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The federally funded Training All Teachers (TAT) project is an innovative program
of curricular enhancement for preservice and inservice educators across disciplines.
The project focuses on English language learners (ELLs) in U.S. schools and the fact
that the training of school personnel in issues related to these learners’ needs has not
kept pace with the growing numbers of these learners. The goal of the TAT project is
to increase opportunities for all pre-/inservice teachers, pupil services personnel, ad-
ministrators, and other education personnel to learn about issues specific to ELLs. To
these ends, School of Education faculty across departments and disciplines partic-
ipated in a variety of activities designed to support integration of ELL issues into their
teacher/professional graduate courses. The goals and structure of these faculty de-
velopment activities and their outcomes are discussed, as well as the implications of
such training.

New and veteran teachers alike say they do not feel very well prepared
to teach effectively to . . . students from diverse cultural backgrounds.
. . . The fact that new teachers report as much unease as their veteran
colleagues indicates that teacher education and professional develop-
ment programs are not addressing the realities found in today’s class-
room.

FFormer Secretary of Education Richard Riley, 1999

Core curricula for educators in training too often fall short of the depth and
detail needed to successfully serve English language learner (ELL) popu-
lations. Teacher preparation coursework and professional development ac-
tivities do not typically integrate issues particular to ELLs, to ELL advocacy
practices, or to the development of understandings concerning the needs
and strengths of this population. Although a good deal of university
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coursework may strive to include issues of student diversity, it often lacks
systematic treatment of practical issues concerning ELLs.

The goals of the Training All Teachers (TAT) program of activities are
(a) to infuse ELL issues throughout core curricula for teachers and school
personnel in training and (b) to extend this knowledge into on-site part-
nerships with in-service practitioners and school personnel. In this way, the
needs and strengths of ELL children and their families will be supported
through improved understanding of and facility with ELL issues through-
out the school community. Efforts to help ELL children meet higher
learning standards will thus be grounded and enhanced through an in-
creased knowledge base and accompanying conversation between and
among school personnel (Adger & Locke, 2000; August & Hakuta, 1998;
Burns, Griffin, & Snow, 1999; Claire, 1998; Darling-Hammond, 1997).

CONTRASTING PERSPECTIVES

At the turn of the century, nearly every teacher in U.S. schools could expect
to have ELLs in her class. With the number of ELLs predicted to double by
the year 2050, it is more than likely that every teacher will have ELLs in her
classroom at some time. Facts such as these have prompted academic ac-
crediting and state education agencies to require training in the many and
complex issues related to linguistic-minority students (Samway & McKeon,
1999). By many accounts, however, the more complex and critical aspects of
working with ELLs have merely received lip service and are often subsumed
under the umbrella of local efforts at ‘‘multiculturalism’’ (Cummins, 2001).

Research and recommendations regarding linguistic-minority students in
U.S. schools during the past decade can be viewed as divided into two distinct
camps: the first, on the rightmost side, claims that the perceived and much
publicized ‘‘failure’’ of linguistic-minority students is attributable to the stu-
dents themselves, their culture, their home life, or their linguistic ‘‘deficit.’’
The second, on the leftmost side, claims that differential treatment of
linguistic-minority studentsFtreatment that results from widespread socio-
economic-based norms, practices, and languageFis at the root of their disen-
franchisement from education (see, for example, Cummins, 2001; Delpit,
1995). Central to both schools of thought are differing perceptions of power
relations within given communities and the larger society and recognition
within the latter that schooling cannot be a neutral process (Soto, 1997).

Both perspectives can be readily translated into the kinds of relationships
one might predict would ensue among linguistic-minority students, their
families, and school personnel. In school contexts in which children whose
native language is not English are judged as ‘‘deficient,’’ one might predict
labeling, segregation, and, consequently, alienation. In school contexts in
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which linguistic-minority children are viewed as bringing assets (another
language, another culture, differing life experiences) to the community, one
might predict what Pierce (1995) terms investment on the part of both
learners and school personnel. Where roles and relationships between
school personnel and ELLs are grounded in mutual respect, one would
surmise that a prerequisite for such school personnel would be basic
knowledge and understanding of second language (L2), literacy, and cul-
ture learning. In short, to be supportive of this population, school person-
nel need critical information and informed understanding.

