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Introductions

From CCTE President Eric Engdahl

This is the third monograph that the California Council on Teacher Education
(CCTE) has published following a COVID-affected conference. While the Fall
2021 conference was our first return to an in-person format, this publication has
become an important component of all CCTE Conferences. It allows the excellent
research presented to be disseminated for a wider audience. Given the dynamic
and challenging period that education and teacher education is in, research arising
out of and addressing the issues of the time has a certain urgency to it.

Several of the articles in this monograph deal directly with these issues. Two of
the papers address the pandemic, “Learning and Adaptation During the COVID-19
Pandemic: Schools of Education as Hubs for Leadership and Innovation,” and
“Pandemic Pain, Holistic Help: How One School’s Trauma-Informed Approach
Provided Support and Expanded Opportunity.” Another pair address racism and
trauma, “Building Equity Through Positivity and Mindfulness in a Traumatized
World”’and “Anti-Racism, Inclusivity, and Asset-Based Perspectives as Foundational
for Transforming Core Pedagogical Practices.”

The other research presented here is no less timely, investigating approaches
to literacy, critical pedagogy, meaningful fieldwork, dual language, and Universal
Design. We believe that this research is important and hope that you will find it so, as
well. Remember that some of the research can also be found on the CCTE YouTube
channel. I want to thank all of the researchers who contributed as well as the CCTE
Conference Planning Committee and the CCTE Research Committee for their work
on all aspects of the Fall Conference and development of this monograph.

—Eric Engdahl, CCTE President
California State University, East Bay
eric.engdahl@csueastbay.edu




Introductions

From CCTE Fall 2021 Conference Co-Chairs
Victoria Graf &Virginia Kennedy

The Fall 2021 California Council on Teacher Education (CCTE) Conference
exceeded all expectations with the highest registration of any previous CCTE con-
ference. The hybrid conference allowed for both in-person and virtual audiences
to view and participate with keynote speakers Pedro Noguera and Alfredo Artiles
as well as in the Policy Sessions and other Conference events. The theme of “In-
tersectionality—New Knowledge, New Actions in Teacher Education” encouraged
deep reflection and conversations by participants on the identities of our students
and how educator preparation programs should prepare future teachers to respect
and address the intersectional identities of students regarding race, language, and
disability/ability. The research presentations have also been uploaded to the CCTE
YouTube channel so participants have the opportunity to view the presentations for
further thought and dissemination.

The CCTE Fall 2022 Conference will continue the conversation with the theme
of “Rehumanizing Education through Anti-Bias/Anti-Racist Practices.” CCTE is
committed to addressing discrimination and bias in all its forms so that our California
students are provided with the most respectful and equitable education possible.

—Virginia Kennedy, Co-Chair, CCTE Fall 2021 Conference
California State University, Northridge
virginia.kennedy@csun.edu

—Victoria Graf, Co-Chair, CCTE Fall 2021 Conference
Loyola Marymount University

victoria.graf@lmu.edu

From the CCTE Research Committee Chair Karen Escalante

Having been forced to take a hiatus from our California Council on Teacher
Education members presenting in person during recent conferences, it was in-
credible to receive over 50 proposal submissions for the CCTE Fall 2021 hybrid
Conference. All presenters were encouraged to record their sessions and post to the
CCTE GoReact platform prior to the conference to allow our Conference attendees
(in all formats) the ability to see and hear from their colleagues. If you were able to
attend any of the in-person sessions at the Conference, you were treated to dedicated
colleagues and buzzing energy; an abundance of collaborative discussion was at
the heart of each presentation. To allow for continued discussion and involvement
with the research, we present to you the CCTE Fall 2021 Research Monograph.
Curl up with your favorite beverage and read about the work your peers, friends,
and colleagues are engaged with.

—XKaren Escalante, Chair, CCTE Research Committee
California State University, San Bernardino
karen.escalamte@csusb.edu
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Using Integrated STEM
as a Context to Teach Mathematics
and Expand Prospective
Elementary Teachers' Dispositions

By Babette M. Benken & Cathrine Maiorca

Abstract

Integrated STEM education is critical to preparing both teachers and students.
However, students’ interest in STEM disciplines has been shown to decrease in up-
per elementary grades. Therefore, it is important to study how teachers implement
integrated STEM activities in elementary school, as students need opportunities to
engage in authentic hands-on STEM activities. The dispositions preservice teachers
hold about STEM education will affect the choices they make with their teaching.
We describe an integrated STEM module that we implement in an elementary math-
ematics methods course and provide a brief overview of effectiveness, including how
we modified the module during the pandemic. Following the module PSTs expressed
expanded confidence in their ability to teach and create integrated STEM lessons and
greater enjoyment toward teaching lessons that include multiple STEM disciplines.

Babette M. Benken is the Richard D. Green Professor of Mathematics Education
in the Department of Mathematics and Statistics of the College of Natural Sci-
ences and Mathematics and Cathrine Maiorca is an assistant professor in the
Department of Teacher Education of the College of Education, both at California
State University, Long Beach. Email addresses: babatte.benken@csulb.edu &
cathrine.maiorca@csulb.edu
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Overview

Integrated STEM (science, technology, engineering, mathematics) education
has become critical to preparing both teachers and students (National Academy of
Sciences, 2007; Wolfram Institute, 2012). Furthermore, recent reforms such as the
Next Generation Science Standards, NGSS (NGSS Lead States; 2013), and Common
Core State Standards for Mathematics, CCSSM (National Governors Association
Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers; 2010), advocate
for purposefully integrating STEM by providing deeper connections among the STEM
domains; these standards are mandated in California. Everyone needs to develop
STEM literacy and be prepared for STEM-related jobs (Bybee, 2018). Therefore,
preservice teachers need to be able to provide students with access to quality STEM
education, even if these students choose not to pursue a STEM career. Elementary
school teachers are one of the most important factors in the implementation and de-
velopment of integrated STEM lessons (Yoder, Bodary & Johnson, 2016). We define
integrated STEM in education as the combination of two or more STEM disciplines to
help students apply the content knowledge from each and make connections between
them to solve or understand real-world problems (Bybee, 2018).

The number of students who pursue STEM majors is decreasing (National
Science Board, 2016). Students’ interest in STEM begins in early elementary school
(Corp, Fields, & Naizer, 2020). However, students’ interest in STEM disciplines has
been shown to decrease in upper elementary grades. This poses a concern because
students begin to make decisions about their future educational pursuits as early as
middle school (Trusty, Niles, & Carney, 2005). Therefore, it is important to study
how teachers implement integrated STEM activities in elementary school, as students
need opportunities to engage in authentic hands-on STEM activities. Researchers
have shown that these kinds of experiences increase students’ interest in STEM
(Maiorca & Roberts, 2020; Mohr-Schroeder, Bush & Jackson, 2018; Roberts et
al., 2018). Researchers have suggested that integrated STEM pedagogies should
be introduced in elementary methods classes (Shernoff et al., 2017) because “the
current path for elementary teachers does not ensure appropriate knowledge of or
dispositions towards science and mathematics” (Corp, Fields, & Naizer, p. 337).
Furthermore, practicing teachers have little support in curriculum design that will
help them use integrated STEM pedagogies (Bybee, 2018; Stohlmann, Moore, &
Roehrig, 2012). However, there is limited research on integrated STEM experiences
in preservice teacher education (Corp, Fields, & Naizer, 2020).

In this article we describe an integrated STEM module that we implement in
an elementary mathematics methods course at California State University, Long
Beach and how we modified the module during the pandemic, including a brief
overview of its effectiveness. In this module, preservice teachers (PSTs) experience
integrated STEM—first as student, then as teacher, providing a meaningful context
to foster positive dispositions towards teaching math while learning mathematics
content through STEM.
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Perspective

The Council for the Accreditation of the Educator Preparation (2015) defines
dispositions as, “The habits of professional action and moral commitments that
underlie an educator’s performance” (Dispositions section, para. 6). Dispositions are
influenced by beliefs because beliefs can “be thought of as lenses that affect one’s
view of some aspect of the world” and are “psychologically held understandings,
premises, or propositions about the world that are thought to be true” (Philipp,
2007, p. 259). Philipp (2007) found preservice teachers’ dispositions about teaching
mathematics change when they see children’s mathematical thinking; this is also
true for their dispositions towards STEM.

Research has shown a connection between dispositions and the mathematical
teaching practices implemented in the classroom (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Gomez-Zwiep
& Benken, 2013; Philipp, 2007). Researchers have found that the dispositions held by
inservice teachers are similar. The dispositions preservice teachers hold about STEM
education will affect the choices they make with their teaching, including interactions
with students (Mohr-Schroeder, Cavalcanti, & Blyman, 2015). Philipp (2007) noted
the importance of changing dispositions to supporta change in instructional behaviors.
Often preservice and beginning teachers’ personal experiences in mathematics remain
the default mode of instruction (Foss & Kleinsasser, 1996; Thomas & Pederson,
2003). Having positive dispositions derived from authentic experiences is critical,
as when preservice teachers only rely upon models based on how they were taught,
they usually do not try to use more effective teaching methods, such as the effective
STEM teaching practices (Foss & Kleinsasser, 1996; Steele, 2019).

Inthis article we illustrate the importance of including integrated STEM modules
in elementary methods classes. Although teachers’ dispositions can be difficult to
expand, this module can be used to positively shape preservice dispositions towards
mathematics through integrated STEM. The experiences provide them a new model
for how to teach mathematics through lessons that include other disciplines and
real-life contexts.

Description of STEM Module

In the first component of the STEM module (or unit), prospective teachers
engage in the activities as a learner of both STEM content and current standards
(CCSS-M, NGSS). Prior to the first class, prospective teachers are introduced to
integrated STEM through the use of Model-Eliciting Activities, which are open-end-
ed problems that use the engineering design process to naturally connect STEM
disciplines (Maiorca & Stohlmann, 2016). They complete the Survivor Activity, in
which they are asked to design a shelter that is sturdy, water resistant, and spacious
enough for people to survive while stranded on an island. The primary mathematical
topics include estimation and mathematical reasoning, proportional reasoning, and
problem solving. After the prospective teachers complete this activity as learners,
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they engage in a whole group discussion regarding the embedded 6™ grade math-
ematics content standards (see Figure 1 for problem statement).

Inthe second component, the prospective teachers engage as ateacher of STEM
content. They are given a Kindergarten lesson plan without the mathematics content
standards listed to read prior to class; they must also indicate which Kindergarten
standards are addressed in the lesson, as well as how the activity addresses those
standards. During the next class meeting, they engage in a whole group discussion
about the identified standards; the prospective teachers then work in groups to
describe how (with justification) their own standards, as well as others suggested,
are addressed in the lesson plan.

In the final component, the prospective teachers are given the task of bridging
the Kindergarten and 6™ grade lessons. They develop an activity for 3 grade that
integrates mathematics and science, as well as bridges the mathematics content in
the Kindergarten and 6th grade lessons. They also identify 2-4 mathematics content
standards from 3rd grade relevant to their described lesson and provide justification
as to how those standards are addressed in their activity. The culminating activity
of this component is for the prospective teachers to design an integrated STEM
task that can be implemented in an elementary classroom.

