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Abstract
We perpetuate a failing educational model by creating long term English Learners in Structured English
Immersion settings. This can lead to high dropout rates in schools resulting from low academic achievement, low
self-esteem and stunted growth in English proficiency from limited or subtractive bilingualism. As we create
better policies and educational conditions that allow for more dual language instruction and support, our
students fall further behind, losing precious learning opportunities. In this article the authors propose a
Comprehensive Educational Program Model for Impoverished Latino English Learner students schooled in
predominantly English only settings. The model incorporates a safety net approach that includes preschool,
specialized teacher for English Language Development classes, newcomer and extracurricular enrichment
learning programs, parent education and involvement, and school-community support services. The aim is for
students to not only effectively acquire English but for the schools to provide better access to content areas
knowledge leading to a better opportunity for academic success, personal and academic confidence, and college
and career opportunities in the future.

Keywords: English Learners, Latino students, school-community, preschool, English Language Development,
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1. Introduction
Almost half of public school students in California live in homes where the most frequently spoken language is
not English. Of the 6,226,989 students enrolled during the 2012-13 academic school year, English Learners
represent 21.6%, and the majority of these, 85.59%, are Latino Spanish speakers.
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These students also tend to be designated as “socioeconomically disadvantaged” according to Title I estimates
using federal Free and Reduced Lunch criteria. State data make it clear that “as a whole the English Learner group
confronts particular hurdles to academic success” (EdSource 2008, p. 1). “Students in the complex Southern
California region, perhaps more than any other, face a triple segregation – by race, class, and language” (Orfield,
Siegel-Hawley, & Kucsera, 2011, p.40). This condition of schooling only exacerbates the challenge of educating
students with an English only policy while crippling the potential inherent in bilingual education. Despite the
benefits of solid bilingual approaches to teaching English learners, not all students are able to participate in these
programs, especially as they are still being limited by English preferred policies in California.

2. Background
2.1. English Learners’ Placement and Services
The placement of English Learners in this State is informed by Proposition 2271. If parents do not apply for a
bilingual waiver or the option for an alternative program is not approved, based on the results of the identification
criteria and diagnostic assessments that designate students’ fluency, English learners are placed in most of the
districts in Structured English Immersion(SEI), if their English proficiency level is lower than Emerging or
Expanding (Intermediate of below in the past), or in English Language Mainstream (ELM) Programs, if their
proficiency level is Bridging (Early Advanced or Advanced in the past). Using 2007 California Department of
Education CELDT data, Dolson and Burnham-Massey (2011) confirm that the average enrollment time that
English Learners are in a program (SEI and ELM) vary for 2.9 to 7 years, as follows: Beginning 2.9 years, Early
Intermediate 3.4 years, Intermediate 4.3, Early Advanced 5.7, and Advanced 7.1.These data proves once more
that it takes from 2 to 7 years to attain grade-level academic proficiency in English (Hakuta, Butler, & Witt,
2000). Annually, about an average of 12% of English Learners are redesignated from limited to fluent English
proficient (RFEP). For California, in 2013 the total number of students redesignated as English fluent was
1,393,566, or a 21.5% of the total number of students in California schools. While this may seem significant,
these numbers don’t reflect the number of students who remain several years behind their peers- requiring
compensatory approaches to education through Title I, after school and other services.
2.2. Long Term English Learners
Long Term English learners are typically defined as secondary level students who have not moved along the
English proficiency continuum adequately, after being enrolled in California schools since early elementary
school. In Reparable Harm, a report on Long Term English Learners by Laurie Olsen (2010), data was collected
from 40 school districts throughout California from 2009-2010 including information on 175,734 English learner
secondary school students. The report provides a startling picture of students “left behind, parents uninformed,
educators unaware, and districts largely stumped about what to do and it is a wakeup call to California educators
and policymakers to recognize the large number of ELs amassing in California secondary schools, who despite
many years in our schools and despite being close to the age at which they should be able to graduate, are still not
English proficient and have incurred major academic deficits” (2010, p. 1). A recent lawsuit focuses on an
estimated 20,000 students who are receiving no help or inadequate services in English language development and
“the state has taken no steps to ensure that districts deliver these specialized and required services” (American
Civil Liberties, 2013). Each school year California conducts what is known as the CELDT or California English
Language Development Test for all of the students designated as English learners. Analyzing the English
Proficiency Levels of California English Learners in 2012-13 as illustrated on Table 1, it is important to
emphasize the large percentage of students (59%) who entered Intermediate schools at the Beginning, Early
Intermediate or Intermediate level in English (according to former English Language Development levels), which
means that they are not likely to perform at par with other students at their grade level given their limited English
proficiency.