Additionally, research on L2 learners underscores the benefits ELLs de-
rive from school contexts in which personnel are well informed and cor-
respondingly supportive of their strengths, needs, and differences (see, for
example, Carter & Chatfield, 1986; Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990; Reyes &
Laliberty, 1992) and the risks involved when the school context in general,
and the instruction in particular, are impoverished (Cazden, 1986; Cumm-
ins, 1989; Reyes, 1992; Schinke-Llano, 1983). Contexts supportive of ELLs,
however, tend to be the exception, not the norm. For the most part, ELLs
attend schools in which training in issues related to their educational well-
being have been fleetingly incorporated, if incorporated at all, in profes-
sional development activities. Moreover, when it comes to the linguistic,
cultural, and curricular complexities involved in ELL instruction, short-
term professional development interventions have been shown to be
ineffectual (Claire, 1998; Penfield, 1987). After years of self-examination
regarding linguistic and cultural diversity, it also remains clear that linguis-
tic and cultural issues are neither peripheral nor incidental to relationships
within schools. Professional development efforts for new and practicing
school personnel face a number of tenacious challenges, many to do with
the complexities of language and culture, and many to do with ingrained
oversimplifications and misconceptions that do not reflect these complex-
ities (Goodwin, 2002; Samway & McKeon, 1999).

MYTHS AND ASSUMPTIONS

A large portion of the challenge involved in preparing school personnel to
work effectively in supporting ELLs involves myths held in the United
States concerning language, learning language, and the English language
(Light, 1997; Reyes, 1992; Soto, 1997).

A composite of major societal/conceptual challenges are displayed in
Figure 1. First, there are beliefs about the English language. What Reyes (1992,
p. 429) calls ‘‘the veneration of English’’ puts this language in a superior
position to other languages and, consequently, to those who speak them.
This tendency to ascribe a superior status to English is inextricably bound
up with both its status as the contemporary lingua franca and its collateral as
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a key to economic opportunity in the United States and around the world.
Such beliefs about the English language are often accompanied by the per-
ception that those who speak a language other than English have a deficit;
they are handicapped in a way that makes their chances for success poor
(Valdes, 2000).

The perception of the native language as a deficit carries over into beliefs
concerning ELL children and their families as well. It underscores difference
and can fuel cultural stereotyping both within school contexts and the
larger society. These beliefs get transferred into and shape interpersonal
patterns of communicationFthe ‘‘treatment’’ of ELLs and their families in
schools. Hand in hand is the notion of quick immersion to eradicate the
‘‘problem’’ of the native language, a tenacious misconception that domi-
nated discourse concerning bilingual education from the 1970s through the
1990s. Moreover, it is rarely recognized that learning an additional lan-
guage is arduous enough an undertaking, but that ELLs in U.S. schools
have the additional onus of learning academic English while keeping up with
grade-appropriate academic content (Ioga, 1995). These myths constitute a
set of overly simplistic beliefs and assumptions about language, how it is
learned, and what immigrant children face in U.S. schools.

Professional development efforts concerning ELLs in U.S. schools must
gently confront these often ingrained misconceptions. For the TAT Project,
doing so consisted of sharing basic information with faculty in specific ed-
ucation courses and encouraging productive conversation. In the following
section, specific activities designed for various participating faculty and stu-
dents is detailed.

WORKING WITH PROFESSIONAL EDUCATOR FACULTY AND
STUDENTS

It is imperative that English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) pro-
fessionals and all school personnel work together closely (Chamot & O’Malley,

SchoolSchool
ContextContext

Beliefs aboutBeliefs about
Language & learningLanguage & learning

Beliefs about ELLsBeliefs about ELLs’
Native languageNative language

Beliefs about theBeliefs about the
English languageEnglish language

Beliefs about ELLsBeliefs about ELLs
and their familiesand their families

Figure 1. Societal/Conceptual Challenges Regarding the Education of ELLs
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1989; Claire, 1998; Harklau, 1994; Roache, Shore, Gouleta, & Butkevich,
2003; van Lier, 1996) and that relationships between and around linguistic-
minority students be participatory and collaborative rather than segregated
and divisive. For these reasons, and other reasons associated with the com-
plex professional lives of the educators of school personnel, the TAT Project
worked with faculty in the School of Education at the State University of
New York at Albany in ways that modeled responsive professional devel-
opment. Suggestions for the best formats in which to work came from the
faculty themselves. How best to present ELL-related information and de-
velop course syllabi also came directly from participating faculty.

In an effort to undertake curricular revision and enhancement of core
courses required of all preparing and practicing classroom teachers, school
administrators, counselors, and area specialists training at the university,
TAT forums consisted of (a) ‘‘push-in’’ work, wherein ELL experts worked
directly in participating faculty classrooms to infuse ELL issues on an on-
going basis; (b) group workshops with follow-on support, wherein faculty
grouped by discipline were provided with knowledge and tools as a group,
then individual support throughout the academic year; and (c) peer pres-
entations, wherein graduate students specially trained in ELL issues pre-
sented tailored information to faculty and their students on demand.

The training emphasized the following broad topics:

� Language: the nature of language and its relation to society and culture;

� Acquisition: the processes of first language (L1) and L2, including best
instructional strategies and accommodations;

� Culture: cross-cultural issues in schooling;

� Regulations: roles and responsibilities of schools and school personnel
regarding ELL children;

� Communication: methods for communicating effectively with school
personnel and parents regarding ELL children.