Figure One

Problem Statement

Survivor returs to Costa Rica and Mark Bumett, the producer of Survivor, has decided to give survivors the
materials to build a shehter as a reward for a challenge. He wants to provide materials for the shelter out of items
that might wash up on shore. He will be providing a strip of metal supposedly from a plane, tarp from a raft,
rope and of course mud from the island. To determine who will be the contestants on the show he wants to see
who can design the best scale model of a shelter. The shelter must fit three people and withstand both wind and
rain. Design a quality shelter and vour team could be on the next show of survivor.

Your shelter must:
e Not move, tip or be damaged when given three gusts of wind
e Remain dry when given three squirts of water to simulate rain
¢ Not tip or move when shaken to simulate an earthquake

Before building your scale model decide on a scale that you will use to determine how much of cach material
that you will use, For example, if your scale was 1 meter: 2em, then you would have 20 craft sticks that are 6
cm long (**** don't use this scale ... 15 it realistic?)

+
Actual materials that will be provided on the island | Materials that you will be given
Logs (20 logs, 3 meters long cach) sticks: 20 sticks x ___cm: |
Planc siding (2.5 meters x 4 meters) Aluminum foil: cm x cm
Tarp (1 picce 3 meters X § meters) Wax paper: cm X cm
Rope (6 meters) String: cm
Mud (1 bucket with 1 cubic meter (m*)(1m x Im x 1m) | Unlimited

After designing and testing the shelter write Mark Bumnett a letter describing why your shelter is the best.
Include in the letter the design for the shelter, the materials that you used, and general guidelines for how to
make scale models for any purpose, A few example shelters are provided below for your team to begin to
develop ideas.
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Prior to the pandemic this module was implemented completely in person.
In the first component students worked collaboratively to determine the scale and
build a shelter to meet the constraints using materials provided in class. Examples
of the shelter built by students during class are provided in Figure 2.

In the second component students first worked individually (outside of class
as homework) to determine the content standards they thought were addressed in
the kindergarten lesson. When we returned to class, they worked in groups to come
to a shared set of content standards and justification for how these standards are
addressed in the lesson. In the last component students worked collaboratively to
create an activity that bridges the main content concepts embedded in the Survi-
vor activity and the kindergarten lesson and similarly engages students using the
Standards for Mathematical Practices (CCSS-M).

Beginning summer 2020, this methods course moved to a 100% virtual format.
To support the change in mode of instruction, participants engaged via Zoom and
used Flipgrid to virtually present their individual models for Survivor activities.
Breakout rooms were used to foster collaborative synchronous discussion and
students were encouraged to meet with their groups outside of class via Zoom.
We found two aspects of this virtual mode of instruction to be helpful to the
PSTs’ engagement in and understanding of the engineering design process: (1)
they needed to find materials from their own homes to build their 3-D model of
a shelter (previously they had been given a selection of materials during class),
and (2) they needed to carefully show and explain how they built their shelters
and then creatively demonstrate that they could withstand the “elements” using
video. Some examples of shelters built by students using alternative materials
are provided in Figure 3.

Capturing their explanations and presentation on video provide PSTs the
opportunity for careful communication, reflection, and revision. We intend to
continue this implementation even when the course reverts to an in-person mode
of instruction.

Figure Two
Examples of Shelter Built by Students
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Overview of the Impact of the STEM Module

From Spring 2018 to Spring 2021, we studied the impact of the STEM module
on the 351 PSTs dispositions toward towards math and integrated STEM (How
do the K-6 STEM modules impact PSTs dispositions towards math, as well as
dispositions towards STEM teaching and creating integrated STEM lessons) using
surveys with both open-ended and Likert-type questions and both quantitative and
qualitative analyses.

Following the STEM modules PSTs expressed expanded confidence in their
ability to teach integrated STEM and create integrated STEM lessons and greater
enjoyment toward teaching lessons that include multiple STEM disciplines. For
example, 67% of participants reported not feeling confident about teaching an in-
tegrated STEM lesson (pre-survey). On the post-survey, 100% of these participants
expressed being more confident in their ability to teach integrated STEM. Fifty-eight
percent of participants reported they were confident in their ability to create an
integrated STEM lesson on the pre-survey. This seems to be because they view math
and science as connected and they had prior experience writing integrated math and
literature lessons. As one participant noted, “The STEM fields naturally integrate
with each other so forming connections doesn’t feel like a daunting/difficult task.”
On the post-survey this same participate reported, “I am confident in my ability to
generate integrated STEM lessons. Although I don’t consider the STEM fields to
be my forte, I do enjoy them and tried to learn as much as possible this semester
in my math and science methods.”

Furthermore, initially 29% of the PSTs reported that they would not enjoy
teaching STEM, yet on the post-survey 100% of these participants indicated that
they would enjoy teaching STEM disciplines. For example, one participant explained
that he did not enjoy teaching STEM disciplines because “[Science] is either not

Figure Three
Shelters Built by Students Using Aternative Materials
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interesting or I don’t know how to make it fun for the kids to learn. However, 1
love to incorporate lessons with math. I enjoy math and solving equations.” On the
post-survey the same participant reported he would enjoy teaching STEM disci-
plines because he “liked to work with multiple subjects and work hands-on with
my hands. I especially like engineering lessons. I find it fun and great way for kids
to learn and build.”

Many PSTs expressed that integrated STEM could be a way to engage students
in problem solving and meaningful discussion. Even when participants were not
feeling completely prepared, they saw the impact integrated STEM lessons can
have on students’ math learning. They especially found participating in the Survivor
Activity as a learner to be a valuable experience. As one participant noted, “[It was
valuable] even myself as a grown up to participate in because I loved working with
groups and learning hands-on by building and using math.” Another participant
said, “I am a person who learns by doing so participating in the actual lesson gave
me a better understanding of what was being taught.” For this participant actually
doing the STEM lesson helped raise understanding. Another participant also felt
that the activities in the course enabled her to feel more confident, as the Survivor
and Kindergarten lessons allowed her to see a written lesson plan that integrated
both mathematics and science. This participant also said, “I feel these two activi-
ties contributed to me now feeling well prepared and confident to teach and create
lessons that integrate STEM disciplines.”

Significance

STEM education has become critical to preparing both teachers and citizens
(National Academy of Sciences, 2007). Given this focus, it is increasingly more
important to include integrated STEM units within mathematics content and ped-
agogy courses to make mathematics relevant and connected for both teachers and
students (Bybee, 2018; Maiorca & Roberts, 2020). Teachers’ dispositions impact
choices in practice. Yet despite this importance, there is little research that examines
elementary preservice teachers’ dispositions towards science, technology, engineer-
ing, and mathematics (STEM) (Corp, Fields, & Naizer, 2020) and few examples
of specific activities that support their development of positive dispositions. It is
encouraging that all of the PSTs who experienced this integrated STEM module felt
more prepared and confident to integrate STEM disciplines after they completed the
activities. Not all preservice teachers have positive experiences with STEM prior
to entering their methods courses. Experiences like the one presented in this study
may not only provide pre-servi™ce teachers their first experience with STEM, but
their first positive one.
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Educators’ Perceptions
of Middle Level Education

in a State Without
a Middle Level Teacher Credential

By Rong-Ji Chen, Erika Daniels, Roxanne Greitz Miller,
Moses Ochanji, Ben Seipel, & Acacia M. Warren

Abstract

Over forty U.S. states offer teacher licensing specifically in preparation for
teaching middle grades students. California is not included in this number, nor
do California teacher licenses (i.e., multiple subjects, single subject, and special
education) require teacher preparation coursework specific to meeting the needs of
early adolescents. This descriptive study presents results of an exploratory survey of
California educators with middle grades experience (n=48) regarding their ability
to identify essential attributes and characteristics of successful middle schools in

Rong-Ji Chen. Erika Daniels, and Moses Ochanji are professors in the College
of Education, Health, and Human Services at Calfornia State University, San
Marcos. Roxanne Greitz Miller is a professor and interim dean of the Attallah
College of Educational Studies at Chapman University, Orange, California. Ben
Seipel is an associate professor in the School of Education at California State
University, Chico. Acacia M. Warren is the single subject program coordinator in
the School of Education at the University of California, Irvine. Email addresses:
rchen@csusm.edu, edaniels@csusm.edu, rgmiller@chapman.edu, mochanji@
csusm.edu, bseipel@mail.csuchico.edu, & acaciamw@uci.edu
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California, their perceptions of young adolescents’ needs and responsive teaching
practices, and their current opinions of middle level education in California. Find-
ings indicate that survey respondents (1) moderately agree that middle schools in
California represent the essential attributes and key characteristics of successful
middle schools, (2) agree that middle level teachers’ practice is responsive to early
adolescents’ developmental needs but does not emphasize student choice and com-
munity interaction, and (3) overwhelmingly agree that the overall state of middle
level education in California is inadequate. These findings have implications for
policymakers and teacher educators to think flexibly about middle level education
and whether the needs of early adolescents are best served by the current conditions
of teacher preparation in California.

Keywords: middle grades, middle schools, teacher preparation

Introduction

California is a national leader in educator preparation, producing many highly
qualified teachers who demonstrate both subject matter knowledge and pedagogical
skill on the pathway to earning a California teaching license (“credential”’). However,
the status of California’s middle grades teacher preparation is lacking in comparison
to other U.S. states. California is one of only eight states without specific licensing
or required coursework for middle grades teacher preparation (Howell et al., 2018)
despite national efforts to promote specialized preparation for teachers who work
with early adolescents (Association for Middle Level Education, 2021; McEwin &
Smith, 2013). Teacher preparation programs in California offer three preliminary
credentials: Multiple Subjects, held by most elementary school educators; Single
Subject, held by most secondary school educators; and Education Specialist, which
provides two levels of credentialing for those serving students with special education
needs. Teacher candidates wanting to teach middle grades students choose among
the three types of credential programs, which generally means their training focuses
on teaching in self-contained elementary school classrooms, departmentalized high
school classrooms, or in a range of special education environments. Without specific
preparation for the middle grades, teachers and administrators who find themselves
in middle level educational settings in California may not be prepared to serve young
adolescents’ unique developmental, socio-emotional, and academic needs.

Literature Review

The basis for implementing specific experiences into middle level education to
support the development of early adolescents has been documented in the literature
for more than 80 years (see McEwin & Smith, 2013, for a comprehensive reference
list). The Association for Middle Level Education (AMLE) presents a framework
of middle level education and defines five essential attributes and 18 characteristics
of successful middle schools (Bishop & Harrison, 2021). The essential attributes
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specify that education for young adolescents must be responsive, challenging, em-
powering, equitable, and engaging. The 18 characteristics are categorized in three
areas: (a) culture and community, (b) curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and
(c) leadership and organization. Young adolescents’ unique cognitive, physical,
moral, socio-emotional, and identity development is at the center of this middle
level framework, and the interdependent essential attributes and characteristics
form a coherent system to facilitate young adolescents’ development.

Middle school teachers are expected to understand this framework and adopt
best practices to meet young adolescents’ various developmental needs. To this end,
middlelevel educators urge teacher education programs across the country to provide
specialized preparation for middle level teachers (Howell et al., 2016). Although
much research is needed to answer the question of whether specialized middle level
teacher preparation truly matters, several empirical studies have yielded a promising
finding that middle school teachers with specialized preparation performed better
in many key areas than their counterparts who have only elementary or secondary
licensure (e.g., Mertens, Flowers, & Mulhall, 2005; Ochanji et al., 2016).