1

California Proposition 227 English Language in Public Schools, was passed in June 2, 1998 ballot, modifying previous state
law. It required all public school instruction be conducted in English and provided initial short-term placement, not normally
intended to exceed one year, in intensive sheltered English immersion programs for students not fluent in English (Ed Code
305). It also provided that parents or guardian have the right to waive the requirement and request an alternate instructional or
bilingual program (Ed Code 310-311) for their children.
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By 12th grade almost the same number of students, one third of English Learners, continues at the Intermediate
level (now designated as Long Term English Learners) and 20% of them score below Intermediate -at the
Beginning or Early Intermediate levels (CELDT, 2012). We want to accentuate the fact that an average of 60% of
high school students are below the appropriate level of linguistic competence in English after attending California
schools for more than 10 years. This state of affairs is not giving English Learners adequate access to the core
curriculum and as a consequence is denying them the opportunity to successfully graduate from high school.
2.3. Low Academic Achievement and Graduation-Dropout Rates
English learners have a low rate of passing the California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE).The pass rates of
these students on mathematics high school exit exams is 30-40% lower compared to those of mainstream English
proficient students (Xiong & Zhou, 2006). In 2011, 87% of English Only (EO) students passed the grade-10
CAHSEE while only 44% of English Learners did so (Hill 2012, 4). Further, in 2012, only 12% of English
Learners passed the CAHSEE Test in English Language Arts (ELA) and 18% in Mathematics, while more than
twice (27% and 42%) of Whites passed both subject areas (See Table 2). Further, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) results from 2009, show that in California only a small proportion of English
Learners (25%) are at or above grade level in reading in fourth-grade, and by eighth-grade only 21% (Samson &
Collins 2012, p. 6). Factors resulting from poverty added to low levels of competence in English, have a negative
impact in the students’ learning process. There is a direct correlation (Identifying Reference, 2012) between the
English proficiency level, the educational and socioeconomic level of the families in Orange County (California,
USA) and students’ academic performance (See Table 4). Coincidently, “schools are being judged – and
sanctioned, in the name of tough accountability standards – using achievement tests written in English only; even
when the tests underestimate students’ actual academic knowledge” (Rumberger & Gandara, 2004) if they would
take language proficiency into consideration. “Moreover, the State’s decision to implement a high school exit
exam, yet again in the name of accountability, has stripped diplomas from hundreds of thousands of worthy
Latino students who met all of their high school course requirements. This is a decision which has,
unsurprisingly, exacerbated already dismal dropout rates” in California” (Reardon et al., 2009).
English Learners, unlike their English-speaking peers, are among the most likely to drop out before 12th grade
(Romo, 2013), and as Dianda (2008, p. 9) states, “the achievement gaps between English Learners and other
students can be attributed in large part to a number of inequitable conditions that affect opportunities to learn.”
According to Kuznia (2012), the odds of English Learners graduating in California are very low. “One in four
quits school – the worst dropout rate of any demographic group, and that isn’t counting the number of students
who drop out before getting into high school. In 2012only 62% of English Learners graduated from high school
within four years, compared with 86% of English native speakers. Furthermore, the dropout rate for English
Learners was 24%, and for Latino or Socioeconomically Disadvantaged students was 16% (California
Department of Education, 2012), almost three times more than Asians (5.6%) and two times more than White
students (8.4%)(See Table 4). In the authors’ views, these dire statistics are the results of poor schooling,
combined with inadequate linguistic stimulation, limited experiences and deficient cognitive development at early
ages, which are having devastating consequences in a number of areas coinciding with the definition of Long
Term English Learners:
1. Academically,
 Stunted student learning processes, intellectual development, and levels of confidence.