Additional topics of concern were determined for each of the focal
groups: for example, special methods and accommodations for the teaching
of mathematics to ELL children for math teacher educators, issues asso-
ciated with biliteracy for reading specialists, and particular emphasis on
state and federal regulations regarding ELL children for special education
specialists and school administrators.

FORMATS AND MATERIAL

Table 1 outlines TAT participants, the format for their participation, and the
materials that were shared with and provided to participants. At the onset of
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the project, School of Education department chairs were approached by
TAT team members regarding their potential interest in the project. The
chairs responded enthusiastically, made recommendations as to which of
their departments’ courses would be most appropriate to target, and sug-
gested specific faculty to approach concerning participation. Subsequent
informal meetings with suggested faculty members were scheduled to dis-

Table 1. TAT collaborations

Subject area Participants Format MaterialFSpecific MaterialFAll

Math
education

Faculty and
graduate students

Push-in CAL materialsa � Shock
therapy

Reading Reading
faculty

Workshop CAL materials
NYSED ELAb ESL
Quick Answers to
Quirky Questions and
Strategies for All
Teachersc

� Facts and
figures

English
Language Art
(ELA)
Education

Faculty and
graduate
students

Push-in CAL materials
NYSED ELA ESL
Quick Answers and
Strategies

� New York
state
regulations

Educational
administration

School
administrators

Workshop CAL materials
NYSED ELA ESL
Quick Answers and
Strategies

� L2
learning
basics

School
counseling

Faculty, teaching
assistants, graduate
students

Push-in CAL materials
Cross-cultural
materials ESL Quick
Answers and Strategies

� Resources
list

Educational
psychology

Faculty, teaching
assistants, graduate
Students

Push-in CAL materials
Cross-cultural
materials ESL Quick
Answers and Strategies

Special
education

Faculty, teaching
assistants, graduate
Students

Push-in CAL materials
Cross-cultural
materials ESL Quick
Answers and Strategies
Guest speaker/local
expert on ESL/
special education
interface

aCAL is the Center for Applied Linguistics. See CAL (1999) for CAL materials.
bNYSED is the New York State Education Department. See NYSED, Office of
Bilingual Education (2000) for NYSED ELA material.
cESL Quick Answers to Quirky Questions (n.d.) provides responses to common questions
about ELLs. Strategies for All Teachers (n.d.) provides specific instructional strategies.
Both of these readily accessible resources are available at http://www.albany.edu/lap
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cuss various ways in which the project could help bring ELL issues into the
given subject area. In the case of the Reading Department, at the request of
the department chair, part-time faculty were invited as a group to partic-
ipate in an intensive workshop. Apart from these part-time faculty, 2 Coun-
seling faculty members, and the Educational Psychology instructor, all
participating faculty were tenured. In all cases, the participating faculty,
teaching assistants, and TAT staff worked to tailor each workshop, push-in,
and presentation to match the context and needs of each instructional
situation.

Preliminary meetings with faculty involved a review of the TAT project’s
goals and discussion of how ELL issues might fit in the faculty members’
course syllabi. TAT staff and participating faculty then collaboratively lo-
cated points of integration within course content as well as an appropriate
schedule for push-in sessions. A typical push-in session consisted of a brief
‘‘shock therapy’’ activity whereby a Chinese graduate student on the TAT
team would behave like a teacher while speaking only in Chinese. This was
followed by a debrief on the experience of not being able to understand the
language of instruction. An overview of ELL demographics in the United
States, state regulations regarding the educations of ELLs, basic concepts of
language and literacy acquisition, and communication strategies generally
followed. This core sequence varied according to course content and input
from faculty members. Subsequent topics and activities were subject-specific
(e.g., accommodating ELLs in counseling, math, special education). After
push-in sessions, each faculty member was supplied with overhead trans-
parencies, handouts, and readings to use in future classes.

OUTCOMES

In part because of the complexities of such a potentially sensitive issue
(individual faculty course content) and in part because of the dearth of
models for working with higher education faculty on curricular enhance-
ments, in addition to the core elements described above, project staff relied
almost exclusively on planning and processes that emerged from work with
individual faculty. As such, our project evaluation efforts, like our negoti-
ations with participants, were structured to be as open-ended and respon-
sive to individual contexts as possible.

Each of the participating faculty completed a questionnaire to assess
(a) any shifts in their beliefs concerning issues related to ELL children;
(b) whether and how they had integrated training session content into their
curricula; and (c) additional ELL-related issues they would be interested in
pursuing in subsequent trainings (see Appendix A). Additionally, 123 grad-
uate students in participating courses completed a questionnaire concern-
ing their knowledge of ELLs (see Appendix B).
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FACULTY RESPONSES

We received responses from 5 participating faculty members: 1 in Math
Education, 1 in English Language Arts (ELA) Education, 1 in Special Ed-
ucation, and 2 in Reading. Because of their differing professional back-
grounds and past experiences working with ELLs, these 5 faculty members
expressed a range of views regarding ELL issues. However, they all com-
mented favorably concerning their involvement in TAT activities and uni-
formly reported considerable growth in their understanding of ELL issues.