Teacher education programs operate under the state policy on teacher creden-
tialing and coursework and fieldwork requirements. Howell and colleagues (2016)
reviewed the licensure documents and middle level teaching degree requirements of
the 50 U.S. states and Washington, D.C. They found that, while 45 U.S. states offer
licenses specific to middle grades, one-third of universities with teacher preparation
programs have no required coursework focused on preparation for teaching in middle
level settings, and they urged teacher educators to think flexibly to prepare effective
middle level teachers even when state credentialing structures are not supportive.

Aims

The purpose of this descriptive study was to explore the current state of middle
level education in California. We analyzed survey data from California education
stakeholders regarding their credentialing paths and teacher preparation program
content, perceptions about middle grades characteristics, teaching practices, and
beliefs about young adolescents. The findings shed light on educator perceptions of
the condition of middle level education and teacher preparation in a state without
specific professional licensing or requirements for middle grades teachers, with
implications for policymakers and teacher educators.

Methods

Situated in the California context and based on the above review of the AMLE
framework and related research, we posed the following research questions:

To what degree do survey respondents recognize AMLE’s five essential attributes
and 18 characteristics for successful middle schools in their district?
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What are survey respondents’ perceptions about young adolescents and the dif-
ferences between middle school and junior high school? To what degree do their
teaching practices address young adolescents’ needs?

What do survey respondents think of the current state of middle level education,
in general?

We designed an online survey to address these questions. All levels of California
educators were invited (via email listservs, contact lists, and social media postings)
during spring and summer 2021 to participate in the survey. We had usable data
from 48 respondents, with an average of 11.1 years of service in education (range
1-29 years; SD=9.63 years). Survey respondents worked in middle grades settings
for an average of 7.4 years (range 0-29 years; SD=7.80 years).

The survey had five broad sections: personal experiences and training regarding
middle level education, reflections on the AMLE’s essential attributes and char-
acteristics of a successful middle school as defined by Bishop & Harrison (2021),
administrative positions and training, personal teaching practices as related to
middle level education, and personal beliefs regarding the current state of middle
level education in California. Items in the personal experience and training section
were a mix of open response, checkboxes, and yes/no questions. All 23 items in the
AMLE attributes section (e.g., curriculum, community, engagement), 24 items in
the personal teaching practice section (e.g., content, pedagogy, assessment), and
13 items in the current state of middle level education (e.g., purpose, structure,
student needs) were Likert-based (3 points: agree, neither agree nor disagree, and
disagree). The 14 administrative/school structure prompts were yes/no items. Re-
sponses were tallied by percentage and means calculated for all questions regarding
respondent agreement (agree = 1, neither agree nor disagree = 0, disagree = -1).
Respondents could offer additional comments at the end of each section. The survey
took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.

Findings

For this monograph, we center our discussion on quantitative findings from
the survey. Due to space limitations, we encourage readers to view all tables and
figures referenced below online at https://bit.ly/mid-gr-graphics.

Specialized Preparation in Middle Level Education

We asked three questions about respondents’ initial preparation as a teacher.
Figure 1 online summarizes the responses. There was no distinction between the
operational concepts of “middle schools” and “junior high schools” in 67% of
respondents’ preparation. Only 31% of respondents took specialized middle level
teacher preparation coursework. This finding complements the study by Howell et
al. (2016) who found that one-third of the 1,324 teacher preparation programs in
the study did not offer coursework on young adolescents or middle level schools,

17




Educators' Perceptions of Middle Level Education

despite these programs being located in states that provided middle level licensure.
Sixty-nine percent (69%) of respondents reported middle grades experiences in
fieldwork settings (e.g., observations and/or student teaching placement), which
indicates by placing teacher candidates in middle schools to learn from the field,
many teacher preparation programs may be attempting to address the candidates’
preparation for the unique settings of middle grades and young adolescents’ de-
velopmental needs in the absence of specific required coursework.

AMLE’s Essential Attributes and Characteristics of a Successful Middle School

We asked the respondents whether they believed the middle grade schools in
their districts or communities are responsive/challenging/empowering/equitable/
engaging (i.e., whether their schools demonstrate the AMLE essential attributes).
Overall, respondents indicated they generally agree that the middle grade schools
in their district/community exhibited each of the five essential attributes. The “re-
sponsive” and “engaging” attributes were identified (agreed with by 79% and 75%
of respondents, respectively) more than others, with “equitable” receiving the least
recognition (55%). Table 1 and Figure 2 online summarize the results.

Similarly, we asked the respondents to identify AMLE’s 18 characteristics of
successful middle schools present within the middle grade schools in their district
(see Table 2 and Figure 3 online). The top three identified characteristics were ed-
ucators’ respect and value of young adolescents (88%); a school environment that
is welcoming, inclusive, and affirming for all (77%); and school safety addressed
proactively, justly, and thoughtfully (72%). The least recognized characteristics
regarded educators being specifically prepared to teach young adolescents (44%),
students’ academic and personal development being guided by an adult advocate
(44%), and school collaboration with community and business partners (47%). The
authors’ observation is that the most frequently cited characteristics are common
to schools at all levels. Yet, the least recognized characteristics tend to be specific
to middle grades settings.

Teaching Practice

We asked the respondents whether they agreed with 24 statements about
teaching and students. Figures 4 through 8 online summarize the percentages of
the responses in five areas. General observations of trends and responses include:

Respondents reported adopting many teaching practices aligned with AMLE’s
recommendations, such as interdisciplinary lessons, student-centered teaching,
planning with colleagues, and meeting students’ social-emotional needs.

The state-adopted standards and school-based guidelines largely determined cur-
riculum content; only 46% of the respondents said they decided “what to teach.”

Respondents perceived a very high degree of autonomy concerning instruction
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(95% of respondents independently determined how to teach) and assessment
(85% of respondents independently determined how to assess) of their students.

The lowest percentages reported by respondents related to implementing commu-
nity-based projects (35%), allowing students’ choice in assessment (27%), and
students’ involvement in the larger community (16%).

These findings correspond to White et al. (2013), who found various gaps
between middle level educators’ practices and the AMLE Standards.

The State of Middle Level Education

We asked the respondents to assess middle level education in general. Table 4
and Figure 9 show the results. For the statement, “the current state of middle-grade
education is adequate,” only 27% of the respondents agreed, 31% disagreed, and
42% neither agreed nor disagreed. The mean agreement was -0.04, much lower
than other statements. Additionally, 40% thought that the terms “middle school”
and “junior high school” are synonymous, despite the extensive literature base
establishing middle schools as distinctly different in theory and practice.

Moreover, for the statement, “teachers, in general, are well-prepared to meet
the needs of middle grade students,”33% of the respondents agreed, 16% disagreed,
and 51% neither agreed nor disagreed. Overall, we conclude the survey respondents
disapproved of the current state of middle grades teacher preparation in California.
However, in contrast, over 90% of the respondents recognized young adolescents’
needs are unique from those of elementary and high school students. 78% of re-
spondents did not think middle school students are just “little high school students,”
and 53% believed middle grade students need a homeroom teacher or advisor.

Discussion and Implications

This study has acknowledged limitations. The sample of 48 respondents is
not representative of educators across the state. Also, as an exploratory study, the
questionnaire was not designed to be comprehensive, nor was it intended to reach
the statistical power necessary to authoritatively comment on the opinions of edu-
cators across the state of California. Future studies will address these limitations
as we expand our efforts and process further revisions.

Despite the limitations, the findings are essential to middle level education
for two main reasons. First, the results show that although the state policy shapes
the operations of teacher preparation programs and school districts, these preser-
vice and in-service entities can - and we propose should - provide opportunities
for preservice and in-service teachers to learn how to address young adolescents’
developmental needs. We agree with Howell and colleagues that teacher educators
must develop the appropriate curriculum for individuals seeking a credential that
includes the middle grades, regardless of whether the candidate is prepared through
an elementary, middle, or secondary preparation program (Howell et al., 2018).
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School districts can share this responsibility by providing placements in quality
middle schools to their credentialing providers.

This study is also significant for considering how individual practitioners
navigate the political and educational system. By and large, the respondents did
not think that the current state of middle grades education or teacher workforce
preparation is adequate. Indeed, education leaders and policymakers in California
do not appear to value young adolescents’ unique developmental and educational
needs, evidenced by the absence of a specific middle grades credential. Yet, most of
the respondents recognized the need to specifically educate young adolescents, who
are different from other age groups. As we move forward from this monograph in
our future work, we will gauge how educators operationalize their commitment to
young adolescents and middle grades education in spaces where structural support
is lacking, as well as in what ways and to what extent middle school principals
demonstrate their commitment to and enact the key characteristics of quality middle
grades education in their schools.
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Abstract

This prismatic inquiry study examined three types of experiences with learning
about Universal Design. Each experience was examined in terms of effort, discov-
ery, frustration, and learning levels. The first experience examined the one-to-one
professor and undergraduate exploration of Universal Design through a co-authored
literature review. This experience had the highest levels of class commitment and
effort, low frustration levels for the professor, but a higher frustration level for the
student, and high levels of learning for both professor and student. The second
experience explored a class engagement with Virtual Reality (VR) goggles in order
to determine the accessibility of a campus. This experience had the lowest levels of
out-of-class commitment and effort, high initial frustration levels for the professor
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and students while technology was mastered, and low learning levels for the profes-
sor, but high levels of learning for the students. The third looked at how professors
learn about Universal Design through professional development or independently as
the need for student accommodations emerges in their classrooms. This experience
was split, depending on learning through professional development or independent-
ly, offering mixed results. Professional development resulted in low levels of effort,
frustration, and learning until the need for practical application highlighted the flaws
in the low-level learning. Learning independently had a high time commitment, high
levels of frustration, and equally high levels of learning. Ultimately, there were clear
connections between productive struggle and authentic effort with overall learning,
with one-to-one connection with large jumps in mastery, and a definite deficit where
low effort resulted in low levels of learning. While the curriculum was important, the
integration of authentic application, one-on-one time, productive struggle, and active
learning add weight to producing high learning outcomes and knowledge retention.
Combining these elements resulted in reduced frustration. Conversely, even when
there was a solid curriculum, if a/l elements were missing, knowledge retention and
mastery were equally likely to be missing.

Key words: Universal Design, teaching, teacher education

Perspectives on Teaching and Learning: Universal Design

This prismatic inquiry study examined three types of experiences with learning
about Universal Design. The first experience examines the one-to-one professor
and undergraduate exploration of Universal Design through a co-authored literature
review (Chun & Puryear, 2019). The second explores a class engagement with
Virtual Reality (VR) goggles in order to determine the accessibility of a campus
(Maghzi et al., 2019). The third looks at how professors learn about Universal
Design through professional development or independently as the need for student
accommodations emerges in their classrooms.

Literature

Universal Design was a framework that originally emerged out of architecture.
The architect Ronald Mace coined this term when thinking about the design of
buildings (Jiménez et al., 2007; McGuire et al., 2006). Mace brought our attention
to the idea of thinking about all people regardless of their physical ability or dis/
ability. Instead of spending thousands of dollars to retrofit buildings, Mace proposed
we think about the needs of all individuals when designing a building from the
get-go in order to be accessible to all people. The goal of Universal Design seems
to be inclusive of all individuals and needs and thus very applicable to learning
and the classroom (Jiménez et al., 2007).

