “Language Learning Strategy
Instruction: Current Issues and Research,” Annual Review of
Applied Linguistics 25 (2005): 115.

90. J. Michael O'Malley, Anna Uhl Chamot, Gloria
Stewner-Manazanares, Rocco P. Russo, and Lisa Kupper,
“Learning Strategy Applications with Students of English as
a Second Language,” TESOL Quarterly 19, no. 3 (1985):
557-584.

91. See, for example, Karen A. Carrier, “Improving High
School English Language Learners’ Second Language
Listening through Strategy Instruction,” Bilingual Research
Journal 27, no. 3 (2003): 383-408; Irene Thompson and
Joan Rubin, “Can Strategy Instruction Improve Listening
Comprehension?,” Foreign Language Annals 29, no. 3
(1996): 331-342, cited in Chamot, “Language Learning
Strategy Instruction”; and Larry Vandergrift, “‘It Was Nice
to See That Our Predictions Were Right': Developing
Metacognition in L2 Listening Comprehension,” Canadian
Modern Language Review 58, no. 4 (2002): 555-575.

92. Ernesto Macaro, Learning Strategies in Foreign and
Second Language Classrooms (London: Continuum, 2001),
cited in Chamot, “Language Learning Strategy Instruction.”

93. Tong et al., “Accelerating Early Academic Oral English
Development.”

AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013 39



YEAR IN REVIEW

L e

/]
Educator - 4

Measured Approach
or Magical Elixir?

CCICICA
¥
x
; e,
g— £ -
£ —
Nl
Springing

to, Lt

Summer 2012

Metamorphosis:
How Missouri Rehabilitates
Juvenile Offenders

BY JENNIFER DUBIN

An Evolving Controversy:
The Struggle to Teach Science
in Science Classes

BY MICHAEL BERKMAN AND ERIC PLUTZER

Knowing Ourselves:
How the Classics Strengthen
Schools and Society

By PETER DODINGTON

Labor’s Untold Story:
A Textbook Case of Neglect
and Distortion

By THE ALBERT SHANKER INSTITUTE

Fall 2012

Measured Approach or Magical Elixir?:

How to Tell Good Science from Bad
By DANIEL T. WILLINGHAM

Worlds Apart: One City,
Two Libraries, and Ten Years of
Watching Inequality Grow

By SusaN B. NEUMAN AND DONNA C. CELANO

The Professional Educator:
Leading for Learning

By KARIN CHENOWETH AND CHRISTINA THEOKAS

More Than Words:
An Early Grades Reading Program
Builds Skills and Knowledge

By JENNIFER DUBIN

Winter 2012-2013

From All Walks of Life: New Hope
for School Integration

By RICHARD D. KAHLENBERG

The Folly of the Big Idea:
How a Liberal Arts Education
Puts Fads in Perspective

By DIANA SENECHAL

The Professional Educator: Union
Members Are Community Members

By DAvID GRAY

Undue Certainty: Where
Howard Zinn's A People’s
History Falls Short

By SAM WINEBURG

Ask the Cognitive Scientist:
Are Sleepy Students Learning?

By DANIEL T. WILLINGHAM

Spring 2013

Springing to Life: How Greater
Educational Equality Could Grow
from the Common Core
Mathematics Standards

By WiLLIAM H. SCHMIDT AND NATHAN A.
BURROUGHS

Schooling Makes You Smarter:
What Teachers Need to Know
about IQ

By RICHARD E. NISBETT

40 AMERICAN EDUCATOR | SUMMER 2013

School Ties: A Psychiatrist’s Longtime
Commitment to Education

BY JENNIFER DUBIN

Seeing Relationships: Using Spatial
Thinking to Teach Science,
Mathematics, and Social Studies

BY NORA S. NEWCOMBE

Equality and Cooperation:
Finland's Path to Excellence

BY JUKKA SARJALA

Ny . .
ﬂ\‘ These issues are available at www.aft.org/ae.



- | 4
C_2 sharemylesson g

\ 'L ﬁ-'i -.!'.1_-‘{:_

There are 250, OOO teachers
supporting my classroom.

Share My Lesson provides me with free classroom
resources, curriculum insights from my peers, and Sign up for
teacher-created materials. Share My Lesson.

Whether I'm preparing this week’s lessons, looking And add a few hundred
for bulletin board ideas, or updating a file for a thousand minds to your
substitute teacher, Share My Lesson has classroom teaching.
over 260,000 resources to choose from.

To date, my colleagues and | have downloaded more than
2 million files; most of them are aligned to the Common Core State

(=}
m
3

=L
=
=
| g
]
Q
=
=]
]
=
%]
o'
Q
[a}
=2
]
=
-
=
0]

T
Q
=
Q
=
o
=]
m
=
]
(o]
=
<
o
o
Q
n
=
]
=
o)
o
<
w,
[}

©
3
(]
=]
~+
Q
=]
Q.
m
<
L,
c
Q
=3
o
=]

Standards and every one of them supports student success.

www.sharemvlesson.com B9 .f



