
Journal website: http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/   Manuscript received: 13/1/2016 
Facebook: /EPAAA  Revisions received: 1/1/2017 
Twitter: @epaa_aape  Accepted: 3/2/2017 

 

education policy analysis 
archives 
A peer-reviewed, independent,  
open access, multilingual journal  
 
 
 
 
 
  

 Arizona State University 

 

Volume 25 Number 23  March 20, 2017 ISSN 1068-2341 
 

 

English Language Learner Teacher Effectiveness  
and the Common Core 

 

Tammy Johnson   
& 

Lorra Wells 
Claremont Graduate University 

United States 
 
Citation: Johnson, T., & Wells, L. (2017). English language learner teacher effectiveness and the 
Common Core. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 25(23). http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v25.2395  
 
Abstract: Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and teacher effectiveness are among the most 
contentious issues in education today. With an increase in English language learners (ELLs) and 
the rigorous requirements imposed by the CCSS, teachers are left unprepared and ELLs struggle 
to stay afloat. Using California as a case study, this research synthesis outlines the current 
problem, which includes the complexity of the CCSS, the achievement gap between ELLs and 
their peers, and ill-equipped teachers. In addition, present-day efforts to alleviate such 
difficulties like the revised World Language: English Language Development credential and 
multicultural training are outlined. Based on our review, we recommend targeted policy changes, 
which include preservice teachers’ participation in extensive fieldwork with ELLs, in-service 
teachers’ comprehensive professional development connected to practice, as well as a systematic 
evaluation process to measure ELL teacher effectiveness.  
Keywords: English language learners; Common Core State Standards; teacher effectiveness; 
academic achievement; teacher education; multicultural education 
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La efectividad de los maestros de estudiantes de inglés y el Common Core (CCSS) 
Resumen: El Common Core (CCSS) y la efectividad de los maestros se encuentran entre 
los temas más polémicos de la educación hoy en día. Con un aumento en los estudiantes 
de inglés (ELLs) y los requisitos severos propuestos por la CCSS, los maestros se 
encuentran mal preparados y los ELLs luchan para sostenerse a flote. Usando California 
como estudio de caso, esta síntesis de investigación resume el problema actual, que incluye 
la complejidad de la CCSS, la diferencia de rendimiento entre los ELL y sus compañeros, y 
los maestros mal equipados. Además, se describen los esfuerzos actuales para aliviar 
dificultades, como la credencial revisada del Idioma Mundial: Desarrollo del Aprendizaje 
Inglés y entrenamiento multicultural. Basándonos en nuestro análisis, recomendamos 
cambios de pólizas específicas, que incluyen la participación de los maestros y profesores 
en el ámbito con ELLs, el desarrollo profesional integral de los maestros en servicio 
conectado con la práctica, así como un proceso sistemático de evaluación para medir la 
efectividad de los maestros.  
Palabras-clave: Estudiantes del idioma inglés; CCSS; eficacia del profesor; logro 
académico; la formación del profesorado; educación multicultural 
 
A eficácia de professores de inglês e da Common Core (CCSS) 
Resumo: O Common Core (CCSS) e a eficácia dos professores estão entre as questões 
mais controversas na educação hoje. Com um aumento de alunos línguas Inglês (ELL) e 
severas exigências propostas pela CCSS, os professores são mal preparados e ELLs luta 
para manter à tona. Usando a Califórnia como um estudo de caso, esta síntese pesquisa 
resume o problema actual, incluindo a complexidade da CCSS, a diferença de desempenho 
entre ELLs e seus companheiros, e professores mal equipadas. Além disso, os atuais 
esforços para aliviar as dificuldades são descritos como a revista credencial Mundo Idioma: 
Inglês Desenvolvimento Aprendizagem e formação multicultural. Com base em nossa 
análise, recomendamos alterações de políticas específicas, incluindo a participação de 
professores no campo com ELLs, desenvolvimento profissional abrangente de professores 
em serviço ligado com um processo de avaliação sistemática prática e medir eficácia do 
professor. 
Palavras-chave: English language learners; CCSS; eficácia do professor; desempenho 
acadêmico; formação de professores; educação multicultural 
 

Introduction 

 
The United States is facing an imminent two-fold opportunity: an increasing number of 

English language learners (ELLs) coupled with more rigorous literacy requirements set by the 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Gaps between ELLs and their English-speaking peers in 
graduation rates and Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) results indicate that 
ELL students are struggling to keep up with their peers (California Department of Education, n.d.; 
Gwynne, Lesnick, Hart, & Allensworth, 2009). Furthermore, many teachers claim to be unprepared 
for literacy demands connected to CCSS (Fenner, 2013). With the increased language and literacy 
demands across the curriculum required by the CCSS, the Teaching of English to Speakers of Other 
Languages (TESOL) International Association advocates that teachers of ELL students will need 
both pre-service and in-service support to ensure ELL students achieve similar academic success 
with the CCSS as their peers. Without this kind of support, existing achievement gaps may continue 
to widen. The challenge, then, is to ensure that schools and teachers are prepared to support the 
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learning and literacy development of ELLs, so that ELLs will achieve the same academic success as 
their peers. 

To analyze this challenge, we use California as a case study to examine the ways in which 
policy changes may address the needs of ELL students. California serves as an ideal location due to 
the high percentage of ELL students present throughout the state and its continuing commitment to 
the language acquisition needs of English language learners. Accordingly, we propose three policy 
options for adaptation: certification, professional development, and evaluation. We analyze each of 
these policy options and assess them in context of the current research. The first proposed policy 
option is to revise and intensify the certification required to teach ELLs. Such revision would 
include teacher preparation programs incorporating deliberate multicultural experiences into their 
curricula, such as extensive field experiences with ELLs. The second policy option is to concentrate 
on in-service professional development that enhances teachers’ pedagogical language knowledge and 
multicultural sensitivity training. The third is to invest in systematic evaluation and appraisal systems 
to monitor effective professional development and to hold teachers and administration accountable 
for the achievement of ELLs.  

Our recommendations include targeted policy changes for both pre-service and in-service 
training. Therefore, we recommend the following: a) pre-service teachers should participate in 
extensive and required fieldwork with ELLs, b) in-service teachers should receive comprehensive 
professional development connected to practice, and c) districts should develop systematic 
evaluation procedures to assess the effectiveness of in-service ELL teachers. In order for these 
policy changes to be effective, they need to be consistently adopted by teacher education programs 
and school districts. 

Context and Importance of the Problem 

With the implementation of the CCSS, state departments of education, counties, school 
districts, sites, and individual teachers are tasked with preparing students to meet the literacy 
demands outlined in the new standards. The CCSS were developed through a partnership of 
educational experts, teachers, and other stakeholders with the goal of preparing students for the 21st 
century workforce (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief 
State School Officers, 2010b). Within the CCSS, the focus on language and literacy has been 
described as “the most significant shift” that affects instruction (Duguay, Massoud, Tabaku, 
Himmel, & Sugarman, 2013, p. 2). These standards push for increased literacy demands across the 
curriculum, not just in the language arts (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 
Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010b; van Lier & Walqui, 2012). Built into Appendix A of 
the CCSS is a table of text complexity by grade band using multiple quantitative measures, including 
the Flesch-Kincaid and Lexile readability tests. In addition, there are qualitative measures assessing 
structure, language conventionality and clarity, knowledge demands, and levels of meaning or 
purpose. It is expected that teachers support students as they apply the reading standards of the 
CCSS to texts within the prescribed level of text complexity for their particular grade band. The 
previous California State Standards, as well as similar standards for many other states, did not align 
text complexity levels with the reading standards. As a result, this made it easy for teachers to use 
less demanding text with ELLs and other struggling readers rather than appropriate grade level texts. 
The Center for Education Policy’s survey of deputy state superintendents of education found that 
the CCSS are more rigorous than the previous standards of most states surveyed (Kober & Rentner, 
2012). 
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In addition to the increased text complexity, the standards for other disciplines include 

references to reading, writing, and speaking that prescribe both content and literacy practice within 
the standard. For example, Table 1 includes a sample of standards from both CCSS and the Next 
Generation Science Standards (NGSS) to highlight the reading, writing, and speaking demands 
included in the content area standards. The NGSS, which were adopted by California as well as 
many other states, include listing of pre-requisite and co-requisite CCSS for language arts and 
mathematics that align to the NGSS performance expectations. 

 

Table 1 
Examples of Literacy Demands Within the Standards 

Common Core:  Language Arts 

 Explain the relationships or interactions between two or more individuals, events, ideas, 
or concepts in a historical, scientific, or technical text based on specific information in 
the text 

Common Core:  Mathematics    

 Solve word problems involving dollar bills, quarters, dimes, nickels, and pennies, using $ 
and ¢ symbols appropriately. Example: If you have 2 dimes and 3 pennies, how many 
cents do you have? 

 Describe situations in which opposite quantities combine to make 0 

Next Generation Science Standards       

 Construct and present arguments using evidence to support the claim that gravitational 
interactions are attractive and depend on the masses of interacting objects 

 Integrate qualitative scientific and technical information to support the claim that 
digitized signals are a more reliable way to encode and transmit information than analog 
signals 
 

Source: National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010b; 
NGSS Lead States, 2013. 