As educators we must think of the needs of all our students and potential stu-
dents when designing our lessons. Meyer and Rose (2000) applied this concept of

22




Chun, Maghzi, Fisher, Dorner, St. Amant, & Puryear

Universal Design to education, coming up with the concept of Universal Design
for Learning (UDL). When we think about the needs of all our learners and design
and implement lesson plans in the initial planning process, these lessons become
more accessible to all our students and their various learning styles (Meyer &
Rose, 2000). Thus, Universal Design for Learning needs to be implemented into
instruction, curriculum, and assessments. According to the Delaware Department
of Education (2004):

UDL is good for teachers because planning ahead saves time and money in the
long-run... The UDL approach promotes a more inclusive environment for all
students... “Universal design for learning does not remove academic challenges
for students; it removes barriers to access. Simply stated, universal design is just
good teaching.” (Ohio State University Partnership Grant, 2003). (pp. 7-10)

Furthermore, the Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA, 2008) reinforced
that Universal Design for Learning, as a research based framework, proactivity
plans lessons and learning materials with a focus on maintaining constant student
engagement through a variety of teaching methods (CAST, 2018; Davies et al.,
2013; Meyers, Rose, & Gordon, 2014).

Methodology

Prismatic inquiry emerged out of Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) rthizomatic theory
engages in a multifaceted lens, which sets out to deterritorialize bilinear arborescent
thinking to break up established paradigms while mapping out information (Fisher,
2016). Focusing on action, mapping, expression, praxis, and testing, collaborative
prismatic inquiry may revisit patterns across research studies or engage in multiple
perspectives to identify areas of convergence and divergence (Fisher, 2016).

Collaborative prismatic inquiry invites a series of participant-researchers to en-
gage in storytelling and analysis (Achieng-Evensen et al., 2017). This study, through
collaborative prismatic inquiry, employed a storytelling pattern borrowed from the
first half of “holistic visioning” (Sanders-Lawson et al., 2006), where each thread of
experiences is shared individually, identifying subjectivity and then experiences.

Data:Three Experiences

This study considered three types of experiences when learning about Universal
Design. These included: (1) learning through a literature review, (2) integrating VR
technology, and (3) learning through experience and professional development.

Experience One:
Professor Reviewing the Literature with a Student

The first experience examines the perspectives of professor and undergraduate
student while developing a collaborative literature review about Universal Design.
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These took place in a series of one-to-one meetings where each had a list of tasks
to complete between meetings.

Perspective One: Professor

One of the seniors, Ms. Puryear, and I met in May 2019 to develop an inde-
pendent study for Fall 2019 to research inclusive higher education. As we further
discussed our interests, we discovered we both wanted to gain a better understanding
ofthe use of Universal Design-based strategies in higher education, especially types
of inclusive strategies implemented by faculty and their perspectives on incorpo-
rating those into their courses. We reviewed only empirical studies conducted in
the U/S. and published in peer-reviewed journals between 2010-2019. Full- and/or
part-time faculty were the participants of the studies we reviewed. Also, the studies
were focused on Universal Design-based frameworks, such as Universal Design
for Learning, Universal Instructional Design, Universal Design for Instruction,
and Universal Design for Assessment. As this was Ms. Puryear’s first time doing a
literature review, I was involved in every step guiding her. Also, I shared a list of
resources for conducting a literature review and Ms. Puryear reviewed the resources
during summer to get familiar with doing a literature review. At the beginning of
the project, Ms. Puryear and I met once a week, then later we met once every two-
three weeks. Throughout the project, we collaborated on Google Docs, Sheets, and
Slides. We asked each other questions by posting questions and comments in the
files and researching via email. We first began with carefully reading the articles
that met our inclusion criteria. With collaborative efforts, we completed a synthesis
matrix for each article. This process took a couple of months to complete, then we
collaboratively analyzed our matrix and converse about our analysis to identify
themes. Throughout the project, I made sure to be available to Ms. Puryear as much
as she needed me to process her questions and thoughts.

Discoveries. Through the literature review, I gained a deeper understanding of
various factors that influenced the faculty’s ability to apply Universal Design-based
strategies. When faculty had students with disabilities in their courses previously
and had positive experiences with those students, those faculty would more likely
incorporate Universal Design-based inclusive strategies in the courses. However, if
they had negative experiences with the students with disabilities, the faculty were less
likely to implement inclusive strategies. In addition, the faculty, who had disability-re-
lated training, were more aware of the needs and perspectives of the students and the
importance of incorporating the Universal Design-based strategies to be proactive.
Through training and personal experiences with the students with disabilities, faculty
gained confidence in utilizing the Universal Design-based strategies.

Frustrations. Ms. Puryear and I frequently communicated with each other
via email and posting in the shared files. We met most of the tentative deadlines,
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and if we needed to extend our due dates, we communicated to each other and
rescheduled our deadlines. I deeply enjoyed collaborating with Ms. Puryear. There
were no difficulties while completing the project.

Perspective Two: Student

At the end of Spring 2019, I spoke with Dr. Chun about my experiences in
college courses, which included discussing Universal Design for Learning. Though
I'learned about Universal Design and Universal Design for Learning in the Special
Education courses I took, I did not consistently experience Universal Design-based
strategies across all my college courses. Some professors used more Universal
Design-based strategies in their courses than others. My professors who taught ed-
ucation courses used some Universal Design-based strategies such as digital copies
of course materials, PowerPoint slides, video clips, hands-on learning activities,
active classroom discussions, small group-based discussion, group-based projects,
group-based field experiences, or revisions for papers/exams. However, one of my
Education courses significantly incorporated the Universal Design for Learning
principles, such as multiple means of engagement, representation, and expression/
action, so the course materials were designed in flexible and accessible formats.
This allowed all students, not just me with approved accommodations, to access the
course materials equitably. For example, all students used their laptops or tablets
to access the PowerPoint slides, eTextbooks, and video clips to participate in the
course. Due to this design, I was able to enlarge the materials to follow along and
actively participate in the discussions. These experiences made me wonder why
all courses were not designed with Universal Design-based principles and why
Universal Design-based strategies were not consistently applied at the same rate
throughout all college courses. Based on these questions, Dr. Chun and I started
the literature review, which focused on Universal Design-based strategies in higher
education, specifically from a faculty perspective.

The process of constructing the literature review relied heavily on collabora-
tion. Dr. Chun and I exchanged ideas about the literature review and collaborated
while writing the paper. I wrote many drafts and Dr. Chun made revisions. We
communicated through email, Google Docs, and in-person meetings. We met in
person regularly to go over the drafts, find themes in the data, and prepare for the
conference. The collaboration was a key role in my ability to learn to write a lit-
erature review. By communicating with Dr. Chun on a regular basis, | was able to
ask questions and learn from my mistakes, which enabled me to continue to work
on a similar project with less guidance a year later. Before completing the literature
review, | had no previous experience writing such a paper but Dr. Chun showed me
the resources and guidance to learn how to properly write a literature review.

Discoveries. Before starting the literature review, I had some previous expe-
rience with Universal Design-based frameworks through my classes. I knew about
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the Universal Design and Universal Design for Learning, as I learned about them
in classes and used some strategies when creating lesson plans, such as tolerance
for error, perceptible information, and multiple means of representation. However,
while reading articles for the literature review, I discovered that Universal Design/
Universal Design for Learning is more than just making sure the environment or
materials are accessible for every student. It involves using guidelines when creating
a curriculum so that all students of various abilities and backgrounds can learn in a
way that works for that student. Using Universal Design for Learning, many barriers
in the classroom could be shattered. For instance, having worksheets available in
print and electronically eliminates barriers for students who have trouble reading,
who have visual impairments, or students who have trouble with handwriting but
it still gives students options. I also discovered various reasons why faculty in
higher education may be less willing to incorporate inclusive strategies into their
classroom, including a lack of time, lack of knowledge, and personal perceptions
and bias. One aspect of the literature review that surprised me was that some faculty
lacked experience or knowledge regarding working with students with disabilities.
This surprised me because more and more students with disabilities are enrolling
in higher education.

Frustrations. The difficulties I encountered during this literature review were
due to the fact that it was my first time working on a literature review, I had to first
learn basic skills related to writing a literature review, such as the style of writing,
types of literature reviews, and data collection. Dr. Chun and I collaborated on the
project, which was a great experience. We consistently met to discuss our progress,
made changes to our schedule when needed, shared ideas, and responsibilities. 1
believe that our successful collaboration was a major factor in having very few
frustrations during this literature review.

One frustration I encountered during the literature review process was the length
of time it took me to complete certain steps. As this was my first time working on
a literature review, I could not predict the toll it would take on my body. I have a
visual impairment, which for me personally means that I needed to enlarge text
and use a bigger computer monitor to read articles and write. After reading several
articles, it was clear that I could not solely rely on enlarging the documents since
it was not sustainable to my eyesight or the time frame. Thus, I started using text
to speech software, which decreased my eye fatigue.

Another challenge I encountered at the very beginning of the literature review
was trying to figure out what to write about because it seemed to me that Universal
Design was already heavily researched and studied, so what else could we contrib-
ute? However, after reading more articles, I realized that there are gaps and areas
that still need more research.
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Experience Two:
Professor and Students Exploring Through VR Technology

The second experience includes the perspective of one of two professors and
one of a class of 31 students who piloted the use of VR goggles in order to explore
and learn about Universal Design. This took place during an on-campus face-to-face
class. Students were assigned additional content to learn about Universal Design
before using the VR goggles to explore space and determine accessibility.

Perspective One: Professor

I had the opportunity to write a grant to integrate VR into the classroom to
examine spaces that students inhabit. What better way to examine spaces than to
utilize technology to teach about accessibility and Universal Design for Learning?
Students were asked to critically examine the education spaces that they inhabit
at the University. This project was an attempt to have our future teacher educators
think about spaces, accessibility, learning and barriers. This project was to push
our students to critically evaluate and examine how educational spaces in higher
education have been traditionally designed and to think about how these spaces
meet or deny the needs of all students, especially students with dis/abilities.

Students used Google Earth Street View and 360 imagery and examined spaces
on campus and applied their understanding of Universal Design to these spaces
by determining the limitations and challenges of these spaces to support student
learning and accessibility. Students created end products that displayed their ex-
amination of these campus spaces using Thinglink (2020) and Google Earth Street
View (See Table 1).

Discoveries. This activity brought physical awareness to future educators of
the possible physical impact on learning and the importance that access plays in
the education and development of students. Overall, pre-service teachers’ greatly
benefited from rethinking and re-envisioning educational spaces. Preservice teachers
were able to examine spaces in their learning environment at the University and
examine the accessibility of buildings and spaces. While this task was beneficial
to pre-service educators to explore their learning environment, it may be even
more beneficial to explore the spaces in K-12 schools that they will be teaching
in. Also, it became apparent through this process that participating pre-service
teachers could have greatly benefited from more demonstration and time with the

Table |

Examples of Student Videos on Google Earth (St. Amant, 2019)
Location Link

Height Issue Montage https://tinyurl.com/HeightMontage
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technology. Perhaps in the future a video demonstration could help facilitate student
understanding of the tasks at hand.