 Low levels of academic achievement.
 High dropout rates.
2. Emotionally,
 High levels of frustration.
 Lack of attention, motivation, and effort.
 Low levels of personal pride and self-esteem.
3. Socially,
 Pregnancies (Singh et. al, 2001), crimes (Thom, 1997), drugs addiction, and
 Unemployment, lack of competitiveness (MOAPP, 2012).
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3. A Comprehensive Educational Program Model for Structured English Immersion Programs
(CEP/SEI)
Action is desperately needed. Year in and year out, the challenges that English Learners face in California takes
an enormous toll on students, their parents, and the community. For the State of California, the human costs of
doing nothing to properly educate English Learners are enormous and far outweigh the budget costs of
appropriate action (Van Roekel, 2008). The comprehensive model illustrated below, figure 1, suggests a new way
of understanding the role that administrators and educators could play in favor of more realistic and sensitive
educational policies. Here is the opportunity to invest in programs to compensate for poorly designed English
only programs. We must take action before we lose another generation of youth to the failure of an educational
approach named Structured English Immersion. The CEP/SEI model proposes an integrated, multidimensional
approach to education and schooling services for Latino students, especially those who live in poverty. This
model aims at helping students to more effectively acquire English, and provides pivotal elements for students to
better access to content areas knowledge leading to a better opportunity for academic success and personal
confidence.
The CEP/SEI model conceptually emphasizes the simultaneous implementation of five essential components
(figure 1) in order to provide a strong support system for students in need, to promote lasting academic and social
benefits, and deter the persistent tendency of failure in Latino English learning students over the long term.
These components are:
1. Two years of full day preschool (Pre-Kindergarten & Kindergarten)
2. Specialized English Language Development Instruction (PreK-5th grade)
3. Language Development across the Curriculum/Newcomer Academies/Extended Enrichment extracurricular
programs
4. Parent Academy
5. School-Community Support Services and Programs
3.1. CEP/SEI Components
3.1.1. Two years of Full Day Preschool from 4 to 6 year olds
Unless we address the multifaceted needs of poor Latino English Learners early on in their English dominant
schooling, academic failure may result.“Public discourse about education pays great attention to the stubborn
persistence of an achievement gap between poor and minority students and their wealthier peers –and public
schools come under great criticism for their apparent inability to close that gap” (Rothstein 2009, p. 4).
According to Sticht (2011), an average child in a privileged home hears about 215,000 words per week while an
average child in a family on welfare hears 62,000. Hearing language is the first step in learning to read and write
and make sense of the printed word. “The oral language skills at the age of 3 are highly correlated with their
reading vocabulary and comprehension in third grade” (2011, p. 36), so we have a moral obligation to provide
early childhood education, especially for children who live in poverty.
This public investment will expedite the cognitive, social, emotional, and linguistic development of all students
and help in addressing limitations in school-readiness.“Pre-K for all children is a pro-growth policy that can
reduce the future costs of educational failure –expensive remediation, crime, and unemployment” (Bernat &
Frede, 2010, p. 29), and increase the intellectual, political, and economic capacity of its citizens. While there are
ways to mitigate the effects of poverty through interventions, children of poor immigrants tend to live in homes
that may lack sufficient books for kids to handle. Working poor families often don’t have the ability, time or
means to read to their children in English, nor do they have ample time to engage in deep conversations, help with
homework, or expose children to intellectual stimulation or experiences aligned with school learning especially in
a language they do not command. Sadly, many English only school personnel readily discourage the parents from
speaking to their children in the home language, which further delays language development and parent to child
communication. The proposed full day pre-kindergarten and kinder program will set the foundation for greater
academic success and will provide increased intellectual and linguistic stimuli and experiences, crucial in
deterring deficiencies and learning difficulties that tend to be associated with limited access to cultural capital
from living poverty and immigration (Lee &Bowen, 2006).