 
 These standards require that students explain reactions or interactions based on specific 
information in the text, solve word problems, describe situations, construct and present arguments 
using evidence to support a claim, and integrate qualitative information to support a claim. All these 
standards represent advanced and complex literacy skills that will challenge all students, especially 
ELLs working outside of their home language.  

The increased literacy demands of the CCSS become clearer when examining the 1997 
California Content Standards for Mathematics in concert with the CCSS. Table 2 includes a 
comparison of a fourth grade mathematics topic dealing with operations of whole numbers.  
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Table 2 
Same Grade Mathematics Content Standard for Operations of Whole Numbers 

Previous California State Standards:  

Mathematics Grade 4                                             

Current CCSS: 

Mathematics Grade 4                                                              

3.0 Students solve problems involving 
addition, subtraction, multiplication, and 
division of whole numbers and understand 
the relationships among the operations: 
 

1. Demonstrate an understanding of, 
and the ability to use, standard 
algorithms for the addition and 
subtraction of multidigit numbers. 

2. Demonstrate an understanding of, 
and the ability to use, standard 
algorithms for multiplying a 
multidigit number by a two-digit 
number and for dividing a 
multidigit number by a one-digit 
number; use relationships between 
them to simplify computations and 
to check results. 

3. Solve problems involving 
multiplication of multidigit 
numbers by two-digit numbers. 

4. Solve problems involving division of 
multidigit numbers by one-digit 
numbers. 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking 4.OA Use the 
four operations with whole numbers to solve 
problems. 
 

1. Interpret a multiplication equation as a 
comparison, e.g., interpret 35 = 5 × 7 as a 
statement that 35 is 5 times as many as 7 
and 7 times as many as 5. Represent verbal 
statements of multiplicative comparisons as 
multiplication equations. 

2. Multiply or divide to solve word problems 
involving multiplicative comparison, e.g., 
by using drawings and equations with a 
symbol for the unknown number to 
represent the problem, distinguishing 
multiplicative comparison from additive 
comparison. 

3. Solve multistep word problems posed with 
whole numbers and having whole-number 
answers using the four operations, 
including problems in which remainders 
must be interpreted. Represent these 
problems using equations with a letter 
standing for the unknown quantity. Assess 
the reasonableness of answers using mental 
computation and estimation strategies 
including rounding. 
 

Source: California State Board of Education, 1997; National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 

Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010b. 

 
In the previous California state standard, the emphasis is placed on solving addition, 

subtraction, multiplication, and division problems. The verbs used in this standard include solve, 
demonstrate, and use, where mastery of the standard would involve the student demonstrating the 
ability to use a particular process; in this case, the mathematical algorithm in order to work with 
multidigit numbers. Literacy demands are entirely absent from this standard. When examining the 
standard on the right, the emphasis is also placed on solving addition, subtraction, multiplication, 
and division problems. The verbs used in this standard include interpret, represent, multiply or divide, solve, 
represent, and assess, where mastery of the standard states that students should be able to work with 
word problems. The literacy demands of this standard include having students move linguistically 
between being able to take a sentence and translate it as a mathematical equation and, likewise, take 
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a mathematical equation and translate it into a sentence. In addition, this standard involves multistep 
word problems, which increases the complexity of the mathematics involved and the literacy 
involved. In this standard, students have to solve the multistep word problem, represent the 
multistep word problem using a mathematical equation, and then assess the reasonableness of their 
answers using two different strategies.  

The major literacy shifts in practice here are that students have to flexibly interpret and 
translate a mathematical equation to prose and that students have to state a claim (their answer) and 
then provide evidence to support reasonableness of their claim via two different strategies. Teachers 
must specifically model the syntax involved in the four mathematical operations of addition, 
subtraction, multiplication, and division as well as the reading comprehension strategies. This would 
include the structure, word signals and transitions involved when using evidence to support a claim 
(e.g. for example, in addition).  

Though CCSS increases the literacy demands across the curriculum for all students, the 
negative effects they will have on ELLs may be severe (van Lier & Walqui, 2012). The cognitive load 
involved in learning both the language and content places additional strain on ELLs and may require 
additional instructional scaffolding for language and content when compared to the demands of the 
previous California state standards (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007). Furthermore, the CCSS standards 
document asserts, “all students should be held to the same high expectations outlined in the 
Common Core State Standards. This includes students who are English language learners (ELLs)” 
(National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 
2010a).  

When considering language acquisition, many researchers have designated two categories to 
differentiate between social and academic language. For example, Cummins (Cummins, 1979, 1981) 
identifies Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language 
Proficiency (CALP). Similar distinctions can be found in (Bruner, 1975) communicative and analytic 
competence theories, Olson’s ( 1977) utterance and text dichotomies, Donaldson’s (1978) embedded 
and disembedded languages, Gibbons’ (1991) delineation of playground and classroom languages, 
Halliday and Hassan’s (1976) exophoric and endophoric categorization, and Gee’s (2012) primary 
and secondary discourses. For ELLs basic conversational and contextual language can be acquired in 
two to three years of targeted English language instruction. However, decontextualized academic 
language proficiency, that which students will encounter through the Common Core, often requires 
five to seven years to acquire (Cummins, 1981). Due to the time commitment needed for language 
acquisition, ELLs will likely experience several years of struggle to keep pace with their native 
English speaking peers.  

To examine the implementation of CCSS and how this might affect English Language 
Learners, we focus specifically on California as a case study. California has a significant population 
of ELLs and has a current commitment to “ensure that English learners, within a reasonable period 
of time, achieve the same rigorous grade-level academic standards that are expected of all students” 
(California Department of Education, 2015c). California’s history of commitment springs from 
landmark California court cases like Alvarez vs. Lemon Grove [1931] and Mendez vs. Westminster [1947], 
which set a precedent for practices and policy targeting language acquisition and ELLs (Trujilla, 
2008). Furthermore, California has a history of commitment to developing and implementing 
successful ELL model programs and Academic Excellence award winning programs to meet the 
language acquisition needs of English learners across the state (C. L. Wilson, Shields, & Camille, 
1994). Such programs, many of which were created over two decades ago, include Project BICOMP, 
the Bilingual Integrated Curriculum Project (Merino & Hammond, 1998), a bilingual and ESL 
program providing science and language arts instruction; Project GLAD, a bilingual and ESL 
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program providing science, language arts, and social studies instruction to students (Project GLAD, 
n.d.); Project SLICE, Systematic Linking and Integrating of Curricula for Excellence, a program 
developing solid language arts skills in one language that could transfer to English (C. L. Wilson et 
al., 1994); Project CELL, Computer Education for Language Learning, a program providing 
computer assisted instruction to improve English reading, language arts, and computer skills (C. L. 
Wilson et al., 1994); and Project PUENTE, a program providing teachers with training in primary 
language development through whole language approach, second language acquisition, cooperative 
learning, discovery science, and sheltered English (C. L. Wilson et al., 1994). The existence and 
success of these programs demonstrate California’s past commitment to ELLs’ literacy needs and 
the gains to be made through deliberate programming in addressing the needs of ELLs. Many of 
these programs were created for specific grade levels and subject areas. Moving forward, the 
opportunity is for California teachers of English Language Learners to support the language and 
literacy needs of their students of every grade and subject matter, while, at the same time, achieving 
the rigorous grade level standards adopted. This is no small task. 

In 2014-2015 California’s public schools served approximately 1.4 million ELL students, 
who constituted 22.3%of the total California public school enrollment (California Department of 
Education, 2015c). In addition, there are 1.2 million students designated as fluent English proficient 
who are still in need of academic language support due to the difficulty of communicating complex 
concepts in either written or oral form (Olsen, 2010). This population is largely concentrated in 
Southern California school districts (California Department of Education, 2015c). Among the 
language groups, Spanish is the most common, followed by Vietnamese, Mandarin, and Tagalog. 
Many of these ELLs are not thriving in this educational system. For example, the national 
graduation rate for language learners continues to be well below that of their peers (ED Data 
Express, 2016; Gwynne et al., 2009; Stetser & Stillwell, 2014). In addition, scores on international 
benchmark exams, like PISA, illustrate that language learners often do not perform as well as their 
peers (Martin, Liem, Mok, & Xu, 2012). When specifically examining California achievement data, 
California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) pass rates for ELL students were at 82.2% for 
the 2012-2013 school year, which is nearly 10% below the pass rate of other subgroups (Torlakson, 
2013). Figure 1 illustrates the CAHSEE pass rates by subgroups of African Americans, ELLs, 
Whites, low socioeconomic status, and Hispanic/Latino students. 
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Figure 1. Pass Rate Percentages on CAHSEE 
 

Furthermore, for the 2014-2015 school year, California’s overall graduation rate was 82%; 
however, California’s ELL graduation rate was 69%. This gap in graduation rates is similar to the 
gap in the nationwide graduation rate of 83% for all students and a 65.1% graduation rate for ELLs 
(ED Data Express, 2016). These achievement gaps suggest that schools and teachers are not 
prepared to help their students achieve academic success at the same level as that of their peers. 
More recently, the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress Results for 2015 
revealed a significant gap in achievement for ELL students and English-only students for both 
English language arts and mathematics (California Department of Education, 2015a). Overall, across 
grades 3-11, only 3% of ELLs exceeded the standard for mathematics and 8% met the standard. 
However, 17% of English only students exceeded the standard for mathematics and 22% met the 
standard. For English language arts achievement, the gap widens even more. Only 2% of ELLs 
exceeded the standard and 9% met standard. However, 20% of English-only students exceeded the 
standard and 31% met standard.  