Frustrations. Students who feared technology and making mistakes seemed
to be hesitant to delve into using the technology required for this project. Having
students work in small groups seemed to help ease the nerves of students, however,
there were groups that really struggled with getting started with using the tech-
nology. I think frustrations were two-fold, both for the students and the educators.
As I was co-teaching this course my colleague who was also unfamiliar with the
technology also had hesitations and apprehension about using the technology. As
a result, we decided to invite a tech expert to join our class and help our students
get started with using the technology. I think this hands-on approach to learning
was so different from traditional ways of teaching that students became frustrated
and anxious as a result of the unknowns of what the end outcome would look like.
As this was the first time we were implementing and using this technology we did
not have a sample to show students. In fact, I’'m not sure if [ would show them a
sample or idea of what an end product could potentially look like. I think the mere
process was impactful for students. Having to problem solve together, work together
in teams, and use consultation and collaboration to implement their practice and
achieve the goal of this project.

Perspective Two: Graduate Student

In the Spring of 2019, I was completing the first semester of the education
specialist program at the University of Redlands. During the semester, I participated
in the Foundations of (Dis)ability and Special Education.

Part of the class’s coursework was a Universal Design project that students
would complete in small groups. For the project, students were tasked to explore
the physical spaces of the University utilizing 360-degree cameras to gain an un-
derstanding of the level of accessibility of each space. Once the students explored
the spaces, they were to give an analysis on the level of accessibility and whether
Universal design structures would increase the level of accessibility.

Our group was made up of 4 students that included myself. We chose the Uni-
versity’s library as the space to explore for the project. Each group was given time
during class to get comfortable using the 360-degree camera, as well as explore
their chosen location on campus. Our group felt confident in being able to operate
the 360-degree camera, so we opted to spend most of our time exploring the library.
From the outside of the library, the building is a big sprawling structure that ap-
pears to have all the most modern building amenities. As we explored further, we
discovered that the library is a smaller portion of the bigger surrounding structure
of the library. To explore and analyze the library, our group first did a brief walk
through of the library and the bigger surrounding structure noting areas that may
be challenging for individuals to navigate. On our second visit, we utilized the
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360-degree camera to more deeply explore all the pathways that patrons of the
library would utilize to navigate the various areas of the library. One of the biggest
challenges that a patron of the library could potentially face is navigating to the
wheelchair accessible bathroom that was located on one of the highest floors. To
get to the bathroom, a patron would have to take two elevators depending on their
location in the library. Another issue that the library faced was how to get patrons
who utilize wheelchairs from the upper floors down to the bottom floors to safety
in the event of an emergency when the elevators would become unavailable.

Completing the Universal Design project was a great learning opportunity
that was filled with many challenges and discoveries. It was incredibly eye opening
to explore the library (that many of our group members had visited many times
before) through the lens of Universal Design and how the barriers of our physical
world can be applied and modified in the classroom environment.

Discoveries. By researching and learning about the limitations of physical
spaces through the lens of Universal Design, I was able to see the benefits of well-
planned and thoughtful design that works for everyone, rather than most.

As we struggled through the technological barriers, it allowed us as future
teachers to realize that the frustrations that we were running into would be similar
to the frustrations that our students would face in the classrooms every day. It was
interesting to observe myself and my peer’s discomfort in not being able to com-
plete a task the way that we were intended to. This frustration is literally the exact
thing that our students would experience. We are so reluctant to extend ourselves
the grace to learn through the process of doing, yet we are so quick to demand it
from the students whom we teach in our classrooms.

Frustrations. Navigating the technology to work the way that we wanted it
to. Specifically, connecting the pathways through the library in an easy way that
would make sense to an observer.

Experience Three:
Professors Learning about Universal Design

The third experience asked professors familiar with both face-to-face and
online instruction as well as professional development that covered Universal
Design. The instructor in the first perspective was introduced to Universal Design
academically, and built an educational career implementing differentiated design
into instruction, but had found few spaces where Universal Design worked for
everyone. The instructor in the second perspective learned about accessibility
based on students’ needs for access in courses, revolutionizing instruction before
professional development started covering Universal Design.
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Perspective One:
Professor as Student Taking Professional Development Courses

I learned about universal design peripherally through working with a student
who was researching Universal Design, then as it came up in professional devel-
opment as a professor. As a k-12 educator, differentiation was modeled for me and
integrated into my teaching long before differentiated learning (Tomlinson et al.,
2003) or differentiated design (Fisher & Magzhi, 2021) had been coined. I carried
this belief in giving each student what they needed into my teaching as a professor.

In terms of integrating Universal Design into my teaching, as a face-to-face
professor, I tell students to just let me know what they need. The disability services
office has noted that most students don’t need to request accommodations because
supports are already part of my regular teaching. Online, I proudly started out fol-
lowing the rules for Universal Design... until the rules changed. Faced with little
prep time and 100s of pages, gSlides, and assignments to restructure across multiple
classes, I added a line to my syllabus saying to let me know if they needed further
accommodations, and left it there. My videos are all captioned, I’'m thoughtful
about the colors I use, but a screen reader would have difficulty with my course.

Discoveries. Entrenched in differentiated design (Maghzi & Fisher, 2021), I
am more likely to differentiate than worry about Universal Design. It is an ideal that
helps many people, but misses the mark for others. Having worked with students in
the past who used screen readers, [ understand their frustration, and would adjust my
courses, if need be. Having experienced multiple situations where accommodating
someone else stomps on my dis/ability has made me aware of the need to really
consider what each student needs to be successful.

Frustrations. When Universal Design began showing up in my professional
development for teaching online classes, [ was puzzled, since we were being urged
to use accommodations for certain learners that did not help others. Since I am
hearing impaired, I was especially frustrated when I found myself in a class on
diversity that promoted pretty much only developed videos to build community,
but didn’t use programs that integrated captions until the third week, making the
videos inaccessible to me. I questioned this the first day of class on the Q & A
board, but never received an answer. I’ve also found it frustrating that even courses
that model and teach Universal Design did not integrate scholarly readings, and
typically covered it briefly.

Perspective Two:
Professor Meeting Students’ Needs in the Classroom

Each semester, I examine my courses and try to determine how I can make
them more accessible to all of my students. Aside from captioning my videos, |
had previously given little thought to accessibility for students who are Deaf and/
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or Hard of Hearing (DHH). During one semester, [ had a student enrolled in a face to
face course who attended class with American Sign Languages interpreters. During
that experience, I was able to teach my class as I always had with little alteration other
than to keep an eye on the pace of my lecture to ensure that the interpreters could
follow along effectively. This semester, in addition to converting an in-person lab to
an online format, I had the experience of having a student who identified as DHH in
a synchronous online lab course. Given that I have taken a professional development
course in Universal Design for Learning, I was confident in my ability to meet this
student’s need without significant adjustments. Indeed, when the disabled student
services representative contacted me to let me know about this student’s enrollment
in my course, [ was told to teach as I always do, just make sure I have captions and
that there would be a live captioner in each synchronous Zoom meeting. As it turns
out, I have had to adjust my teaching significantly, in ways I didn’t expect. Thus, my
experience reveals a need for more professional development.

Discoveries. Through this experience, | have discovered two important things.
First, I speak too quickly for live captioning. This has led me to slow down my
speaking across all of my sections, which I think is beneficial for my students.

Second, I believe there is a need for more guidance for faculty who have
identified DHH students in their courses. Specifically, faculty would benefit from
professional development providing guidelines and insights into how live captioning
works including the pace of speaking, their ability to follow students into break-
out rooms, how to make corrections if the captions show errors without drawing
unnecessary attention to it, etc. Additionally, significant forewarning of delays for
closed captioning and notification of DHH students in courses with more notice,
whenever possible, would help professors plan for their courses accordingly.

Frustrations. The most frustrating piece of this experience has been feeling
unprepared for the changes I would need to make in my course. Specifically, I
didn’t receive any information regarding the accuracy (or lack) and pace of live
captioning. While reading the captions, it was clear to me that the captioner was
consistently missing chunks of course material and that some of the captions were
giving false information. I think it may have been due to my speaking speed. I
also noticed that the captioner didn’t always follow the DHH student into breakout
rooms, which may have had a negative impact on their learning experience. Ad-
ditionally, we did not receive notification that the captioning grant we use to help
closed caption pre-recorded videos was running three weeks behind. Because of
this, I ended up having to record my videos over one month in advance, and was
not even able to use my pre-recorded videos for the first month of class. Finally, I
realized very quickly that my teaching style, which is full of humor, often didn’t
“translate” well to captions that couldn’t convey tone of voice, were filled with
mistakes, and running behind my facial expressions, so I felt the need to leave a
lot of humor and spontaneity out of the sessions.
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Analysis

Analysis initially considered the effort, discovery, frustration, and levels of
learning unique to each type of learning experience. These experiences could be
clustered as: (1) high effort, high discovery, low frustration, high learning; (2) high
effort, high discovery, high initial frustration, high learning; and (3) mixed effort,
mixed discovery, high frustration, and mixed learning.

High Effort, High Discovery, Low Frustration, High Learning

The collaborative literature review held a number of revelations for professor
and student, while being a low frustration activity. The one-to-one connection and
interaction, while high effort, resulted in the student far exceeding undergraduate
levels of writing, creating a very high learning impact. As a new area of research
from both professor and student, it also provided a high level of discovery for both
professor and student.

High Effort, High Discovery, High Initial Frustration, High Learning

The VR goggles were a high-effort activity, with high levels of initial frus-
tration while technology support, professors, and students mastered the goggles.
Exploration was high, as was the discovery of exploring the campus. However,
students declined to walk their own campuses, which was the original intention,
which would have resulted in aligning the activity with the educational leadership
standards. As a takeaway, this activity had a high impact on learning.

Mixed Effort, Mixed Discovery, High Frustration, Mixed Learning

Learning about Universal Design through professional development or inde-
pendently results in mixed effort. With students needing immediate access, there
is a high effort, high frustration, and staggered discovery rate. Without students
needing immediate access, the professional development was low effort, but also
relatively low discovery and low frustration until two types of situations. First,
standards changed, resulting in high frustration that thwarted discovery. Second,
students needed immediate access in a way that either did not align with the previous
teaching or did not fill in the gaps, resulting in high frustration.

Findings

Ultimately, there were clear connections between productive struggle and
authentic effort with overall learning, with one-to-one connection with large jumps
in mastery, and a definite deficit where low effort resulted in low levels of learning.
While the curriculum is important, the integration of authentic application, one-
on-one time, productive struggle, and active learning add weight to producing high
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learning outcomes and knowledge retention. Combining these elements results
in reduced frustration. Conversely, even when there is a solid curriculum, if all
elements are missing, knowledge retention and mastery are equally likely to be
missing. (See Figure 1)

Conclusions

While curriculum is important, the integration of authentic application, one-
on-one time, productive struggle, and active learning add weight to producing high
learning outcomes and knowledge retention. Combining these elements results
in reduced frustration. Conversely, even when there is a solid curriculum, if all
elements are missing, the knowledge retention and mastery are equally likely to
be missing.