PERCEPTIONS OF ELLS

The 5 faculty members reported having had varying perceptions of ELLs
before participating in the TAT Project. The Math Education instructor had
thought that ELLs were in a ‘‘sink or swim’’ position in the classroom
without much required support from schools. Both the Special Education
and the ELA Education faculty members reported that they had been fa-
miliar with various programs offered to ELLs but had not been familiar
with the laws governing their education. In addition, the ELA Education
instructor considered ELLs as ‘‘assets’’ to the classroom. She saw ELLs’
diverse cultural backgrounds as potentially enriching the learning of all
students in significant ways such as, for example, bringing novel perspec-
tives to class readings and discussions. The 2 Reading instructors, as a result
of their prior experiences working with ELLs in public schools, were aware
of what services and programs were available to ELLs. They also reported
having been concerned about the literacy difficulties that ELLs encounter.
The Special Education faculty member stated that what she had known of
different approaches to working with ELLs both within and outside of
Special Education she had learned from the Internet and that this infor-
mation had been far from sufficient. To accommodate this need, in addition
to conducting a series of push-in sessions for her teacher development
classes, TAT staff provided her with a number of readings, resources, and
suggested activities to support her integration of ELL issues.

REGULATIONS AND COMMUNICATION

Following their involvement in TAT, the Math Education, Special Educa-
tion, and ELA Education faculty members reported a shift in their percep-
tions of ELLs as regards the legal responsibilities of schools and teachers for
providing specialized instruction and assistance. The Math Education in-
structor said that she began to realize that there was a screening process and
that many ELLs did qualify for assistance that their schools were required to
provide. On the other hand, she mentioned that she became aware that not
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every ELL received adequate support: For example, those with higher lev-
els of English language proficiency often do not receive what they need.
Consequently, she considered it even more important for all teachers to
design instruction based on individual learner needs. The ELA and Special
Education instructors emphasized a deeper understanding of the mandated
accommodations and the support programs available for ELLs. There was
also acknowledgment across the board of the need for dialog between and
among school personnel and ELL parents. The Special Education faculty
member in particular said she planned to emphasize communications strat-
egies concerning ELLs in her future classes.

LANGUAGE, ACQUISITION, CULTURE

The 2 Reading instructors did not think their original perceptions of ELLs
had changed, but rather had been simply ‘‘reinforced.’’ They became
‘‘hyper-aware’’ of ELLs’ needs and language differences. One even reflect-
ed that she thought the ‘‘shock therapy’’Fthe minilesson taught in Chinese
onlyFhad provided a sharp sense of frustration and made her more deeply
sympathize with ELLs. She learned that even dedicated students could feel
tremendous frustration at the overwhelming demands on themselves
when their language proficiency and resources were limited in terms of
opportunity and experience. Her comment underscores the need to sen-
sitize teachers to the difficulties and challenges that ELLs may encounter in
the classroom.

ELL ISSUES INTEGRATION

All 5 faculty members had incorporated some ELL issues into their teacher
preparation courses before participating in the TAT Project; each took dif-
ferent perspectives on these issues. The Math Education instructor had not
previously made a concerted effort to discuss ELL issues specifically but
viewed these issues as subsumed under working with diverse learners in
terms of learning styles. She generally placed more emphasis on the use of
hands-on materials and diagrams to help children, particularly those with
diverse learning styles, to learn the language and symbolism of mathemat-
ics. The ELA Education instructor had included teaching strategies for
ELLs, but she did not think what she had done was sufficient. One Reading
instructor had incorporated the special needs of ELLs into her course
‘‘Identifying and Correcting Reading Problems’’ and highlighted the un-
derstanding of the difference between ELLs’ oral English fluency and ac-
ademic English proficiency. The other Reading instructor reported that,
though her primary focus was on American Sign Language and deaf
students acquiring English literacy, she had included the issues of L1
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influences on L2 acquisition, especially as these related to literacy skills. The
Special Education faculty member had used slides she had found on the
Internet that gave a general overview of some issues in special education
that related to ELLs.

After working with the TAT Project, these faculty expressed eagerness to
expand the role of ELL issues in their future courses. When asked what
ELL issues they felt were most crucial for their students to understand, they
expressed diverse opinions. The Math Education instructor views class-
room teachers’ responsibility to ELLs as the most critical one. She notes that
these teachers cannot simply expect that ELLs’ needs will be ‘‘taken care
of ’’ by the school district or by some pull-out program. Educators need to
know what mechanisms, materials, and resources that they can draw on to
help ELLs. In her future courses, she plans to provide a more detailed
discussion of diverse learners, placing special emphasis on ELLs, as justi-
fication for the careful integration of manipulatives and diagrams. She ex-
pects her students to make use of the materials and suggested approaches,
particularly when working with ELLs.