Some research suggests that achievement gaps diminish for ELLs given enough time. For 
example, Thomas and Collier (2002) and Ramirez, Yuan and Ramey (1991) found that ELLs achieve 
parity with English only peers after seven to 10 years of targeted English language instruction and 
support. In fact, they found that late-exit ELLs may actually perform better than their English only 
peers if provided effective programming. Rather than diminishing the importance of attending to 
the language needs of ELLs, this research actually highlights the benefits of targeted supports as 
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ELLs attain the basic conversational language competency and decontextualized academic language 
competency they need to be academically successful.  

 Given these achievement gaps and the immense benefits provided through targeted 
language acquisition, a strategic effort to increase the effectiveness of ELL and mainstream teachers 
is required to ensure fair and appropriate access to the curriculum. Research shows that teacher 
effectiveness is a significant predictor of student achievement (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2007; 
Hanushek, 2011; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). Some claim that teacher effectiveness is 
independent of the student population (Reardon & Raudenbush, 2009). However, additional studies 
found that teachers have varied effects on different student subgroups, including ELLs (Dee, 2005, 
2007). For example, Wayne & Youngs (2003) found that ethnicity and gender of teachers influence 
effectiveness for same-ethnicity and/or same-gender students. Master, Loeb, Whitney, and Wyckoff 
(2012) discovered that prior experience teaching ELLs predict significantly higher gains in 
mathematics achievement for ELLs; this effect was much higher for ELLs than non-ELLs. Loeb, 
Soland, and Fox (2014) found that teachers who are effective with non-ELLs tend to be effective 
with ELLs as well; however, some teachers are more effective with ELLs than with non-ELLs. This 
increase in effectiveness seems to be associated with the teacher’s fluency in the students’ home 
language and possession of a bilingual teaching certificate. Overall, these differential effects may be 
problematic if one considers the current teaching force: a homogenous, mostly white teacher 
population (Ed-Data, 2015). 

Teacher effectiveness is also connected to teachers’ multicultural sensitivity, which is the 
ability to acknowledge and accept that cultures perceive the world differently. Sahin (2008) found 
that an international teaching experience facilitated the development of the pre-service teachers’ 
cultural sensitivity and also assisted in strengthening their teaching abilities. Furthermore, research 
illustrates that students of culturally sensitive teachers are more likely to achieve in comparison to 
students with less culturally sensitive teachers (Moule, 2012). This is coupled with evidence that 
suggests diverse students have a better chance at success when teachers make culturally responsible 
decisions (Cushner & Mahon, 2009).  

As a result, training teachers more effectively may help to address the challenges of 
implementing Common Core State Standards for ELLs. The growing ELL population and increased 
demand of the Common Core should receive attention from policy makers to ensure that effective 
teachers teach ELLs. In an effort to meet the needs of ELLs in California, the California 
Commission on Teacher Credentialing mandated that all instructors receive specialized training on 
how to teach ELLs. Across the United States requirements for specific coursework or knowledge 
and skills targeted to ELL instruction vary widely. For example, some states dictate specific 
coursework requirements, while seventeen states simply contain generalized references to ELLs 
having special needs and fifteen states maintain no coursework requirements at all. Still other states, 
such as California, Florida, and New York require teachers to demonstrate credentialing exam 
knowledge of English language learners’ culture/diversity and oral and academic language in 
addition to specific coursework requirements geared to supporting English language learners 
(Samson & Collins, 2012).  

In California, content area and primary school teachers are given two options to acquire 
certification (California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2012b). The first is to pass the 
California Teacher of English Learners test (CTEL), which includes language development, 
assessment, instruction, culture, and inclusion for English Language Learners. If a teacher passes 
this exam, he or she is not required to have any field experiences with language learners. The CTEL 
exam is designed for teachers who have obtained their teaching credential outside of California. The 
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second option is to enroll in CTEL coursework. Current credentialing programs embed CTEL 
coursework into their curricula. The CTEL exam mimics the content within the CTEL courses.  

Furthermore, high school English language learners are required to have specialized English 
instruction entitled English Language Development (ELD), which focuses on language acquisition. 
Currently, ELD teachers must possess 32 college credits in English coursework or a single subject 
English credential, which focuses on English composition, literature, and drama. ELD teachers are 
not presently required to demonstrate applied linguistic knowledge, which is a hybrid skill set of 
language theory and language acquisition. This lack of content knowledge could help to explain the 
consistent low achievement rates of ELLs on the CAHSEE (ED Data Express, 2016; Stetser & 
Stillwell, 2014). Previous research indicates that teachers’ subject matter knowledge directly 
influences student achievement (Luschei, 2012; S. M. Wilson, Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy, 2002). The 
connection between content knowledge and student achievement is further exemplified through 
examining achievement data and corresponding policy in Florida. More Florida fourth grade ELL 
students perform at basic or above in reading on the 2012 NAEP (National Assessment of 
Educational Progress) when compared to any other state; in addition, 41 percent of ELLs in eighth 
grade scored at or above the basic level in reading. This could be linked to Florida’s requirements for 
teachers to not only demonstrate knowledge of research-based best practices appropriate for 
teaching ELLs on a credential exam but also through coursework (Samson & Collins, 2012). 

Low ELL achievement, combined with research identifying the importance of teachers’ 
content knowledge, has persuaded the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) to 
develop the new single subject credential, titled “World Language: English Language Development” 
(California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2012a). Future ELD teachers in California will be 
required to either complete a preparation program with an emphasis in applied linguistics or show 
ELD content proficiency by passing the ELD CSET (California Subject Examinations for Teachers) 
exam. The test includes knowledge of English learners, foundations of English language education, 
and ELD instruction and assessment (California Educator Credentialing Examinations, 2016). Due 
to the recent creation of the ELD credential, its effectiveness is unknown.  

In-service Professional Devleopment 

To meet the needs of ELLs, many school districts have embraced in-service professional 
development aimed at helping teachers improve their instruction of ELL students. Gándara, 
Maxwell-Jolly and Driscoll (2005) found teachers who participated in professional development 
targeted to ELL instruction rated themselves significantly more prepared to teach ELLs than other 
teachers who had not participated in such professional development. Additionally, Master et al. 
(2012) found that ELLs with teachers who receive nine or more hours of professional development 
focused on ELL strategies had higher mathematics achievement than those students with teachers 
who had not attended such training. Hill (2007) suggested that productive professional development 
must have a particular focus, such as content knowledge or techniques for ELL instruction. In 
addition, professional development must be linked to student goals, be tied to practice, and involve 
more than one-day workshops. Duguay et al. (2013) propose that professional development for 
CCSS implementation should include training so teachers can recognize language embedded in 
particular topics, select appropriate language features for further instruction, and identify strategies 
so students can acquire understanding and fluency with these features. Additionally, Santos, Darling-
Hammond, and Cheuk (2012) argue that professional development for CCSS implementation 
should increase the knowledge, strategies, and skills of teachers of ELLs to integrate language 
development scaffolding. Furthermore, they advocate for professional development to include 
academic language and literacy training for all teachers in all disciplines, so teachers can learn 
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scaffolding techniques and strategies that align to language function and structure within their 
particular disciplines.  

In addition, Manley and Hawkins (2012) argue that effective teachers need not only a 
thorough understanding of the CCSS and pedagogical content knowledge, but also knowledge of the 
“multicultural strengths of their students” (p. 197). This sentiment is echoed in the newly released 
ELA/ELD framework, which encourages teachers to “validat[e] and valu[e] students’ cultural and 
linguistic heritage—and all other aspects of students’ identities—while also ensuring their full 
development of academic English and their ability to engage meaningfully in a range of academic 
contexts across the disciplines” (California Department of Education, 2015b, p. 917). Therefore, 
professional development should build in learning experiences for teachers to deepen their 
understanding of CCSS, pedagogical language and content knowledge, and multicultural sensitivity. 
These learning experiences should include opportunities for teachers to be empowered decision-
makers, engaged in close analysis of both their processes and student needs (Gay, 2010). This 
empowerment is necessary for teachers to modify their assumptions about students from an array of 
backgrounds and cultures in order to deliver culturally responsive pedagogy.  