Figure |
Elements that Add Weight to Learning Outcomes

High Learning Low Learning
Outcomes Outcomes

Authentic
Application

| passive Effort
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By AmyK Conley

Abstract

Critics argue there is a disconnect between research, what is taught in teacher
preparation, and K-12 classroom practice (Feiman-Nemser & Buchman, 1985), so
this mixed-methods study collected ideas from all three about literacy coursework
in teacher preparation programs. An online survey asked the 233 respondents to
rank the importance of concepts from the literacy Teacher Performance Expec-
tations (TPEs) and consider time allotment in literacy courses. Themes from the
open-ended survey questions were member-checked and elaborated on during the
video-conferenced focus groups. Participants expressed that teacher preparation
programs should place more emphasis on foundational literacy, writing instruction,
and culturally sustaining pedagogy.

Introduction

This study was originally conceived to consider what should be in literacy
coursework to replace the Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA), but
asking hundreds of K-12 administrators, literacy researchers, and literacy instructors
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about what should be included in literacy instruction in teacher preparation programs
produced startling insights into P-12 instruction. Although we know now that the
RICA may be replaced with a performance assessment by 2025, we are entering a
new era of literacy instruction in California, guided by the ELA/ELD Framework,
the Literacy Teacher Performance Expectations, increased student diversity, and a
growing understanding that literacy instruction must be inclusive and multilingual.

Literature Review

While literacy seems like a simple term, the definition changes with time,
context, and field of study. For instance, some may define literacy as merely the
ability to read by decoding letters, but many adults enter basic literacy programs
in order to learn to write (Street & Lefstein, 2007). Few people can agree on a
simplistic definition: is literacy the ability to function as an adult with reading and
writing? Is it the ability to read aloud a government text, like a voter pamphlet?
How much comprehension is required of a text to demonstrate literacy? What kinds
of literacies are required to read Ikea directions, program your DVD player, read
board books to your baby, find song lyrics to that song you heard on the radio, fill
out a W-2 for a new job, or critique Walmart commercials? Increasingly, research-
ers acknowledge that literacy is autonomous AND socially constructed. While it
includes decoding the alphabet, it is also multi-modal, translingual, potentially
empowering, controversial, and fundamental (Alim & Paris, 2017; Fitzgerald, 2018;
Gee; 1989, Goldenberg, 2020; Janks, 2014; Katz, et al., 2020; Street & Lefstein,
2007; Washburn et al., 2011).

Nationally, a recent panel on literacy teacher education developed by the
International Literacy Association and the National Council of Teachers of En-
glish created a policy brief outlining what the two organizations believe matters
in literacy teacher education: knowledge development of literacy content and
pedagogy, preparation to teach diverse students, authentic practice in classrooms
with children, engagement in self-critique and learning communities, and ongoing,
reflective assessment (Risko & Reid, 2019). The instruction of literacy content and
pedagogy is joined with social justice ideas about diversity and reflection, ideas
reflected in California’s current TPEs (CCTC, 2016). The testing about literacy
instruction in California was the unifying force for California universities to teach
the content of the RICA for a while, but as the research moved beyond the balanced
instruction touted by the RICA, universities and researchers worked with the Cal-
ifornia Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) to establish TPEs focused
on literacy instruction (CCTC, 2016). The 2016 version of the literacy TPEs call
for foundational phonics skills in early grades, but also materials that appeal to
the diverse “interests and abilities of students” (CCTC, 2016, p. 17). New literacy
TPEs adopted by the CCTC in November of 2019 put even more emphasis into
social meaning-making and student empowerment;
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teachers effectively apply their knowledge of factors that affect meaning making,
such as, for example, students’ background knowledge and experiences (including
cultural and linguistic funds of knowledge), language (including students’ aca-
demic language), and motivation (including connections to their daily lives and
interests). (CCTC, 2019a, p. 2)

The 2019 update extended the mandate that teachers be able to teach diverse learners
at all levels, K-12 (CCTC, 2019a), an approach most supported by a science of
reading approach (Goldenberg, 2020). The focus on student diversity rejects one-
size-fits-all instruction and highlights the need for pedagogy to meet the needs of
students who have dyslexia, are multilingual, are neuroatypical, and have varied
cultural experiences, suggesting a more social justice for literacy approach (CCTC,
2019a). The future of literacy teacher preparation must be aligned with current
research and must be allowed to flex and grow with current research.

Theoretical Framework

Critical literacy theorists argue that the purpose of literacy is to question,
make meaning, connect with others, and make new futures (Freire, 1972), as
literacy means writing and reading towards truths of what it means to be human
and understanding our history and our world. As Gloria Ladson-Billings suggests,
structures still impede equal opportunity for children of color and instruction
aimed at critical thinking, and critical literacy is still often denied Black children
(1998). A solution to address inequities and to better align policy and practice is
to include stakeholders in the creation of policy (Elmore, 2004; Moats, 2009;).
Inquiry as stance, a social justice theory, is a component of practitioner research
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009), that argues researchers, practitioners at every
level, and policy makers should make teaching and literacy policies together. Al-
though literacy decisions have a history of being made by small, exclusive panels
(Allington, 2002), like the NICHD or the panel that developed the RICA, a more
democratic process is suggested by post-structural feminist theory, which argues
that knowledge is constructed together by dissent and transition.

Methodology

After being approved by IRB, the quantitative and open-ended survey with
the focus groups aimed at answering the research questions about what should
be included in a literacy course for California pre-service elementary teachers to
replace the RICA. This broad inquiry had two sub-questions:

1. What should the course objectives be for the proposed course to replace the
Reading Instructional Competency Assessment, according to literacy instructors,
literacy researchers, and districts?

2. What should be the common assessments for these courses?
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Anonline survey was distributed to K-12 administrators and literacy researchers
and instructors that collected information about the 233 respondents (See Appendix
1), and also asked respondents to rank the importance of concepts from the literacy
Teacher Performance Expectations (TPEs), consider time allotment of various
instruction and assessments in literacy courses in the credential program, and rate
TPEs in importance on a Likert scale. The survey also asked respondents if they
would like to participate in follow-up focus groups to develop the ideas. Themes
from the open-ended survey questions were member-checked and elaborated on
during the three same-role, video-conferenced focus groups.

Overview of Results

From analysis of both the survey data and the focus groups, it was clear that
participants had moved past paradigms of the literacy theories that shaped the cre-
ation of the RICA exam (O’ Sullivan & Jiang, 2002). Whereas the RICA was created
to balance the sides of the Reading Wars (Street & Lefstein, 2005), participants
of this study encouraged less standardized testing, replacing previous approaches
with an ecosystem of literacy (Pearson, 2007) that supports a detailed foundational
literacy K-12 focused on phonemic awareness and phonics and increased emphasis
on writing instruction and Culturally Sustaining Pedagogy (CSP), particularly
tranlanguaging (Hammond, 2017). Additionally, participants suggested that the
structure of literacy education in teacher preparation programs better align with
research and practice.

Although California learned hard lessons about high-stakes testing for K-12
students in the last 15 years, California is still learning and feeling the effects of
high-stakes testing for its teacher candidates (Lambert, 2021). The survey respon-
dents and focus group participants expressed that the teacher candidates should
be tested less. More specifically, the RICA-focused curriculum on out-dated ideas
of literacy (Kohn, 2000b), taking away from instructional time in literacy courses
for other needed instruction.

Participants in this study criticized overtesting of teacher candidates in gener-
al, decrying CBEST, CSET, and RICA as keeping too many candidates out of the
classroom and costing too much money without actually targeting future instruction
(Lambert, 2020). Participants may have been responding to current trends of the
state legislature and CCTC also reconsidering the level of standardized testing for
teacher candidates (Lambert, 2021), partially due to COVID-19.

Participants argued that much literacy instruction in universities was actually
RICA test preparation and did not necessarily prepare teacher candidates for teaching
literacy in K-12 classrooms. The narrowing of curriculum for standardized testing
(Kohn, 2000b) is a known effect, where the more important and the more unique
the testing scope, the more instruction is restricted to teaching to the test. As the
RICA is aligned with older standards (O’Sullivan & Jiang, 2002), the time spent
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on the RICA is time not spent on the newest research on the Foundational Skills,
Writing, or CSP that participants expressed should have more emphasis. Although
research around Foundational Skills has listed the RICA as requiring the right kinds
of procedural knowledge (Goldenberg, 2020), participants in this survey expressed
that more performative assessment like the EdTPA (Darling-Hammond, 2015) better
prepare teacher candidates for the classroom and the newer standards, fitting with
the subsequent announcement that the RICA will be replaced with a performance
assessment by 2025.

Foundational Skills are the phonological awareness, phonics, and orthographic
mapping necessary to decode (English Language Arts Standards, 2016). Research
in the last ten years has focused on the science of reading (Washburn, 2010) and
the ecosystem of literacy (Pearson, 2007), an approach supported by participants.
Participants requested more focus on Foundational Skills in teacher preparation
programs, with a focus on UDL and dyslexia and continued throughout 12th grade
(Washburn et al., 2011). Currently, Foundational Skills are a standard through 5th
grade and are only taught to elementary and special education credential candidates
(English Language Arts Standards, 2016), but the new literacy TPEs (CCTC,2019a)
require dyslexia screening and language supports through 12th grade. Additionally,
participants argued for curriculum for K-12 with a Foundational Skills focus and
professional development to support existing teachers’ knowledge of Foundational
Skills K-12 (Folsom et al., 2017).

In both surveys and focus groups, participants requested more emphasis on
phonemic awareness, phonics, and decoding in both instruction and assessments
during teacher preparation programs, following the trend from the new Literacy
TPEs (CCTC, 2019a), the draft of the new Reading Framework, and research in
the last ten years stressing the importance of the science of reading (Moats, 2009;
Washburn, 2010) and the literacy ecosystem (Jaeger & Pearson, 2017). While the
RICA was created in a time of balanced literacy (O’Sullivan &Jiang, 2002) where
the model was some sight words and some cueing and some phonics and some
writing and some choice books, the ecosystem of literacy suggested by current
research only includes practices linked to long-term reading success, like phono-
logical awareness, phonics, choice books, writing, and spelling, and requires all
of those components together to both create decoders and give them reasons to
become fluent (Jaeger & Pearson, 2017). Additionally, the science of reading has a
strong research-based connection to UDL and dyslexia (Washburn, 2010). In focus
groups, participants explained that dyslexia awareness and UDL are very important
for every teacher to know, but instruction for teachers on those topics can be short
and still be effective (Washburn, 2010) and should still be culturally sustaining.

The push for Foundational Skills through junior high and high school classrooms
is directly related to the increasing number of students in California who are emer-
gent bilinguals (DataQuest, 2021), the newer research suggesting that Foundational
Skills are more important than previously realized for students with intellectual
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disabilities (Lemons et al., 2016), and burgeoning research about Foundational
Skills and UDL for students with dyslexia (Moats & Foorman, 2003; Washburn et
al., 2011). Our older students need teachers with knowledge of language founda-
tions. The new Literacy TPEs (CCTC, 2019) parallels this need for Foundational
knowledge of literacy and dyslexia screening in all of the grades.