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The curriculum needed for qualified certified teachers should include as basic tenets:
 Social and emotional development and well-being of children that encourages positive attitudes, autonomy,
self-discipline, curiosity, creativity, and confidence.
 Acquisition of conceptual and verbal skills for communication. Concepts of print and phonological awareness.
 Use of students’ primary language as needed in school and encouragement of its use at home.
 Daily well planned English language development.
 Habits mind and love for reading in the native language or English, or ideally both.
 Practice and development of healthy habits, routines, and motor skills.
 Children’s knowledge about themselves, their bodies, their families and their close natural and social
environment.
 Parental involvement to foster their young children’s listening, speaking, vocabulary, and general knowledge.
3.1.2. Specialized Teacher for ELD Classes (Pre-K to grade5)
In most school districts and classrooms, ELD is taught inadequately or not taught at all. Teachers struggle daily
to teach all content areas leaving practically no time for anything else besides test-prep activities. Much like
Stephen Krashen points out in many of his presentations, if we emigrated to China to study for a year, in addition
to specific courses of the history of that country, we would desperately want to take Chinese classes to be able to
speed up the process of learning and acquiring that language. We would want to know the structure of the
sentences, the correct pronunciation, how to talk about the future, the use of the passive voice; or how to ask
questions, express opinions, and use adverbs and adjectives properly. This seems a practical approach to
acclimating to that new country and to experiencing academic success. This approach is used in many countries
around the world for non-native speakers of their languages. Paradoxically, this approach is not used in
California where the practice has become to teach content without really focusing on the teaching of English
language development in many public schools. English language development has become a frill rather than a
necessity despite the fact that the number of English Learners students in the State (National Center for Education
Statistic 2011-12) is extremely high (1,434,202) in comparison with the rest of the country (87,697).
Decades of working with this population in Structured English Immersion settings in different California school
districts has led the authors to the conclusion that the most effective way to ensure that English learners receive
the English language development instruction and services they need is by a well-trained ELD teacher dedicated
specifically to this purpose. This is a qualified English language development teacher who is not pressured by the
content standards and high stake tests that force multiple subject teachers to claim “there is no time for ELD”, as
we hear so often, even from dedicated and caring teachers. Therefore, our recommendation is that each school
should provide seven years of specialized ELD instruction in blocks of 45 minutes, five times a week from Pre-K
to 5th grade at students’ diverse English proficiency levels. A specialist in English Language Development should
teach the functions and structure of the second language (phonology, morphology, syntax, and semantics) in
formal and informal contexts. This approach will require years of intense differentiated instruction in English
(Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing) at students’ diverse English proficiency levels. Academic vocabulary
instruction should also be emphasized using an inviting, playful, communicative approach with effective research
based approaches and strategies such as focused vocabulary development, hands on interactive learning,
cooperative learning for cognitive and oral language development, interactive read aloud books, reader’s theater,
shared reading, language experience, directed close reading and thinking approaches, and interactive-guided
writing, using various genres. Ample and diverse types of digital materials and resources need to be used (e.g.
video clips, music, songs, poetry, plays, realia, visuals, big books, and linguistic patterns or frame
sentences/paragraphs/essays, amongst others.)
3.1.3. Language Development; Newcomers; Extended Day and Enrichment Programs
For the proposed CEP/SEI model to work, the following elements are also needed in the school:
English Learner Support and Development across the Curriculum
English Learners from impoverished communities face many academic difficulties because of socio-cultural
factors such as experiential, emotional, and linguistic barriers. It is imperative to address those areas in the early
primary grades.
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Schools and teachers in all grades need to use multiple adequate academic supports for students to gain social,
personal (Cummins1986; 2005), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993), and academic confidence (Pajares, 2000) so they
can have equal access to a rigorous core curriculum leading them into secondary level coursework and graduation
requirements, including the California High School Exit Exam. Language and content supports need to be
implemented across the curriculum, in every class, and in every subject. So the relationship between the ELD
specialist and the classroom teacher must be one of trust and on-going communication. While the ELD specialist
is facilitating the second language acquisition, the classroom teacher is employing effective sheltering or
Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE) approaches to teaching content to English learners.