The ELA Education instructor still considers learning specific teaching
strategies for ELLs as the most important task for novice teachers. She
thinks that her students need help in planning instruction for ELL children.
In addition, she regards information on laws pertaining to the education of
ELLs and the standards they are required to meet especially important. She
said that she would provide information on the legal responsibilities of
schools and teachers as well as the resources and models for planning in-
struction for ELLs in her future courses.

One of the Reading faculty members highlights two critical issues for her
students to learn. First, they have to understand that the range of ELLs is
representative of all the kinds of English-speaking students one encounters
in U.S. classrooms. ELLs can come from literate and less literate families,
and they can reflect the range of strengths and weaknesses evidenced by
English-speaking children. ELL children will, however, have the added
challenge of learning academic content in an L2. Second, new teachers have
to be aware that ELLs’ oral English fluency does not necessarily indicate
that they possess the requisite literacy skills. Teachers need to realize that
cognitive academic language proficiency takes considerably longer to de-
velop (Collier, 1987, 1989).

The other Reading instructor believes it is crucial for teachers to
understand the impact of L1 knowledge, preliteracy, and literacy skills
on English literacy development. She emphasizes that teachers need to
have positive attitudes towards ELLs’ native language and culture.
She even employs personal narratives concerning L2 learners to
render ELL issues more ‘‘real’’ for her future and practicing teachers to
understand.
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The Special Education instructor notes that her students in the future
would greatly benefit from the knowledge she had gained through TAT re-
garding the need for acute cultural sensitivity when working with ELLs and
their families. She also appreciates having learned about the state’s legal
requirements concerning ELLs and is enthusiastic about integrating this
information in her future courses. She also reports new-found respect for
the arduous undertaking that is learning a new language in a new culture.

STUDENTS’ REACTIONS TO LEARNING ABOUT ELL ISSUES

The TAT Project used push-in workshops in Math, ELA, School Counsel-
ing, Educational Psychology, and Special Education classes, where TAT
trainers infused ELL issues directly through minilectures, class activities,
and discussions. According to their instructors, students in these classes
generally liked the workshops and thought they were successful. Indeed, all
student questionnaire responses indicated that those reporting had gained
new and important knowledge about ELLs. The Math Ed instructor re-
marks that many of her students had not thought much about ELLs. There
seemed to be a reaction of ‘‘Oh, is that my responsibility? I didn’t know.’’
She regards this as a positive reaction in that the students began to see the
need to plan instruction with an awareness of diverse students in a class. In
addition, the ELA Education instructor notes that many of her students are
now interested in adding certification in teaching of English as a second or
other language to their certification in English.

The 2 Reading faculty, who participated in a TAT group workshop in the
summer specifically designed for them, incorporated ELL issues in the
courses that they taught during the fall semester. They found that their
students were interested in and receptive to these issues, especially since
many of them were in-service teachers in public schools teaching Latino
children as well as students from other language backgrounds. However, 1
instructor was both surprised and concerned to discover that many of
her students were unaware of the lag between ELLs’ oral English profi-
ciency and academic language ability. Her observation of the students’ lack
of awareness of this issue actually pushed her to put more emphasis on
ELLs’ needs.

Students (n5 123) from seven of the courses taught by participating
faculty completed a questionnaire concerning their knowledge and under-
standing of ELLs. Because of the differing content and foci of these courses
and the means by which TAT content was ultimately integrated into the
course by participating faculty members, responses to the project’s open-
ended question concerning beliefs about ELLs differed in emphasis.
Whereas all students reported growth and specific change in their under-
standing, the younger ELA Education students’ reports emphasized the
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classroom strategies that they had learned about, while the more experi-
enced Reading and Counseling Psychology students’ reports focused on the
increase in empathy for cultural differences reflected in the ELL popula-
tion. For example, students frequently mentioned their appreciation of
background information and practical strategies, as illustrated by the fol-
lowing comments:

I didn’t realize how deep the language gap goes-even where a student
speaks English well, learning in English could be a problem.

I now know the responsibilities of schools and teachers [concerning
ELLs].

I better understand the specific strategies I can use.

One ELA Education respondent even reported that the instructional strat-
egies that she learned for using with ELLs could be readily applied to native
speakers of English to improve their language skills: ‘‘What I learned I can
use with all students, not just ELLs.’’ Other students emphasized the cross-
cultural empathy that they had developed: ‘‘I gained respect for different
cultures.’’