CSP is an extension of culturally relevant pedagogy and culturally responsive
pedagogy (Alim & Paris, 2017; Gay, 2010; Hammond, 2014; Ladson-Billings, 2014;
Lee & McCarty, 2017) that includes practices that honor and sustain students’ and
families’ funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), languages, and diverse cultures.
Participants were adamant that CSP should drive both literacy curriculum and in-
struction. Literacy is most powerful when it connects to who we are and what we
believe and allows us to see and be seen by our community (Alim & Paris, 2017,
Ladson-Billings, 2014; Street & Lefstein, 2007). But too often students’ experience
in school and especially literacy instruction is othering. It’s not just the monoculture
portrayed in books; it’s the lack of value placed in their home languages and cultures;
it’s the focus on individuality and competition in a subject that could have an unique
ability to connect and collaborate. As students of color are the majority in our schools,
they deserve literacy curriculum that reflects them like Bishop’s (1990) windows and
mirrors, but also empowers them to question the dominant culture (Janks, 2014b)
with teachers who model their values (Hammond, 2014). Translanguaging, honoring
and bringing in home languages, can be added to phonemic awareness by teaching
sound-letter correspondences in multiple languages. CSP should influence literacy
curriculum, instruction, and teacher beliefs and should guide literacy instruction in
teacher preparation (Woodard & Schutz, 2020).

Participants agreed with the research that K-12 schools need more focus on
writing (Graham & Harris, 2017) and that teachers need more preparation to better
support writing (Brenner et al., 2012). Teacher preparation to teach writing is not
adequate to the task, according to participants and research (Brenner et al., 2012;
Totten,2005). Common Core Literacy Standards (English Language Arts Standards,
2016) have placed more emphasis on writing without the teacher preparation to
support that change (Brenner et al., 2012). While participants lauded the National
Writing Project and its local organizations for professional development that built
capacity in existing teachers, participants agreed that teacher preparation programs
are not producing teachers who feel comfortable supporting writing. Some partic-
ipants supported research that also claims even English-Language Arts secondary
teachers are not adequately prepared to teach writing (Totten, 2005), and other
participants urged writing instruction be included more in content literacy courses.

Conclusion

California’s changing teacher assessments, TPEs, research, and student pop-
ulations have created an opportunity to rethink the purpose and shape of literacy
assessments. K-12 administrators, literacy instructors in teacher preparation pro-
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grams, and literacy researchers imagine a future literacy environment that centers
on culturally sustaining pedagogy while teaching phonemic awareness, phonics,
decoding, spelling organized by graphemes, choice reading, and writing.

References

Alim, H. S., & Paris, D. (2017). What is culturally sustaining pedagogy and why does it
matter. Culturally Sustaining Pedagogies: Teaching and Learning for Justice in a
Changing World, 1, 24.

Allington, R. L. (2013). What really matters when working with struggling readers. The
Reading Teacher, 66(7), 520-530. https://doi.org/10.1002/TRTR.1154

Bishop, R. S. (1990). Windows and mirrors: Children’s books and parallel cultures. Califor-
nia State University Reading Conference: 14th Annual Conference Proceedings,3—12.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED337744.pdf#page=11

Brenner, D., Connor, C., Gorin, J., Harris, K. R., Hooper, S., Pearson, P. D., Strickland,
D., & Washington, J. (2012). The reading writing connection. International Reading
Association. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED571549.pdf

California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. (2016). California teaching performance
expectations. https://www.ctc.ca.gov/docs/default-source/educator-prep/standards/
adopted-tpes-2016.pdf

California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. (2019). Literacy teacher performance ex-
pectations. CTC. https://www.ctc.ca.gov/docs/default-source/educator-prep/standards/
literacy-tpes.pdf?sfvrsn=9e802cb1_2

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. L. (2009). Inquiry as stance: Practitioner research for the
next generation. Teachers College Press.

Cullinan, B. E. (2000). (July 11, 2007). Independent reading and school achievement. US
Department of Education.

Culturally sustaining pedagogy. (2020, December). California Department of Education.
https://www.cde.ca.gov/pd/ee/culturallysustainingped.asp

Dover, A. G. (2009). Teaching for social justice and K-12 student outcomes: A conceptual
framework and research review. Equity & Excellence in Education, 42(4), 506-524.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10665680903196339

English language arts standards » Introduction » Key design consideration | Common
Core State standards initiative. (n.d.). Retrieved February 10, 2019, from http://www.
corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/introduction/key-design-consideration/

English learner roadmap - English learners. (n.d.). CA Dept of Education. Retrieved July
16, 2020, from https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/rm/

Feiman-Nemser, S., & Buchman, M. (1985). Pitfalls of experience in teacher preparation.
Teachers College Record, 87(1), 53—65. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ324595

Goldenberg, C., Glaser, D., Kame’enui, E. J., Butler, K., Diamond, L., Moats, L., Spear-Swer-
ling, L., Goldberg, M., & Grimes, S. C. (2020). The four pillars to reading success.
National Council on Teacher Quality. https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED606142.pdf

Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (2017). Reading and writing connections: How writing can
build better readers (and vice versa). In C. Ng & B. Bartlett (Eds.), Improving reading
and reading engagement in the 21st Century: International research and innovation
(pp. 333-350). Springer Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-4331-4_15

Graham, S., & Hebert, M. (2010). Writing to read. Carnegie Corporation of New York.
https://production-carnegie.s3.amazonaws.com/filer_public/9d/e2/9de20604-a055-

41



Imagining the Future of Literacy Instruction

42da-bc00-77da949b29d7/ceny_report_2010_writing.pdf

Lemons, C. J., Allor, J. H., Al Otaiba, S., & LeJeune, L. M. (2016). 10 research-based tips
for enhancing literacy instruction for students with intellectual disability. Teaching
Exceptional Children, 49(1), 18-30. https://doi.org/10.1177/0040059916662202

Moats, L. C., & Foorman, B. R. (2003). Measuring teachers’ content knowledge of language
andreading. Annals of Dyslexia, 53(1),23—45. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/
s11881-003-0003-7

Moll, L. C., Amanti, C., Neff, D., & Gonzalez, N. (1992). Funds of knowledge for teaching:
Using a qualitative approach to connect homes and classrooms. Theory into Practice,
31(2), 132-141.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2020). 2019 reading state snapshot report: Grade
8. National Assessment of Educational Progress. https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
subject/publications/stt2019/pdf/2020014CAS8.pdf

Pearson, P. D., & Hiebert, E. H. (2010). National reports in literacy: Building a scientific
base for practice and policy. Educational Researcher, 39(4), 286-294. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0013189X10370205

Risko, V. J., & Reid, L. (2019). What really matters for literacy teacher preparation? The
Reading Teacher, 72(4), 423—429. https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1769

Washburn, E. K., Joshi, R. M., & Binks Cantrell, E. (2011). Are preservice teachers prepared
to teach struggling readers? Annals of Dyslexia, 61(1), 21-43. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11881-010-0040-y

Appendix
Tables and Figures

Figure |

Summary of Rank the concepts from the Literacy Teacher Performance Expectations above in
order from Most Important to Least Important to be taught to teacher candidates in literacy

coursework to replace the RICA.
Filter: (Start Date is greater than or equal to 10/26/2020 12:00 AM)

Variable Count Average = Median

Foundational skills of literacy (... 181 2.10 1
Students' meaning making 181 2.18 3
The ELAJELD Framework. 181 3.53 4
Inquiny-based learning, collab... 181 3.97 4
Students’ ability to express th 181 4.88 4
Suppaort students with reading... 181 4.12 4
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Figure 2

By role, average hours should be allotted in literacy coursework to each topic of instruction?

Role Les
F
K-12 0.778 469 0919 1.82 6.77 123 424 250
2857 308 1.381 4.30 252 130 6.04 0.913 387 261
Instructor
Literacy 2579 411 1.842 403 21 1.26 532 1.158 426 268
Researcher
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The Intersection of Dual Language
Learners and Special Education

A Culturally and Linguistically
Inclusionary Approach
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Introduction

Bilingual education emerged as a progressive movement during the 1960s
that sought to disrupt existing educational inequalities for language minority stu-
dents. Although widely viewed as educationally beneficial, opponents in the late
1990’ argued that such programs threatened national identity because instruction
was delivered in languages other than English. At that time, teachers along with
administrators frequently told parents to speak English only to their children even
when English was not the family’s first language (LI). In 1998, these views were
further legitimized with the passage of Proposition 227 which fundamentally banned
bilingual education in California’s public schools.

As a result, English Only instruction was implemented whereby students
identified as English Learners (ELs) were provided sheltered instruction designed
to transition them into English monolingual classrooms (see Echeverria & Graves,
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2015 for complete review). Dual language students were immersed in monolingual
English instruction with minimal-to-no access to L1 support. Bilingual language
advocates asserted that this “sink or swim” approach was not only racist, but aca-
demically detrimental as ELL students’ funds of knowledge; the rich cultural and
linguistic experiences brought from their home and communities to the school
classroom setting, were undervalued and mostly ignored (Gonzalez et al., 2021).

Over the last decade, literature specific to bilingualism shows evidence that
biliterate students experience not only academic benefits, but cognitive gains evi-
denced throughout one’s lifespan (Bialystok, 2015). Additional research supports
how dual language programs actually increase English proficiency in EL students
(see Goldenberg & Wagner, 2015 for complete review). Policy makers have cited
additional economic, cultural and sociopolitical benefits of biliterate populations.
It is within these contexts that California voters in 2016 overwhelmingly passed
Proposition 58, which placed an educational priority on multilingual learning in
K-12 schools and calling for an increase in the number of dual language programs
offered. From this victory came Global California 2030, an initiative that contained
multiple large-scale ambitious goals. One in particular was to quadruple the number
of dual language immersion programs from 400 in 2017 to 1,600 by 2030. This
policy shift has large implications for the 22.3% of California’s school population
classified as dual language learners (DLLs) and this percentage increases to 60%
of children in the zero-to-five age category (Jacobs, 2019). Among this sizeable
dual-language population are children who qualify for special education or chil-
dren who may present with language-learning difficulties but eligibility for special
education has yet to be determined (IDEA, 2004). In accordance with this recently
renewed priority to create dual language classrooms, so then is the need to stream-
line current and future educators’ essential professional competencies to promote
inclusionary practices to DLL children in special education (Carver-Thomas &
Darling-Hammond,2017; Kaney, 2019).

Educational practitioners yield much authority and play an influential role
when it comes to informing parents and families on decisions about their bilingual
school-age children’s classroom setting and placement for both general and special
education. Yet, as California schools suffered two decades of harmful English-only
instructional policies, considerable misconceptions about bilingualism linger (Ci-
o¢-Pena,2020).

Most policy experts welcome the opportunity to offer multilingual or dual
language immersion programs to prepare students with global skills for the 21st
century. However, California’s chronic teacher shortages in Special Education and
Bilingual Education are likely to be exacerbated as new programs are created (Carv-
er-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). Additionally, the growing demand for the
creation of new dual language programs, which must, by law, include students with
disabilities (IDEA, 2004), highlights the need for university teacher preparation
programs to ensure a high quality teaching force (Becker & Deris, 2019). This is
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especially true within the context of preparing teachers, both general education
and special education, to meet California’s growing population of EL students with
disabilities. The empirical link between teacher quality and educational outcomes
is well established. As DeMonte and Coggshall (2015) noted, “the most powerful
in-school influence on learning is the quality of instruction that teachers bring to
their students” (p. 1).