Evaluation and Feedback 

Prior to the passage of the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), school sites were 
evaluated using the Academic Performance Index (API) and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
scores. With the passage of ESSA, states still have to provide publically available data on student 
performance disaggregated by subgroup. In addition, they need to specifically report the 
performance of English language learners. Under ESSA, states are tasked with developing their own 
goals around a variety of factors to measure school performance, including three academic indicators 
and one indicator of school quality. Academic indicators include student academic achievement, 
which could possibly include student academic growth; English language proficiency; and high 
school graduation rates. Therefore, English language proficiency needs to be integrated into the 
system by which schools and districts are evaluated. School quality measures may include student 
engagement, educator engagement, school climate, among others. ESSA maintains and increases 
authorization levels to Title III funding, which is dedicated to the education of ELLs (Every Student 
Succeeds Act, 2015). For purposes of accountability measures, ESSA allows for the scores of ELLs 
to be excluded for the first year ELLs are enrolled in a US school, while a growth measure may be 
used the second year. In addition, ELLs who have been redesignated may be included in the ELL 
subgroup for accountability purposes for four years. TESOL (2015) approved ESSAs reporting 
policies for newly arrived students and for former ELLs up to four years. In addition, states will 
need to report on the academic performance of long term ELLs and ELLs with special needs. As 
states design and refine their evaluation systems, they have the opportunity to ensure that they create 
systems that reduce marginalization of ELLs and do not cast these students in positions of blame 
“as test-score increasers or suppressors” (Nichols & Berliner, 2008, p. 16); instead, systems should 
encourage teachers to view ELLs in terms of potential. 

To be most effective, evaluation needs to occur at the teacher level as well. Under the newly 
created accountability systems, states and districts have the opportunity to develop teacher 
evaluation policies that align with the language and literacy practices of the CCSS, creating coherence 
among the reforms (Leo & Coggshall, 2013). Evidence suggests that standard teacher evaluation 
practices, when an administrator wields a checklist to assess teachers once a year, lack credibility 
(Cantrell, 2012). Instead, teacher evaluation systems should provide on-going guidance and feedback 
to teachers as they implement and refine their instruction of the language and literacy demands of 
the CCSS (Leo & Coggshall, 2013). The teacher feedback should ideally help teachers better 



Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 12 

 
understand these demands and help them determine if their ELLs and other students are receiving 
the language and literacy instruction and scaffolding necessary to be successful. Research suggests 
that when teachers get explicit feedback about their implementation of CCSS and when CCSS 
aligned student outcomes are included in teacher evaluation, student achievement increases (Kane, 
Owens, Marinell, Thal, & Staiger, 2016).  

Critics of alternative teacher evaluation systems which rely on student achievement test data 
claim that the information captured through standardized testing fails to account for the 
immeasurable aspects of effective instruction (Felch, Song, & Smith, 2010). Others have raised 
particular concerns related to the stability of value added-scores over time, nonrandom assignment 
of students, and the discrepancy between how constructs are measured from grade level to grade 
level (Youngs, 2013). In some instances, teachers of ELLs may have been penalized due to value 
added measure (Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010). Nevertheless, 
accountability and evaluation can be helpful in ensuring that students have access to effective 
instruction and equitable educational opportunities. To measure the effectiveness of certification and 
professional development on teacher practice and student achievement, mixed measures of teacher 
quality and student learning should be collected, including student surveys, student work samples 
exhibiting growth, and observations conducted by both administrators and outside parties such as 
instructional coaches (Cantrell & Kane, 2013). 

Analysis and Recommendations 

Key Actors 

Districts and schools have considerable autonomy in determining CCSS implementation, 
professional development planning, and the allocation of financial resources. As a result, these 
actors play the most substantial role in ensuring ELLs and teachers are prepared for the literacy 
demands of the CCSS. In addition, professional organizations, such as TESOL, the California 
Department of Education and the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing are key players 
for setting policies that teacher preparation programs and districts adopt. To strengthen the new 
certification for ELD teachers and current professional development, we offer the following 
recommendations: a) pre-service teachers should be required to participate in fieldwork hours with 
ELLs, b) in-service professional development should focus on pedagogical language knowledge and 
multicultural sensitivity training, c) and the evaluation process should encompass a holistic, aligned 
approach. As recently as 2012, Sampson and Collins (2012) found that many states have no or only 
vague, general requirements for pre-service teacher knowledge and skills needed to effectively 
educate ELLs. Therefore, these recommendations for pre-service, in-service, and evaluation are not 
limited to those in California but rather should be universally applicable to much of the United 
States. 

Extensive Training for Pre-service Teachers 

For a shift to occur for pre-service teachers, an extensive practicum component should 
coincide with the ELD Certificate and the CTEL Certificate or test. In a survey conducted with 
teacher education graduates, Coady, Harper, and de Jong (2011) reported direct field experience with 
ELLs to be the most helpful component of the teacher preparation program. Garcia, Arias, Harris 
Murri, and Serna (2010) further support this finding and propose that the preparation of ELD 
teachers should include “situated preparation” within EL communities in order for teachers to gain 
knowledge about the students’ lives and communities.  
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In addition to practicum hours, attention to multicultural sensitivity should be included 

throughout credentialing programs. Studies have sought to measure the effectiveness of 
multiculturallyfocused credentialing programs. To measure whether and to what degree 56 pre-
service teachers gained cultural awareness through the completion of a 39-unit credentialing 
program, urban and suburban teacher candidates conducted a self-evaluation of their multicultural 
competence by completing a pre- and post-survey (Cho & Cicchelli, 2012). The pre-service teachers’ 
self-evaluations indicated that they significantly increased their multicultural awareness from the 
beginning to the end of their two-year credential program. The urban and suburban participants had 
similar scores on the posttest. This statistic suggests that the rigorous multicultural course content 
and not the pre-service teacher’s own experiences are the rationale for the improved post survey 
results. This study cites the evidence of an effective multicultural credentialing program. Burnham, 
Mantero, and Hooper’s (2009) research further supports this rationale when they found that 
counselors can increase their multicultural sensitivity through a field experience with ELL teachers 
and students. However, researchers have also noted the importance of cultural experiences abroad 
(Malewski, Sharma, & Phillion, 2012; Willard-Holt, 2001). As a result, ELD credentialing programs 
need to incorporate a broader approach by including a practicum within ELL classrooms and 
multicultural sensitivity and cross-cultural experiences. To support these efforts, school districts also 
need to recruit teachers who exhibit these characteristics. 

In addition, pre-service education should deepen future educators’ knowledge of the 
demands of the CCSS, specifically the language demands, as well as their commitment to providing 
access to ELLs. In their observations in ESL and bilingual classrooms, Manley and Hawkins (2012) 
found that much of the rigor of the CCSS is either not addressed or is intentionally avoided. 
Teachers cited language deficits and challenging curriculum demands as reasons why they avoided 
the rigor of the CCSS. Targeted training for pre-service teachers can help develop the necessary 
attitudes and skills that will enhance their commitment to providing ELLs with access to challenging 
grade-level content.  

Streamlined Professional Development 

Streamlined professional development is the second recommendation for teachers. The 
CCSS requires teachers to teach both content and language through a focus on language features like 
discourse, text complexity, argumentation, explanation, text structure, sentence structure, and 
vocabulary development (Fenner, 2013). This requires a focus on pedagogical language knowledge 
or “knowledge of language directly related to disciplinary teaching and learning and situated in the 
particular (and multiple) contexts in which teaching and learning take place” (Bunch, 2013, p. 307). 
Though the specific recommendations that follow are specifically important for teachers of ELLs, 
these policy recommendations could positively improve learning for all students if implemented 
universally, especially since all teachers are language teachers (Zwiers, 2015). The language and 
literacy demands of the CCSS and corresponding assessments do require skill and knowledge of 
language and literacy conventions that were, for many states, unassessed on the end of year high 
stakes assessment, especially in the areas of mathematics and science. Therefore, many students 
would likely benefit from focused instruction on pedagogical language knowledge, especially when 
interacting with challenging, complex text (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012). 

There are three related approaches to pedagogical language knowledge. The first is the 
linguistic features of texts and tasks using systemic functional linguistics (Schleppegrell & de 
Oliveira, 2006). In this approach, teachers support students’ language needs by focusing on 
grammatical features of text present in academic language. The second approach is integrating 
genre-based pedagogies with critical language awareness. Proponents of this methodology view it as 
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an extension of systemic functional linguistics, in that it delves into the linguistic features of content 
area texts, while at the same time paying attention to how power structures shape language and 
usage both in and out of the classroom (Bunch, 2013). The third is a sociocultural approach, which 
focuses on helping students engage language for the purpose of participating in academic discourse 
to improve comprehension and contextualize the content. Though these three approaches differ in 
their approach to language, all three approaches “can be situated broadly in sociolinguistic and 
sociocultural approaches to language, learning and the development of language and literacy” 
(Bunch, 2013, p. 316). 

For the purpose of training content area teachers, a sociocultural approach would be more 
appropriate because it highlights the linguistic features and literacy demands across the CCSS. This 
type of language teaching is contextualized into a larger system of meaning and understanding, 
rather than limited to discrete skill practice (van Lier & Walqui, 2012). In addition, this approach is 
oriented toward helping students use language and its structures authentically. For example, if 
teaching a CCSS mathematics standard that requires students to compare two fractions with the 
same numerator or the same denominator by reasoning about their size, a mathematics teacher 
would not only teach the vocabulary terms, like numerator and denominator, but also teach the linguistic 
structures of greater than, less than, and equal to, which students would use while engaging in academic 
discourse through discussing and making meaning of the mathematics content (Duguay et al., 2013). 
To foster an effective sociocultural approach within a classroom context, it is important that 
classroom climate be addressed to ensure that all students are able to participate in the academic 
discourse necessary to improve literacy skills.  