Another marked difference in the reports is that nearly all the less ex-
perienced and novice educators stated that prior to the relevant graduate
course, their knowledge about ELLs was extremely limited. As 1 older
woman put it, ‘‘I had perceived them with mystery,’’ while a younger stu-
dent who had once substituted in a class with ELLs reported she had
‘‘thought they had learned the English language previous to their entrance
into the US.’’ Another student reported that she had ‘‘honestly thought that
they were not treated well at all’’ and were left to fend for themselves within
the system.

Graduate students with more school-based experience, on the other
hand, reported having gained some sense of how ELLs were instructed
in their schools. Nearly one half of this group reported an awareness
of ESOL support classes in their schools, though almost as many stated
that ELLs learned chiefly through ‘‘submersion’’: ‘‘picking up’’ English
by attending regular classes and interacting with native speakers. Some
perceptions reported by this experienced group are clearly of dubious
accuracy:

I thought ELLs went to a special school to learn English.

I thought they were trapped in ESL classes from which they could
never escape.

Another believed ELLs were all placed in bilingual classrooms and ‘‘moved
through the system.’’ (Whereas some states have experimented with sep-
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arate schools and separate classes, ELLs in the state of New York are not
segregated.)

Three of the more experienced, in-service students had been ELLs
themselves as young children. Their responses reflected the challenges they
had met as nonnative English speakers in U.S. schools and the need for the
patience and support they had seen as desirable qualities in their own
teachers. These qualities were all related to the empathy and understanding
they recalled some teachers exercising when they as learners had struggled
to understand and participate, qualities which were, of course, now re-
quired of themselves.

Student and faculty respondents both expressed surprise at learning of
the legal rights of ELLs and of the laws governing the responsibilities of
schools in New York to provide specific support to this population. Recent
changes to these lawsFincluding the provision that ELL scores on state-
wide tests be factored into overall school performance records (school re-
port cards)Falso pressed the urgency of increasing the dialogue between
ESOL specialists and these future teachers. All mentioned both wanting and
needing to learn more.

In terms of what was deemed most important for educators to under-
stand about ELLs, student respondents emphasized a number of different
issues. For example, participants expressed a range of reactions to the fol-
lowing question: ‘‘Based on what you have learned in this class about Eng-
lish Language Learners, what you think is the most important information
for all teachers to know in working with ELLs?’’:

� employ ways to compensate for ELLs’ lack of comprehension

� realize that ELLs are as capable as native English speakers

� be familiar with the ELA/ESOL standards

� know that ‘‘they are not ignorant or stupid’’

� realize that ‘‘being bilingual is not a disability’’

� learn and use appropriate teaching strategies

� simplify content to make it more accessible

� locate resources and information that can help

� ‘‘treat each learner with the special needs at heart’’

� know the laws pertaining to ELL rights and schools’ responsibilities

� ‘‘include them [ELLs] in everything a teacher does’’

This list reflects the breadth of ELL-related topics covered in TAT-tar-
geted classes. The online Reading class and Counseling Psychology students
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again emphasized the need for teachers to be sensitive to and respectful of
differences due to culture and the critical role these differences play in
teaching and counseling processes. In addition, there was mention of the
need to be supportive of the child’s family. A handful mentioned the pow-
erful possibilities of using ELL children in class to teach other students
about different cultures and perspectives. Finally, when asked what they felt
they would like or need to know more about ELLs, the various groups all
had similar desires. The vast majority stated that they wished more effective
strategies for teaching nonnative speakers of English as well as understand-
ing these children’s home countries and cultures.

Perhaps the most significant shift in beliefs was an overall change from
not knowing very much about ELLs, from not having given thought or
consideration to ELL issues, from having had limited contact with ELLS
and misinformation about them, to becoming aware of and empathetic re-
garding the ELL experience. TAT-related course experiences appear to
have provided students not only with increased awareness, but also with
specific strategies for working with these children. As one young woman
states, ‘‘I don’t have any [ELLs] now, but when I do in the future, I feel
better prepared.’’ At the very least we can conclude that both the inexpe-
rienced and experienced teachers from these classes now know what the
issues are, what questions to ask, and where resources can be located.

In terms of faculty, participating instructors reported undertaking inte-
gration or plans to integrate this information in their professional educator
curricula and consistently underscored the need for additional efforts at
integrating ELL issues for future education professionals of all kinds.