Background

Myths regarding the advantages and disadvantages of bilingual education still
linger along with confusion related to dual language classroom settings and options
specific to students with disabilities (see Table 1). Unlike monolingual populations,
young bilinguals represent a heterogeneous population due to the range of indi-
vidual variability in both receptive and expressive experience and exposure in two
languages (Gonzalez-Barrero, 2021). The misidentification of DLLs as related to
determining appropriate eligibility for general and/or special educational services
is a matter of equity and social justice (Ortiz et al., 2018; Potapova et al., 2020).
Over-identification occurs whena DLL is inappropriately diagnosed with a language,
reading, or learning disorder and receives unnecessary services or is erroneously
placed in special education classes (Peia et al, 2020). Under-identification takes
place when a DLL actually presents with a language, reading, or learning disorder
but goes undetected or undiagnosed because assumptions are made that poor or
low performance in key content areas is the result of learning two languages. The
overriding reason for this practice is the lack of both appropriate diagnostic ma-
terials for DLLs and qualified educational practitioners to conduct valid bilingual
assessments (Bedore & Pefia, 2008; Lazewnik et al., 2019). In order to address the

Table |
Five bilingual myth busters:
Statements that capture inaccurate views on bilingualism.

1. Speaking two or more languages to a child can confuse them, so it is better to only
speak one language.

2. It is better for families to only speak the language taught in school to their children,
even if they do not speak the language well.

3. Young bilingual children are delayed in learning language compared to peers who only
speak one language.

4. Bilingual children who code-mix or code-switch show language confusion.

5. Bilingual children who stop speaking their first language have a language disorder or
language-based learning disability.

Note: The answers to all of these statements are resoundingly “false.” Sources: Becker &
Deris (2019) and Guiberson (2013).
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intersection of DLLs and special education, the aim of this monograph is twofold.
The first intention is to untangle some misconceptions concerning inclusionary
practices for DLLs. The second goal focuses on the creation of an interdisciplin-
ary course, “Teaching Spanish-English Bilinguals in Inclusive Dual Language
Settings.” This course was the result of an effective collaboration between teacher
and special education faculty members from the College of Education at California
State University, Dominguez Hills in order to prepare a more informed generation
of new educational practitioners about inclusionary best practices to address the
unique educational and instructional needs for DLL populations.

Intersection of Dual Language Learners
and Developmental Language Disorders

Specific language impairment (SLI) which is now more commonly referred to
as developmental language disorder (DLD) is a common communication disorder
that effects approximately 7 to 10 % of school age children (Lund et al., 2017).
DLD impacts the development of language skills in children who have no hearing
loss or intellectual disabilities; can hinder a child’s speaking and listening skills;
and eventually may impact reading and writing literacies (Leonard, 2014). Clinical
markers of DLD are similar for monolingual and bilingual speakers; most noted
are challenges in learning and retaining vocabulary, use of non-specific words,
challenges in grammatical markers, and production of short phrases or utterances.
Specific to the deficit areas, these production errors will surface in both languages
for DLLs (Lazewnik et al., 2019).

Fortunately research on the topic of bilingual children and special education
has expanded significantly over the last two decades. Findings from an extensive
narrative review (Kay-Raining Bird et al., 2016) on a diverse range of bilingual
children with developmental disorders across two continents, four countries, and
six cities included students with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Developmental
Language Disorders (DLD) and Intellectual Disabilities (ID) provide encouraging
evidence on this matter. Overall results from these studies support how bilingual
students with disabilities are able to participate in dual language learning classrooms
and are able to learn two languages in ways comparable to their monolingual peers.

Unlike monolingual speakers, dual language children receive input and
output in two languages resulting in varying degrees of achievement related to
developmental language milestones. Simultaneous bilinguals receive exposure to
two languages from birth whereas sequential bilinguals generally have exposure to
their first language and gain second language access upon entering a school setting
(Kaney, 2019). Challenges for bilingual educators are generally due to the great
degree of variability witnessed in a young DLLs mixed profiles between languages
across language content areas of form (phonology, morphology, syntax), content
(semantics), and use (pragmatics). Of importance is that dual language educators

47



The Intersection of Dual Language Learners and Special Education

should consider language histories of emerging DLLs to differentiate simultaneous
from sequential bilinguals so as to develop awareness of linguistic profiles and dual
language abilities for each student

Armas et al., 2021).

School-age children experience gains in vocabulary knowledge and begin to
apply that linguistic knowledge into the construction of phrases and sentences. As
word knowledge and utterance productivity expands, so does the understanding of
applied use of grammatical markers within each language. Errors in morphology
or grammar often represent “red flags” as clinical markers for SLI. Through an
extensive series of studies with 7-year-old French-English simultaneous bilinguals
from majority language backgrounds residing in Montreal, researchers revealed the
following: bilinguals with SLI had the same level of language abilities as mono-
linguals in each language; both mono- and bilingual children with SLI showed
similar profiles which resulted in lower accuracy with grammatical markers than
the control structures; and bilingual children with SLI showed language-specific
difficulties with clinical markers, which did not transfer from one language to the
other (for further studies, see Paradis et al., 2021).

As limited valid and reliable bilingual assessment measures exist, diagnostic
tools should consider a battery of options to include standardized measures, ob-
servations in multiple contexts, parent and teacher surveys, and language sample
analysis to be conducted in both languages (see Bedore & Pefia, 2008). Available
evidence soundly suggests how a dual language environment does not put children
with developmental disorders at a disadvantage. Now extensive research on execu-
tive functioning shows where DLLs evidence enhanced performance on cognitive
processing primarily linked to attention, memory, and inhibitive control (Bialystok,
2015). While certain levels of skepticism remain specific to research methods from
these studies, what is established is that there is not a diminished ability or negative
component to bilingualism.

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) is a neurological disorder that impacts
functional communication skills and social interactions often accompanied by
restricted repetitive behaviors that impacts nearly 1 in 68 children with incidence
among Latinx children at 11 per 1,000 in the United States (CDC, 2014). In one
study, Ijalba (2016) surveyed over twenty Spanish-speaking immigrant mothers
of preschool children with ASD where three over-riding themes surfaced: social
isolation, misconceptions about developmental milestones and delays, and reluc-
tance to speak Spanish (L1) to their child. Other qualitative research-based surveys
indicated that many Spanish-speaking parents often felt pressured to speak English,
their non-native language, to their child with ASD (Angulo-Jiménez, 2018). In
these cases, parents chose to speak English only to their children with ASD due
to fear that exposure to two languages may limit the achievement of certain com-
munication skills and other developmental milestones, or that use of Spanish over
English might result in limited access to special education services.
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Other studies examined language development, diagnostic information, and
intervention strategies with dual language learners with ASD in other spoken lan-
guages spoken across the world such as Arabic, Cantonese, Mandarin, and Hebrew
(Kay-Raining Bird et al., 2016). Collectively and regardless of the language pair,
language skills between monolingual and bilingual children with ASD showed no sig-
nificant differences across the following assessment measures: receptive-expressive
vocabulary, sentence production, auditory comprehension, sentence construction,
and pragmatic language skills (Smith et al., 2018). In sum, evidence from these
studies demonstrates that a dual language educational approach does not have a
detrimental effect on the bilingual language abilities of children with DLD or ASD;
if a child can learn one language, a child is capable of learning another language.

Inclusionary Practices in Dual Language Settings

The growing demand for the creation of new dual language programs, which
must, by law, include students with disabilities (IDEA, 2004) highlights the need
for university teacher preparation programs to ensure a high quality teaching force.
California’s chronic teacher shortages in special wducation and bilingual education
are likely to be exacerbated to meet the demands as new DLL programs are created
(Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). This is especially true within the
context of preparing teachers, in both general education and special education, to
meet California’s growing population of DLL students (Gonzalez et al., 2021).

Table 2
SPE 522: Course assignments and applied learning activities
focused on DLLs and inclusion.

1. Understand the federal, state, local district policy issues for special education.

2. Conduct cross-linguistic transfer analysis to understand language differences versus
language disorders.

3. Address dual language assessment and clinical intervention issues for DLLs with
disabilities.

4. Learn to speak the language of special education and develop Individual Education
Programs ( IEPs) for students.

5. Learn how to advocate for DLL students with disabilities and their families.

6. Complete an extensive bilingual language sample analysis case study to address lan-
guage domains of form (phonology, morphology, syntax), content (semantics), and use
(pragmatics).

7. Develop bilingual language instructional activities and strategies based on the princi-
ples of Universal Design for Living.

8. Present an applied learning activity that targets one of thirteen special education eligi-
bilities (IDEA, 2004) and bilingualism.
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The need to effectively prepare high quality teachers who can provide inclusive
instruction within dual language contexts provided the impetus for an interdisci-
plinary approach between Teacher Education and Special Education to revise an
existing Bilingual Authorization certification program, which lead to a new course:
“Teaching Spanish-English Bilingual Learners in Inclusive Dual Language Settings.”
at California State University, Dominguez Hills (see Table 2).

This course conducted in Spanish was specifically designed to provide an
instructional opportunity of more comprehensive and complex instructional
practices for educating students in Spanish-English dual language programs with
special educational needs. Students who complete this course gain exposure to the
use of special education terminology in Spanish, learn how to develop an effective
IEP, and explore existing research to present on topics related to DLLs and the 13
different special education eligibilities (IDEA, 2004). Of significance is the need
for pre-service teachers to gain skills in the ability to discuss clinical markers that
differentiate typical from atypical dual language development. Via parent-teacher
interviews, students learn how to analyze a DLLs linguistic profiles and learn about
proficiency, abilities and parental concerns related to language experience, exposure,
and use. As a signature assignment, students learn how to conduct a comprehen-
sive Spanish-English oral narrative language sample analysis; an assignment that
requires the ability to elicit, transcribe, analyze, and discuss a DLLs oral narrative
comprehension and production abilities. It is hoped that other university education
preparation programs will consider the importance and need to not only prepare
dual language teachers but also support teachers to address the learning needs of
dual language learners with disabities.
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Introduction

California’s educator credentialing state agency, the Commission on Teacher
Credentialing (CTC), has developed new program standards and Teaching Perfor-
mance Expectations (TPEs) for special education teachers, necessitating redesigns
of our credential programs. A Collaboration for Effective Educator Development,
Accountability, and Reform (CEEDAR) project has developed a web-based re-
source that aligns High Leverage Practices with these new program standards and
TPEs and identifies key instructional resources that support program redesigns.

Overview

As research in effective teacher preparation expands, certification, induction,
and graduate programs must be both responsive to, and leaders of, new ideas and
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priorities. State agencies that are responsible for setting standards for teaching
certifications must continue to update these standards so that the newest teachers
have the newest knowledge. A vision that is clearly expressed in the competen-
cies and ideals of credential candidates will move the state’s teaching profession
forward as a whole.

Accordingly, California’s most recent updates of its state standards and TPEs
for teaching credentials became operational in 2017 for general education Mul-
tiple Subject (elementary) and Single Subject (secondary) credentials. Education
Specialist (special education) standards and TPEs were finalized in 2