In addition to providing training in pedagogical language knowledge, professional 
development should include multicultural sensitivity given the diversity within immigrant youth 
(Banks, 2004; Sleeter, 2011). This training should foster an asset-based appreciation for diverse 
individuals, familiarity with a range of cultures, openness to learning, skills to interact with diverse 
individuals, and the self-awareness of one’s culture and beliefs. This training also needs to build 
teachers’ capacity to resolve cultural conflicts (Göbel & Helmke, 2010). Cultural sensitivity is clearly 
described in the California ELA/ELD framework, which advocates that teachers of ELLs adopt the 
following principles: an awareness of and positive attitude towards the cultural and linguistic heritage 
of students; an ability to make connections between student prior knowledge and experience, 
background, and interests; and an explicit appreciation of bilingualism. In particular, these 
approaches listed above are “particularly useful for supporting students’ linguistic development and 
positive language identity” (California Department of Education, 2014, p. 918). DeJaeghere and Cao 
(2009) explored the effectiveness of professional development to increase teachers’ multicultural 
awareness and found that school-based professional development can increase the multicultural 
sensitivity levels of teachers in the United States. Therefore, to better prepare teachers to meet the 
rigorous literacy demands of the CCSS, schools should embrace professional development 
approaches aimed at improving the multicultural sensitivity of all teachers.  

To aid in implementation, ongoing support needs to be provided throughout teachers’ 
learning, experimentation, and refinement of knowledge and skills introduced through in-service 
professional development. Brezicha, Bergmark and Mitra (2015) suggest that providing teachers with 
differentiated supports, including horizontal supports such as teacher social networks, increases 
teachers’ knowledge and understanding of the particular reform and helps teachers develop the tools 
required for implementation. Such networks could be facilitated at state, county, district, or even 
school level, utilizing face-to-face and online opportunities for the purpose of building teacher social 
networks around best and promising practices for targeted language instruction and multicultural 
sensitivity. 
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Evaluation 

To ascertain the effectiveness of the professional development teachers are engaged in and 
the fidelity of programming, a systematic evaluation process should be adapted which should include 
observations by trained observers and outside evaluators (Cantrell & Kane, 2013). Along with these 
observations, students should evaluate their teachers, since student surveys have been found to 
provide cost effective and valid measures of teacher quality (Ripley, 2012). If possible, language 
accommodations should be available for ELLs, including surveys in their native language and/or 
further explanation of abstract constructs and other vocabulary. 

Furthermore, administrators’ evaluation of teachers should align with the language and 
literacy practices and multicultural sensitivity training outcomes and should provide teachers with 
helpful feedback on current performance and the appropriate steps for improvement. In addition, 
teachers and teacher groups should be empowered to regularly self-evaluate through examining 
student work samples to ensure that students are asked to perform the language and literacy 
practices espoused by the CCSS. This self-evaluation or group evaluation should result in appraisal 
of students’ current needs and could result in the creation of scaffolding tools and the sharing of 
promising practices to increase students’ achievement and performance on tasks requiring rigorous 
application of language and literacy practices.  

The costs connected with professional development and evaluation could be offset by funds 
associated with California’s new school funding formula, the Local Control Funding Formula 
(LCFF). Under the LCFF, districts are allocated a base funding per student and then are given 
additional percentage of funds for each ELL student (California Department of Education, 2016). 
These funds can be used at the discretion of local districts. 

Conclusions 

The CCSS are based on the assumption that the independent reading of complex texts in a 
variety of genres is essential for college and career success (Bunch, 2013; National Governors 
Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010b). Schools and 
districts, however, are left struggling to implement the Common Core given the increasingly diverse 
student population and the surge in ELLs within many American schools (Rampey, Dion, & 
Donahue, 2009). Implementing our recommendations may help to address this problem, but also 
raise the following implications: existing pre-service teacher curricula will need to be rewritten to 
incorporate the pedagogical language knowledge and teachers/unions may dissent due to the change 
in the evaluation process. The CCSS demands a profound shift in how all teachers, and in particular 
teachers of ELL students, operate and approach curricula. The time is right to better equip teachers 
with the skills and experiences they need to successfully implement this rigorous set of standards 
with their ELLs.  

Acknowledgements  

We would like to thank our professors from Claremont Graduate University for their ongoing 
support and unwavering commitment to their students. A special thank you to Dr. Luschei for his 
constructive feedback and guidance. We would also like to express our gratitude to Dr. Paik and Dr. 
Santibanez, whose classes helped to inform this paper. 



Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 16 

 

References 

Banks, J. A. (2004). Teaching for social justice, diversity, and citizenship in a global world. The 
Educational Forum, 68(4), 296–305. https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1080/00131720408984645 

Brezicha, K., Bergmark, U., & Mitra, D. L. (2015). One size does not fit all: Differentiating 
leadership to support teachers in school reform. Educational Administration Quarterly, 51(1), 
96–132. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X14521632 

Bruner, J. S. (1975). Language as an instrument of thought. In A. Davies (Ed.), Problems of language 
and learning (pp. 61–80). London: Heinemann. 

Bunch, G. C. (2013). Pedagogical language knowledge preparing mainstream teachers for English 
learners in the new standards era. Review of Research in Education, 37(1), 298–341. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12461772 

Burnham, J. J., Mantero, M., & Hooper, L. M. (2009). Experiential training: Connecting school 
counselors-in-training, English as a second language (ESL) teachers, and ESL students. 
Journal of Multicultural Counseling and Development, 37(1), 2–14. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-
1912.2009.tb00087.x 

California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. (2012a). A handbook for teacher educators and 
program reviewers. Retrieved from http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/standards/SSMP-
handbook-worldlang-ELD.pdf 

California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. (2012b). English learner authorization/CLAD 
certificate. Retrieved from http://www.ctc.ca.gov/credentials/leaflets/cl628c.pdf 

California Department of Education. (2014). Chapter 9: Access and equity. In English language 
arts/English language development framework. Sacramento, CA. Retrieved from 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/cf/documents/elaeldfwchapter9.pdf 

California Department of Education. (2015a). California assessment of student performance and 
progress. Retrieved from 
http://caaspp.cde.ca.gov/sb2016/ViewReport?ps=true&lstTestYear=2015&lstTestType=B
&lstGroup=4&lstCounty=00&lstDistrict=00000&lstSchool=0000000 

California Department of Education. (2015b). ELA/ELD framework. Retrieved from 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/cf/elaeldfrmwrksbeadopted.asp 

California Department of Education. (2015c). Facts about English learners in California - 
CalEdFacts. Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cb/cefelfacts.asp 

California Department of Education. (2016). Local control funding formula overview. Retrieved 
December 19, 2016, from http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/lcffoverview.asp 

California Department of Education. (n.d.). DataQuest. Retrieved from 
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 

California Educator Credentialing Examinations. (2016). CSET: English language development. 
Retrieved from http://www.ctcexams.nesinc.com/test_info_CSET.asp?t=205 

California State Board of Education. (1997). Mathematics content standards for California public 
schools: Kindergarten through grade twelve. Retrieved from 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/ 

Cantrell, S. (2012). The measures of effective teaching project: An experiment to build evidence and 
trust. Education Finance and Policy, 7(2), 203–218. https://doi.org/10.1162/EDFP_a_00062 

Cantrell, S., & Kane, T. (2013). Ensuring fair and reliable measures of effective teaching: Culminating findings 
from the MET project’s three-year study. Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED540958 

https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1080/00131720408984645
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X14521632
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12461772
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2009.tb00087.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2009.tb00087.x
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/standards/SSMP-handbook-worldlang-ELD.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/standards/SSMP-handbook-worldlang-ELD.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/credentials/leaflets/cl628c.pdf
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/cf/documents/elaeldfwchapter9.pdf
http://caaspp.cde.ca.gov/sb2016/ViewReport?ps=true&lstTestYear=2015&lstTestType=B&lstGroup=4&lstCounty=00&lstDistrict=00000&lstSchool=0000000
http://caaspp.cde.ca.gov/sb2016/ViewReport?ps=true&lstTestYear=2015&lstTestType=B&lstGroup=4&lstCounty=00&lstDistrict=00000&lstSchool=0000000
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/cf/elaeldfrmwrksbeadopted.asp
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cb/cefelfacts.asp
http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/lcffoverview.asp
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
http://www.ctcexams.nesinc.com/test_info_CSET.asp?t=205
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/
https://doi.org/10.1162/EDFP_a_00062
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED540958


ELL Teacher Effectiveness and the Common Core  17 

 
Cho, S. J., & Cicchelli, T. (2012). Preservice teachers’ multicultural attitudes: Urban and suburban 

field contexts. Teacher Education and Practice, 25(1), 68–76. 
Coady, M., Harper, C., & de Jong, E. (2011). From preservice to practice: Mainstream elementary 

teacher beliefs of preparation and efficacy with English language learners in the state of 
Florida. Bilingual Research Journal, 34(2), 223–239. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2011.597823 

Cummins, J. (1979). Cognitive/academic language proficiency, linguistic interdependence, the optimum age question 
and some other matters. Working papers on bilingualism, No. 19. Toronto: Ontario Institute for 
Studies in Education. 