These are known by different titles and acronyms but are mostly based on the early work of Stephen Krashen and
Tracy Terrell (1983) who coined the term Sheltered English (1983) as a bridge between ELD and content
instruction.
Today, these are variations of how to create meaningful content learning and are all generally recognized as
Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE) (Genzuk,2011). Other approaches include
Sheltered English Instruction Protocol (SIOP) (Echevarria et al.,2004; Echevarria & Graves, 2007),Guided
Language and Academic Development (GLAD) (Brechtel, 2001);Cognitive Academic Language Learning
Approach (CALLA) (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994);Reading, Writing and Learning in ESL (RWL) (Peregoy&
Boyle, 2012) amongst others. Each of these has outstanding components that, interwoven with ELD, can support
EL students in developing linguistic and academic competence and content area proficiency.
Effective Staff Development Programs need to take place at both the school and district level and include topics
such as those listed below for all teachers in the school, to increase their capabilities and professional
qualifications for teaching English learners:
 Understand the impact of emotional and affective elements that hinder or promote learning and affect
motivation in the learner.
 Implement methods for activating prior knowledge and develop high thinking skills.
 Put into practice effective sheltered instruction with the use of scaffolding techniques and self-awareness for
achieving learning competency.
 Promote work and study habits specific for English Learners and Socio-Economic Disadvantaged students.
 Employ the use of linguistic patterns and graphic organizers as a tool to enhance and develop the thinking
process and the oral and written language in all subject areas.
 Become proficient in the implementation of Specialized Design Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE)
(including SIOP, CALLA or GLAD strategies).
 Learn how effective use technology in the classroom to enhance learning.
 Engage in teacher-parent collaboration and use of resources to create positive family and community links that
will foster cultural harmonious integration.
Newcomer Academy
When students arrive from out of country, California schools tend to immerse them completely in English,
without providing a period to make this difficult transition easier.“The question of how best to teach language and
content for English Learners and new immigrants remains largely unresolved in our school practices and state
policies and the approaches used if any, inconsistent and controversial. The perspectives are often primarily
reflection of anecdotal experiences, with only limited research being used to inform practices”(Gil & Bardack,
2010, p.1). Newcomer students, who have been in the country for less than a year, need specialized high-quality
programs to accelerate their second language acquisition and literacy, to develop academic vocabulary in all
content areas, to provide access to the basic curricular content knowledge at their grade level, and to guarantee a
strong interdisciplinary foundation of emotional and cognitive development for long-term academic and sociocultural success, not failure. Because bilingual education is not an option in many California schools, this
CEP/SEI model proposes the establishment of Elementary, Middle and High School Newcomer Academies in the
schools with Structured English Immersion and English Mainstream Programs. Districts, according to the
number of students registered, should decide which schools will offer the Newcomer program and provide free
transportation for the students.
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Key components of Newcomer Academies are among others:
 Flexible instructional curriculum addressing the specific needs of each learner.
 A balanced program that includes daily blocks for: ELD at the student proficiency level, English Reading and
Writing, Mathematics, Sheltered Instruction of Science and Social Studies at grade level, Integrated Art, and
Physical Education.
 Primary language support with bilingual teachers highly qualified and committed to the best practices, working
with English Learners, parents, and the community.
 Use of technology and ample resources with visual support to practice and reinforce the skills acquired over
time.
 Exposure to a wide range of cultural and literacy activities before, during, and after school, promoting the
interaction and communication with native speakers.
 Incorporation of a support system for families in and outside the school to effectively and positively break
cultural and linguistic barriers, assist them in their children’s education, and facilitate their transition to a new
society.
 Teamwork and intense permanent collaboration among professionals for analysis of student’s needs and growth,
planning, curriculum alignment, design of materials, schedules, and assessments.
 Adequate instruments (initial and progress assessments, observations, portfolios) and criteria to evaluate the
students’ proficiency level in English, their classroom performance, motivation, skills development, and
academic achievement on content areas.
 Ongoing adjustments based on academic results, psychological considerations, and cultural needs.