CONCLUSIONS

In the United States, education continues to suffer from the myths of ac-
countability and the bell curve. These myths generate language that places
blame on individual learners for not fitting a one-size-fits-all instructional
paradigm. These myths have brought society in general, and schools in
particular, to ‘‘mistaking limited experience with limited ability . . . even
before the child actually arrives at the classroom door’’ (Allington, 1994,
p. 3). Current ‘‘no child left behind’’ rhetoric and Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act reauthorization reflect a history of reforms that have
indeed left children from dominated minorities ‘‘behind’’ their White,
middle-class counterparts. ‘‘No child left behind’’ rhetoric allows for just
thatFbeing ‘‘left behind’’ the forward-moving mainstream through no one
else’s fault than the individual child’s (and her family’s, by implication).
Children will continue to be left behind if the deficit camp continues a
campaign of underscoring difference as deficit rather than difference as
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asset and will consequently perpetuate the kind of societal misconceptions
that undermine supportive educational contexts for ELLs. One of the major
underlying imperatives of the TAT Project is to eradicate the language of
deficit in relation to ELLs through the preparation of informed school
professionals.

Part of our challenge as teacher and school personnel educators, and
crafters of models and materials used in educator preparation, is to teach
cultural tolerance and to help those responsible for our nation’s children to
unlearn racism (Cochran-Smith, 2000) and end the oppression of margin-
alized groups (Wallace, 2000). Such unlearning includes the various
misconceptions we may have about linguistic difference. If, as Snow and
Wong-Fillmore (2002, pp. 34–35) emphasize, ‘‘we expect teachers to
educate whoever shows up at the schoolhouse, provide their students the
language and literacy skills to survive in school and later on in jobs, to teach
them all of the school subjects that they will need to know about as adults,
and to prepare them in other ways for higher education and for jobs,’’ it is
imperative that professional educator curricula integrate issues related to
ELL children across the board so that non-native-English-speaking children
will be served well in our schools and thus bring to an end to their ‘‘no-
ticeable silence’’ (Goodwin, 2002, p. 160). The TAT Project is an effort to
prepare well-informed education professionals by infusing information
about ELLs throughout professional educator curricula. If this project’s
reported reactions are to be taken as an overall measure of need for and
interest in this type of initiative, then incorporating ELL issues throughout
professional educator curricula should be made a priority.

APPENDIX A

FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

The Training All Teachers Project is requesting the following information
from you as part of ongoing design and redesign of its training activities.
Whereas answering these questions is voluntary, we urge you to do so that
the project can continue to offer the kind of ‘‘push-in’’ workshop we offered
for your class last semester. Your responses will be kept confidential and will
in no way impact your status at the University.

1. Before you participated in the TAT Project, how did you perceive
English Language Learners? How did you think they were educated
in the US?

2. How have these perceptions changed after having participated in the
TAT Project?
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3. Prior to working with the TAT Project, had you incorporated issues
concerning English Language Learners in your courses? If so, what
issues did you include in your curriculum? How?

4. Once having worked with the TAT Project, what new information did
you find important for your students to understand?

5. Which among these issues did you feel were the most critical for your
students to understand?

6. Do you plan to incorporate the information provided to you by the
TAT Project in future courses? If so, how?

7. How did your students react to your including English Language
Learner issues in your course?

8. Any other comments or suggestions?

APPENDIX B

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The Training All Teachers Project is requesting that you answer the fol-
lowing questions to help the Project in its work with School of Education
faculty on integrating issues related to English Language Learners into
courses. Answering these questions is voluntary, your responses will be kept
confidential and will in no way impact your status in this or any other
course, or at the University.

Age:
Gender:
Professional Area:
Course:

1. Before you took this course and learned about issues related to Eng-
lish Language Learners, how did you perceive English Language
Learners? How did you think they were educated in the US?

2. How do you see the knowledge you gained concerning English Lan-
guage Learners playing a role in your present or future teaching?

3. Based on what you have learned in this class about English Language
Learners, what do you think is the most important information for all
teachers to know in working with English Language Learners?

4. What don’t you know about working with English Language Learners
that you think may be important?

754 Teachers College Record



The Training All Teachers Project is supported by the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office of Bilingual Education and Linguistic Minority Affairs (OBEMLA) (Award No.
T195B000059-01). The views expressed herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily
represent the views of the department. A version of this article was presented at the 2002
American Educational Research Association Conference in New Orleans, Lousiana.

References

Adger, C., & Locke, J. (2000). Broadening the base: School/community partnerships serving language
minority students at risk (Educational Practice Rep. No. 6). Santa Cruz, CA: Center for Re-
search on Education, Diversity, and Excellence.

Allington, D. (1994). The schools we have, the schools we need (National Research Center on English
Learning and Achievement Report Series No. 1.12). Albany, NY: Center on English Learn-
ing and Achievement.

August, D., & Hakuta, K. (1998). Educating language-minority children. Washington, DC: National
Academy Press.

Burns, M., Griffin, P., & Snow, C. (Eds.). (1999). Starting out right: A guide to promoting children’s
reading success. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Carter, T., & Chatfield, M. (1986). Effective bilingual schools: Implications for policy and
practice. American Journal of Education, 95, 200–232.