Cummins, J. (1981). Age on arrival and immigrant second language learning in Canada: A 
reassessment. Applied Linguistics, 2, 132–149. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/2.2.132 

Cushner, K., & Mahon, J. (2009). Intercultural competence in teacher education - Developing the 
intercultural competence of educators and their students: Creating the blueprints. In D. K. 
Deardorff (Ed.), The SAGE handbook of intercultural competence. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.  

Dee, T. S. (2005). A teacher like me: Does race, ethnicity, or gender matter? The American Economic 
Review, 95(2), 158–165. https://doi.org/10.1257/000282805774670446 

Dee, T. S. (2007). Teachers and the gender gaps in student achievement. Journal of Human Resources, 
XLII(3), 528–554. https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.XLII.3.528 

DeJaeghere, J. G., & Cao, Y. (2009). Developing U.S. teachers’ intercultural competence: Does 
professional development matter? International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 33(5), 437–447. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.06.004 

Donaldson, M. (1978). Children’s minds. Glasgow: Harper Collins. 
Duguay, A., Massoud, L., Tabaku, L., Himmel, J., & Sugarman, J. (2013). Implementing the 

Common Core for English learners: Responses to common questions. Center for Applied 
Linguistics. Retrieved from 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.406.8274&rep=rep1&type=pdf 

Ed-Data. (2015). Teachers in California. Retrieved from https://www.ed-
data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Teachers-in-California.aspx 

ED Data Express. (2016). Cohort count for regulatory adjusted cohort graduation rate, limited 
English proficient: 2014-15 - ED Data Express. Retrieved from 
http://eddataexpress.ed.gov/data-element-explorer.cfm/tab/data/deid/5471/ 

Every Student Succeeds Act. (2015). Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/documents/essa-act-of-
1965.pdf 

Felch, J., Song, J., & Smith, D. (2010, December 4). When layoffs come to L.A. schools, 
performance doesn’t count. Los Angeles Times. Retrieved from 
http://articles.latimes.com/2010/dec/04/local/la-me-1205-teachers-seniority-20101204 

Fenner, D. S. (2013). Implementing the common Core State Standards for English learners: The changing role of 
the ESL teacher. TESOL International Association. Retrieved from 
http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-source/advocacy/ccss_convening_final-8-15-
13.pdf?sfvrsn=8 

Gándara, P., Maxwell-Jolly, J., & Driscoll, A. (2005). Listening to teachers of English language 
learners: A survey of California teachers’ challenges, experiences, and professional 
development needs. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning. 
file://localhost/Retrieved from http/::files.eric.ed.gov:fulltext:ED491701.pdf 

Garcia, E., Arias, M. B., Harris Murri, N. J., & Serna, C. (2010). Developing responsive teachers: A 
challenge for a demographic reality. Journal of Teacher Education, 61, 132–142. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487109347878 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2011.597823
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/2.2.132
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282805774670446
https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.XLII.3.528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.06.004
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.406.8274&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Teachers-in-California.aspx
https://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Teachers-in-California.aspx
http://eddataexpress.ed.gov/data-element-explorer.cfm/tab/data/deid/5471/
http://www2.ed.gov/documents/essa-act-of-1965.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/documents/essa-act-of-1965.pdf
http://articles.latimes.com/2010/dec/04/local/la-me-1205-teachers-seniority-20101204
http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-source/advocacy/ccss_convening_final-8-15-13.pdf?sfvrsn=8
http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-source/advocacy/ccss_convening_final-8-15-13.pdf?sfvrsn=8
../../../AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Downloads/Macintosh%20HD:/Retrieved%20from%20http/--files.eric.ed.gov-fulltext-ED491701.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487109347878


Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 18 

 
Gay, G. (2010). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice. New York: Teachers College 

Press. 
Gee, J. (2012). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourses (4th ed.). New York: Routledge. 
Gibbons, P. (1991). Learning to learn in a second language. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Göbel, K., & Helmke, A. (2010). Intercultural learning in English as foreign language instruction: 

The importance of teachers’ intercultural experience and the usefulness of precise 
instructional directives. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(8), 1571–1582. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.05.008 

Goldhaber, D., & Anthony, E. (2007). Can teacher quality be effectively assessed? National board 
certification as a signal of effective teaching. Review of Economics and Statistics, 89(1), 134–150. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest.89.1.134 

Gwynne, J., Lesnick, J., Hart, H. M., & Allensworth, E. M. (2009). What matters for staying on-track 
and graduating in Chicago public schools: A focus on students with disabilities. Consortium on 
Chicago School Research. Retrieved from https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/what-
matters-staying-track-and-graduating-chicago-public-schools-focus-students 

Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. New York: Routledge. 
Hanushek, E. A. (2011). The economic value of higher teacher quality. Economics of Education Review, 

30(3), 466–479. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.12.006 
Hill, H. C. (2007). Learning in the teaching workforce. The Future of Children, 17(1), 111–127. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2007.0004 
Kane, T. J., Owens, A. M., Marinell, W. H., Thal, D. R. C., & Staiger, D. O. (2016). Teaching higher: 

Educators’ perspectives on Common Core implementation. Center for Education Policy Research. 
Retrieved from: http://cepr.harvard.edu/files/cepr/files/teaching-higher-report.pdf 

Kober, N., & Rentner, D. S. (2012, January). Year two of implementing the Common Core State 
Standards: States’ progress and challenges. Center on Education Policy. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED528907 

Leo, S. F., & Coggshall, J. G. (2013). Creating coherence: Common Core State Standards, teacher evaluation, 
and professional learning. Center on Great Teachers and Leaders. Retrieved from 
http://www.gtlcenter.org/sites/default/files/CreatingCoherence.pdf 

Loeb, S., Soland, J., & Fox, L. (2014). Is a good teacher a good teacher for all? Comparing value-
added of teachers with their English learners and non-English learners. Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis, 457–475. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373714527788 

Luschei, T. F. (2012). In search of good teachers: Patterns of teacher quality in two Mexican states. 
Comparative Education Review, 56(1), 69–97. https://doi.org/10.1086/661508 

Malewski, E., Sharma, S., & Phillion, J. (2012). How international field experiences promote cross-
cultural awareness in preservice teachers through experiential learning: Findings from a six-
year collective case study. Teachers College Record, 114(8), 1–44. 

Manley, R. J., & Hawkins, R. J. (2012). Making the Common Core Standards Work: Using professional 
development to build world-class schools. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

Martin, A. J., Liem, G., Mok, M., & Xu, J. (2012). Problem solving and immigrant student 
mathematics and science achievement: Multination findings from the Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA). Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(4), 1054–1073. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029152 

Master, B., Loeb, S., Whitney, C., & Wyckoff. (2012). Different skills: Identifying differentially effective 
teachers of English language learners. Retrieved from 
http://www.voced.edu.au/content/ngv:68148 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest.89.1.134
https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/what-matters-staying-track-and-graduating-chicago-public-schools-focus-students
https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/what-matters-staying-track-and-graduating-chicago-public-schools-focus-students
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2007.0004
http://cepr.harvard.edu/files/cepr/files/teaching-higher-report.pdf
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED528907
http://www.gtlcenter.org/sites/default/files/CreatingCoherence.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373714527788
https://doi.org/10.1086/661508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029152
http://www.voced.edu.au/content/ngv:68148


ELL Teacher Effectiveness and the Common Core  19 

 
Merino, B. J., & Hammond, L. (1998). Family gardens and solar ovens: Making science education 

accessible to culturally and linguistically diverse students. Bilingual Integrated Curriculum Project, 
5(3), 34–37. 

Moule, J. (2012). British Columbia’s full day kindergarten program guide: A critical race analysis. 
Canadian Children, 37(1). 

National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers. 
(2010a). Application of Common Core State Standards for English language learners. Washington, 
D.C.: National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State 
School. Retrieved from: http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-for-english-
learners.pdf 

National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers. 
(2010b). Common Core State Standards. Washington, D.C.: National Governors Association 
Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, Washington D.C. 
Retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/ 

Newton, X. A., Darling-Hammond, L., Haertel, E., & Thomas, E. (2010). Value-added modeling of 
teacher effectiveness: An exploration of stability across models and contexts. Education Policy 
Analysis Archives, 18(23). https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v18n23.2010 

NGSS Lead States. (2013). Next Generation Science Standards: For States, By States. Retrieved 
from http://www.nextgenscience.org/ 

Nichols, S., & Berliner, D. C. (2008). Testing the joy out of learning. Educational Leadership, 65(6), 14-
18. http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-
leadership/mar08/vol65/num06/Testing-the-Joy-Out-of-Learning.aspx. 