Cazden, C. (1986). ESL teachers as language advocates for children. In P. Rigg and D. Enright
(Eds.), Children and ESL: Integrating perspectives (pp 9–21). Washington, DC: TESOL.

Center for Applied Linguistics (1999). Enriching content classes for secondary ESOL students.
Washington, DC: Delta Systems.

Chamot, A., & O’Malley, J. (1989). The cognitive academic language learning approach. In
P. Rigg and V. Allen (Eds.), When they all don’t speak English: Integrating the ESL student into the
regular classroom (pp. 108–125). Urbana, IL: NCTE.

Claire, N. (1998). Teacher study groups: Persistent questions and promising approach. TESOL
Quarterly, 32, 465–492.

Cochran-Smith, M. (2000). Blind vision: Unlearning racism in teacher education. Harvard
Educational Review, 70, 157–190.

Collier, V. (1987). Age and rate of acquisition of second language for academic purposes.
TESOL Quarterly, 21, 617–641.

Collier, V. (1989). How long? A synthesis of research on academic achievement in a second
language. TESOL Quarterly, 23, 509–531.

Cummins, J. (1989). Empowering minority students. Sacramento: California Association for Bi-
lingual Education.

Cummins, J. (2001). Author’s introduction: Framing the universe of discourse. Are the
constructs of power and identity relevant to school failure? Harvard Educational Review, 71,
649–655.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1997). The right to learn. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Delpit, L. (1995). Other people’s children: Cultural conflict in the classroom. New York: New Press.
ESL Quick Answers to Quirky Questions. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://albany.edu/lap/QA-ESL/

responsesESL.html
Goodwin, A. (2002). Teacher preparation and the education of immigrant children. Education

and Urban Society, 34(2), 156–172.
Harklau, L. (1994). ESL versus mainstream classes: Contrasting L2 learning environments.

TESOL Quarterly, 28, 241–272.
Ioga, C. (1995). The inner world of the immigrant child. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

The Training All Teachers Project 755



Light, R. (1997). A note on myths about language, learning, and minority children. Working paper,
University at Albany, State University of New York. Retrieved from http://www.albany.edu/
lap/Papers/myths.html

Lucas, T., Henze, R., & Donato, R. (1990). Promoting the success of Latino language minority
students: An exploratory study of six high schools. Harvard Educational Review, 60, 315–340.

New York State Education Department, Office of Bilingual Education. (2000). The teaching of
language arts to limited English proficient/English language learners: A resource guide for all teachers.
Albany, Office of Bilingual Education, New York State Department of Education.

Penfield, J. (1987). ESL: The regular teachers’ perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 21, 21–39.
Pierce, B. (1995). Social identity, investment, and language learning. TESOL Quarterly, 29, 9–32.
Reyes, M. de la Luz (1992). Challenging venerable assumptions: Literacy instruction for lin-

guistically different students. Harvard Educational Review, 62, 427–446.
Reyes, M. de la Luz, & Laliberty, E. (1992). A teacher’s ‘‘Pied Piper’’ effect on young authors.

Education and Urban Society, 24, 263–278.
Roache, M., Shore, J., Gouleta, E., & Butkevich, E. (2003). An investigation of collaboration

among school professionals in serving culturally and linguistically diverse students with
exceptionalities. Bilingual Research Journal, 27(1), 117–136.

Samway, K., & McKeon, D. (1999). Myths and realities: Best practices for language minority students.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Schinke-Llano, L. (1983). Foreigner talk in content classrooms. In H. Slinger and M. Long
(Eds.), Classroom centered research in second language acquisition (pp. 146–164). Rowley, MA:
Newbury House.

Snow, C., & Wong-Fillmore, L. (2002). What teachers need to know about language. Washington,
DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

Soto, L. (1997). Language, culture, and power. Albany: State University of New York Press.
Strategies for All Teachers. (n.d.). [Internet resource.] Albany: Language Advocacy Project, State

University of New York at Albany. Retrieved from http://albany.edu/lap
Valdes, G. (2000). Nonnative English speakers: Language bigotry in English mainstream class-

rooms. ADE Bulletin, No. 124 (Winter). Retrieved May 4, 2003, from http://www.mla.org/
ade/bulletin/n124/124012htm

Van Lier, L. (1996). Interaction in the language classroom: Awareness, autonomy, and authenticity. New
York: Longman.

Wallace, B. (2000). A call for change in multicultural training at graduate schools of educa-
tion: Educating to end oppression and for social justice. Teachers College Record, 102(6),
1086–1111.

CARLA MESKILL is an associate professor in the Department of Educa-
tional Theory and Practice at the University at Albany, State University of
New York. Her research interests include language and technology and
electronic literacies in teaching and learning, topics on which she has most
recently published in Bilingual Research, Journal, Language Learning Technol-
ogy, and TESOL Quarterly.

756 Teachers College Record