Olsen, L. (2010). Reparable harm fulfilling the unkept promise of educational opportunity for California’s long term 
English learners. Retrieved from https://www.californianstogether.org/reparable-harm-
fulfilling-the-unkept-promise-of-educational-opportunity-for-californias-long-term-english-
learners/  

Olson, D. (1977). From utterance to text: The bias of language in speech and writing. Harvard 
Educational Review, 47(3), 257–281. https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.47.3.8840364413869005    

Project GLAD. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://ntcprojectglad.com/ 
Ramirez, D. J., Yuan, S. D., & Ramey, D. R. (1991). Longitudinal study of structured English immersion 

strategy, early-exit and late-exit transitional bilingual education programs for language-minority children. 
San Mateo, CA: Aquirre International. Retrieved from 
http://www.ncela.us/files/rcd/BE017748/Longitudinal_Study_Executive_Summary.pdf 

Rampey, B. D., Dion, G. S., & Donahue, P. L. (2009). The nation’s report card: 2008 trends in academic 
progress: Executive summary. Washington, D.C: National Center for Education Statistics, 
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved from 
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/main2008/2009479.asp 

Reardon, S. F., & Raudenbush, S. W. (2009). Assumptions of value-added models for estimating 
school effects. Education Finance and Policy, 4(4), 492–519. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2009.4.4.492 

Ripley, A. (2012, October). Why kids should grade teachers. The Atlantic. Retrieved from 
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2012/10/why-kids-should-grade-
teachers/309088/ 

Rivkin, S. G., Hanushek, E. A., & Kain, J. F. (2005). Teachers, schools, and academic achievement. 
Econometrica, 73(2), 417–458. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2005.00584.x 

Sahin, M. (2008). Cross-cultural experience in preservice teacher education. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 24(7), 1777–1790. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.02.006 

http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-for-english-learners.pdf
http://www.corestandards.org/assets/application-for-english-learners.pdf
http://www.corestandards.org/
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v18n23.2010
https://www.californianstogether.org/reparable-harm-fulfilling-the-unkept-promise-of-educational-opportunity-for-californias-long-term-english-learners/
https://www.californianstogether.org/reparable-harm-fulfilling-the-unkept-promise-of-educational-opportunity-for-californias-long-term-english-learners/
https://www.californianstogether.org/reparable-harm-fulfilling-the-unkept-promise-of-educational-opportunity-for-californias-long-term-english-learners/
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.47.3.8840364413869005
http://ntcprojectglad.com/
http://www.ncela.us/files/rcd/BE017748/Longitudinal_Study_Executive_Summary.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/main2008/2009479.asp
https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2009.4.4.492
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2012/10/why-kids-should-grade-teachers/309088/
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2012/10/why-kids-should-grade-teachers/309088/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2005.00584.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.02.006


Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 20 

 
Samson, J. F., & Collins, B. A. (2012). Preparing all teachers to meet the needs of English language learners. 

Washington, DC: Center for American Progress. Retrieved from 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED535608.pdf 

Santos, M., Darling-Hammond, L., & Cheuk, T. (2012). Teacher development to support English language 
learners in the context of common core state standards (Understanding Language: Language, Literacy, 
and Learning in the Content Areas). Stanford, CA: Stanford University. Retrieved from 
http://edfs200ell.pbworks.com/w/file/fetch/54675861/Teacher Development.pdf 

Schleppegrell, M., & de Oliveira, L. C. (2006). An integrated language and content approach for 
history teachers. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 5(4), 254–268. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2006.08.003 

Shanahan, T., & Shanahan, C. (2012). What Is disciplinary literacy and why does It matter? Topics in 
Language Disorders, 32(1), 7–18. https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013e318244557a 

Short, D., & Fitzsimmons, S. (2007). Double the work: Challenges and solutions to acquiring language and 
academic literacy for adolescent English language learners. Washington, D.C: Alliance for Excellent 
Education. Retrieved from https://www.carnegie.org/media/filer_public/bd/d8/bdd80ac7-
fb48-4b97-b082-df8c49320acb/ccny_report_2007_double.pdf 

Sleeter, C. E. (2011). Keepers of the American dream: A study of staff development and multicultural education. 
New York: Routledge. 

Stetser, M. C., & Stillwell, R. (2014). Public high school four-year on time graduation rates and event dropout 
rates: School years 2010– 11 and 2011–12. National Center for Education Statistics. Retrieved 
from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2014/2014391.pdf 

TESOL International Association. (2015). TESOL International Association releases statement on 
Every Student Succeeds Act. Retrieved from http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-
source/press-releases/tesol-statement-on-essa-4-dec-15.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Thomas, W., & Collier, V. (2002). A National Study of School Effectiveness for Language Minority Students’ 
Long-Term Academic Achievement. Santa Cruz, CA: University of California, Santa Cruz. 
Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED475048 

Torlakson, T. (2013, August 29). Schools Chief Tom Torlakson Reports Improved Results on High 
School Exit Exam. Retrieved fromhttp://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr15/yr15rel69.asp 

Trujilla, A. (2008). Latino civil rights movement. In J. M. Gonzalez (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Bilingual 
Education (pp. 505–510). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. 

van Lier, L., & Walqui, A. (2012). Language and the Common Core State Standards (Understanding 
Language: Language, Literacy, and Learning in the Content Areas). Stanford University. 
Retrieved from http://ell.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/pdf/academic-papers/04-Van 
Lier Walqui Language and CCSS FINAL.pdf 

Wayne, A. J., & Youngs, P. (2003). Teacher characteristics and student achievement gains: A review. 
Review of Educational Research, 73(1), 89–122. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543073001089 

Willard-Holt, C. (2001). The impact of a short-term international experience for preservice teachers. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(4), 505–517. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-
051X(01)00009-9 

Wilson, C. L., Shields, P. M., & Camille, M. (1994). The Title VII Academic Excellence Program: 
Disseminating effective programs and practices in bilingual education. Washington, DC: Policy Studies 
Associates, Inc. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED370440 

Wilson, S. M., Floden, R. E., & Ferrini-Mundy, J. (2002). Teacher preparation research an insider’s 
view from the outside. Journal of Teacher Education, 53(3), 190–204. 

Youngs, P. (2013). Using teacher evaluation reform and professional development to support Common Core 
assessments. Washington, DC: Center for American Progress. Retrieved from 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED535608.pdf
http://edfs200ell.pbworks.com/w/file/fetch/54675861/Teacher%20Development.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2006.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013e318244557a
https://www.carnegie.org/media/filer_public/bd/d8/bdd80ac7-fb48-4b97-b082-df8c49320acb/ccny_report_2007_double.pdf
https://www.carnegie.org/media/filer_public/bd/d8/bdd80ac7-fb48-4b97-b082-df8c49320acb/ccny_report_2007_double.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2014/2014391.pdf
http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-source/press-releases/tesol-statement-on-essa-4-dec-15.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.tesol.org/docs/default-source/press-releases/tesol-statement-on-essa-4-dec-15.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED475048
http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr15/yr15rel69.asp
http://ell.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/pdf/academic-papers/04-Van%20Lier%20Walqui%20Language%20and%20CCSS%20FINAL.pdf
http://ell.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/pdf/academic-papers/04-Van%20Lier%20Walqui%20Language%20and%20CCSS%20FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543073001089
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00009-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00009-9
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED370440


ELL Teacher Effectiveness and the Common Core  21 

 
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education/reports/2013/02/05/51410/using-
teacher-evaluation-reform-and-professional-development-to-support-common-core-
assessments/ 

Zwiers, J. (2015, February 12). Every teacher is a language teacher. Retrieved from 
http://josseybasseducation.com/uncategorized/every-teacher-language-teacher/ 

 
 

 About the Authors 
 
Tammy Johnson  
Claremont Graduate University 
Tammy.johnson@cgu.edu  
Tammy Johnson is a PhD student in Education at Claremont Graduate University. Tammy earned 
her MA in Teaching from Chapman University and a MA in Linguistics from California State 
University, Long Beach. Her research interests include the model minority myth, high achieving 
English language learners, talent development, and teacher effectiveness.  
 
Lorra Wells 
Claremont Graduate University 
lorra.wells@cgu.edu  
Lorra Wells is a PhD student in Education at Claremont Graduate University. Her research interests 
include teacher education, teacher effectiveness, classroom assessment, and talent development.  

 

education policy analysis archives 
Volume 25 Number 23       March 20, 2017 ISSN 1068-2341 

 

 Readers are free to copy, display, and distribute this article, as long as the work is 
attributed to the author(s) and Education Policy Analysis Archives, it is distributed for non-
commercial purposes only, and no alteration or transformation is made in the work. More 
details of this Creative Commons license are available at 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/. All other uses must be approved by the 
author(s) or EPAA. EPAA is published by the Mary Lou Fulton Institute and Graduate School 
of Education at Arizona State University Articles are indexed in CIRC (Clasificación Integrada de 
Revistas Científicas, Spain), DIALNET (Spain), Directory of Open Access Journals, EBSCO 
Education Research Complete, ERIC, Education Full Text (H.W. Wilson), QUALIS A2 (Brazil), 
SCImago Journal Rank; SCOPUS, SOCOLAR (China). 

Please send errata notes to Audrey Amrein-Beardsley at audrey.beardsley@asu.edu   
 

Join EPAA’s Facebook community at https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE and Twitter 
feed @epaa_aape. 

 

https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education/reports/2013/02/05/51410/using-teacher-evaluation-reform-and-professional-development-to-support-common-core-assessments/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education/reports/2013/02/05/51410/using-teacher-evaluation-reform-and-professional-development-to-support-common-core-assessments/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education/reports/2013/02/05/51410/using-teacher-evaluation-reform-and-professional-development-to-support-common-core-assessments/
http://josseybasseducation.com/uncategorized/every-teacher-language-teacher/
mailto:Tammy.johnson@cgu.edu
mailto:lorra.wells@cgu.edu
http://www.doaj.org/
mailto:audrey.beardsley@asu.edu
https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE


Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 22 

 

education policy analysis archives 

editorial board  

Lead Editor: Audrey Amrein-Beardsley (Arizona State University) 
Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 

Associate Editors: David Carlson, Margarita Jimenez-Silva, Eugene Judson, Mirka Koro-Ljungberg, Scott 
Marley, Jeanne M. Powers, Iveta Silova, Maria Teresa Tatto (Arizona State University) 

Cristina Alfaro San Diego State 
University 

Ronald Glass  University of 
California, Santa Cruz 

R. Anthony Rolle University of  
Houston 

Gary Anderson New York  
University  

Jacob P. K. Gross  University of 
Louisville 

A. G. Rud Washington State 
University  

Michael W. Apple University of 
Wisconsin, Madison  

Eric M. Haas WestEd Patricia Sánchez University of 
University of Texas, San Antonio 

Jeff Bale OISE, University of 
Toronto, Canada 

Julian Vasquez Heilig California 
State University, Sacramento 

Janelle Scott  University of 
California, Berkeley  

Aaron Bevanot SUNY Albany Kimberly Kappler Hewitt University 
of North Carolina Greensboro 

Jack Schneider College of the Holy 
Cross 

David C. Berliner  Arizona 
State University  

Aimee Howley  Ohio University  Noah Sobe  Loyola University 

Henry Braun Boston College  Steve Klees  University of Maryland  Nelly P. Stromquist  University of 
Maryland 

Casey Cobb  University of 
Connecticut  

Jaekyung Lee  
SUNY Buffalo  

Benjamin Superfine University of  
Illinois, Chicago 

Arnold Danzig  San Jose State 
University  

Jessica Nina Lester 
Indiana University 

Adai Tefera Virginia  
Commonwealth University 

Linda Darling-Hammond  
Stanford University  

Amanda E. Lewis  University of 
Illinois, Chicago      

Tina Trujillo    University of  
California, Berkeley 

Elizabeth H. DeBray University of 
Georgia 

Chad R. Lochmiller Indiana 
University 

Federico R. Waitoller University of 
Illinois, Chicago 

Chad d'Entremont  Rennie Center 
for Education Research & Policy 

Christopher Lubienski  University 
of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 

Larisa Warhol  
University of Connecticut 

John Diamond University of 
Wisconsin, Madison 

Sarah Lubienski  University of  
Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 

John Weathers University of  
Colorado, Colorado Springs 

Matthew Di Carlo Albert Shanker 
Institute 

William J. Mathis University of 
Colorado, Boulder 

Kevin Welner University of  
Colorado, Boulder 

Michael J. Dumas University of 
California, Berkeley 

Michele S. Moses University of 
Colorado, Boulder 

Terrence G. Wiley  Center  
for Applied Linguistics 

Kathy Escamilla  University of 
Colorado, Boulder 

Julianne Moss  Deakin  
University, Australia  

John Willinsky   
Stanford University  

Melissa Lynn Freeman Adams 
State College 

Sharon Nichols  University of Texas, 
San Antonio  

Jennifer R. Wolgemuth University of 
South Florida 

Rachael Gabriel 
University of Connecticut 

Eric Parsons University of  
Missouri-Columbia 

Kyo Yamashiro Claremont Graduate 
University 

Amy Garrett Dikkers University 
of North Carolina, Wilmington 

Susan L. Robertson  Bristol 
University, UK 

 

Gene V Glass  Arizona 
State University  

Gloria M. Rodriguez 
University of California, Davis 

 



ELL Teacher Effectiveness and the Common Core  23 

 

archivos analíticos de políticas educativas 
consejo editorial 

Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
Editores Asociados: Armando Alcántara Santuario (Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México), Jason Beech, 

(Universidad de San Andrés), Angelica Buendia, (Metropolitan Autonomous University), Ezequiel Gomez Caride, 
(Pontificia Universidad Católica Argentina), Antonio Luzon, (Universidad de Granada), José Luis Ramírez, 

Universidad de Sonora) 
 

Claudio Almonacid 
Universidad Metropolitana de 
Ciencias de la Educación, Chile 

Juan Carlos González Faraco 
Universidad de Huelva, España 

Miriam Rodríguez Vargas 
Universidad Autónoma de 
Tamaulipas, México 

Miguel Ángel Arias Ortega 
Universidad Autónoma de la 
Ciudad de México 

María Clemente Linuesa 
Universidad de Salamanca, España 

José Gregorio Rodríguez 
Universidad Nacional de Colombia, 
Colombia 

Xavier Besalú Costa  
Universitat de Girona, España 

Jaume Martínez Bonafé 
 Universitat de València, España 

Mario Rueda Beltrán Instituto de 
Investigaciones sobre la Universidad 
y la Educación, UNAM, México 

Xavier Bonal Sarro Universidad 
Autónoma de Barcelona, España   

 

Alejandro Márquez Jiménez 
Instituto de Investigaciones sobre la 
Universidad y la Educación, UNAM, 
México 

José Luis San Fabián Maroto  
Universidad de Oviedo,  
España 
 

Antonio Bolívar Boitia 
Universidad de Granada, España 

María Guadalupe Olivier Tellez, 
Universidad Pedagógica Nacional, 
México 

Jurjo Torres Santomé, Universidad 
de la Coruña, España 

José Joaquín Brunner Universidad 
Diego Portales, Chile  

Miguel Pereyra Universidad de 
Granada, España 

Yengny Marisol Silva Laya 
Universidad Iberoamericana, México 

Damián Canales Sánchez 
Instituto Nacional para la 
Evaluación de la Educación, México  
 

Mónica Pini Universidad Nacional 
de San Martín, Argentina 

Juan Carlos Tedesco Universidad 
Nacional de San Martín, Argentina 
 

Gabriela de la Cruz Flores 
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de 
México 

Omar Orlando Pulido Chaves 
Instituto para la Investigación 
Educativa y el Desarrollo Pedagógico 
(IDEP) 

Ernesto Treviño Ronzón 
Universidad Veracruzana, México 

Marco Antonio Delgado Fuentes 
Universidad Iberoamericana, 
México 

 Ernesto Treviño Villarreal 
Universidad Diego Portales Santiago, 
Chile 

Inés Dussel, DIE-CINVESTAV, 
México 
 

Paula Razquin Universidad de San 
Andrés, Argentina 

Antoni Verger Planells Universidad 
Autónoma de Barcelona, España 

Pedro Flores Crespo Universidad 
Iberoamericana, México 

José Ignacio Rivas Flores 
Universidad de Málaga, España 

Catalina Wainerman  
Universidad de San Andrés, 
Argentina 

Ana María García de Fanelli  
Centro de Estudios de Estado y 
Sociedad (CEDES) CONICET, 
Argentina 

 Juan Carlos Yáñez Velazco 
Universidad de Colima, México 
 

    

 

 

javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/819')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/820')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/4276')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/1609')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/825')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/797')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/555')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/823')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/798')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/814')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/801')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/2703')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/802')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/816')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/826')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/804')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/3264')


Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 25 No. 23 24 

 

arquivos analíticos de políticas educativas 
conselho editorial 

Editor Consultor:  Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
Editoras Associadas: Geovana Mendonça Lunardi Mendes (Universidade do Estado de Santa Catarina), 

Marcia Pletsch, Sandra Regina Sales (Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de Janeiro) 
 

Almerindo Afonso 

Universidade do Minho  

Portugal 

 

Alexandre Fernandez Vaz  

Universidade Federal de Santa 

Catarina, Brasil 

José Augusto Pacheco 

Universidade do Minho, Portugal 

Rosanna Maria Barros Sá  

Universidade do Algarve 

Portugal 

 

Regina Célia Linhares Hostins 

Universidade do Vale do Itajaí, 

 Brasil 

Jane Paiva 

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Maria Helena Bonilla  

Universidade Federal da Bahia  

Brasil 

 

Alfredo Macedo Gomes  

Universidade Federal de Pernambuco 

Brasil 

Paulo Alberto Santos Vieira  

Universidade do Estado de Mato 

Grosso, Brasil 

Rosa Maria Bueno Fischer  

Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Sul, Brasil 

 

Jefferson Mainardes  

Universidade Estadual de Ponta 

Grossa, Brasil 

Fabiany de Cássia Tavares Silva 

Universidade Federal do Mato 

Grosso do Sul, Brasil 

Alice Casimiro Lopes  

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Jader Janer Moreira Lopes  

Universidade Federal Fluminense e 

Universidade Federal de Juiz de Fora, 

Brasil 

António Teodoro  

Universidade Lusófona 

Portugal 

Suzana Feldens Schwertner 

Centro Universitário Univates  

Brasil 

 

 Debora Nunes 

 Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Norte, Brasil 

Lílian do Valle 

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Flávia Miller Naethe Motta 

Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

 

Alda Junqueira Marin 

 Pontifícia Universidade Católica de 

São Paulo, Brasil 

Alfredo Veiga-Neto 

 Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Sul, Brasil 

 Dalila Andrade Oliveira 

Universidade Federal de Minas 

Gerais, Brasil 

 

  
 

  

 