 Standardized exit criteria with orientation activities to transition into the students’ home school.
 Professional development for teachers and administrators, in order to improve the teaching-learning process in
particular, and the newcomer program effectiveness in general.
Extended-Enrichment Services and Programs
Closing the persistent achievement gap of impoverished Latino English Learner students requires a multifaceted
approach that supports these students in school and beyond the school day and year (Pray, 2011). For example,
extended learning services before, during and after school, including summer programs, have demonstrated
encouraging general benefits to students, like better attendance and responsibility, fewer discipline referrals,
increase the motivation and capacity to face the academic rigor of classes, and improve the level of achievement
in language arts, science, and math (Huang & Cho, 2009; Martin et. al, 2007). These services or programs should
be directly connected and structured to complement and enrich curriculum and language development efforts, by
providing authentic meaningful and purposeful learning opportunities that ensure a holistic multidimensional
education (i.e. heritage and foreign language classes, art and music, or sports).In addition, part of the program’s
aim should be to recruit staff directly from the school’s surroundings with the same or similar cultural and
linguistic backgrounds of the students (Téllez& Waxman, 2010). This will help students to enormously broaden
their personal and professional opportunities, feel more connected to their community and heritage, and growing
up as US citizens while maintaining their cultural ethnic values, identify, traditions, and mother tongue.
3.1.4. Parent Academy
Home-School collaboration has developed over the years and has shown important benefits like higher levels of
student achievement, the acquisition of good study habits, the improvement of parent participation, and a more
effective communication with teachers. Research has shown that an enriched home environment, effective
learning opportunities in school, and the quality of the interactions between parents, teachers, and children have
powerful effects on the learning process and the cognitive development of students. We propose a positive
approach that, as Luis Moll’s (1992, p. 1) research indicates, pursues “to investigate and tap into the hidden home
and community Funds of Knowledge and resources.” The educational level of the parents has been used to predict
the academic progress of the pupils, sometimes to the detriment of students. There are many cases where limited
parent education is mitigated by other factors and interventions, including high expectations in the home and
school, parent support and parent/teacher communication. Education is linked to the way families talk, play,
interact, and read to the children (Lawrence &Tamis-Le Monda, 2003).
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In research about education and skills developed within the family before preschool, Christian, Morison, & Briant
(1998) highlighted a significant correlation existing between the educational levels of parents and the
development of language and reading skills of their children. On the other hand, higher levels of reading was
found in students whose parents used a considerable amount of time themselves reading and enjoying literacy
related activities (Shonnenschein, Brody, & Munsterman, 1996). The daily practice of well trained teachers
working with Latino families in California corroborates the urgent need to work closely with parents and their
communities. This acquires more validity and importance when working with students from low socioeconomic
backgrounds who might not have the opportunity to be surrounded with multiple resources related to school and
in linguistically and intellectually rich environments. The quality and quantity of their experiences and acquired
knowledge may be limited especially if they also suffer traumas from violence, malnutrition, inattention, or
abandonment. It is therefore naive if not absurd, to think that these fragile students can achieve high levels of
academic achievement and motivation in a language that they don’t command unless we support and work closely
with their families (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Morrow & Young, 1997).
According to the U.S. Census (2008) approximately 18% of the 13 million students enrolled in United States live
below the poverty line. Regardless of race or ethnic group, poor students are more likely to suffer delays in
learning, abandon their studies in high school or conceive a child as a teen (Young et al., 2001). Facilitating the
resources to help poor families in their communities is indispensable as schools become community based (i.e.
locating social services, food banks, etc.).Establishing efficient and active venues for parent participation and
involvement in schools and in the learning process of their children leads to incremental benefits for the entire
family and community. The objective is to provide a high quality global socio-educational system of support for
these students and their families to efficiently compensate for academic difficulties and promote profound
changes for the long term within the schools (Identifying reference, 2014). Education is the most direct and secure
passage to overcoming language barriers and poverty, and in giving students a better chance to achieve a
dignified, respected and safe personal and professional life.
Basic elements of the Academy are:
 Adult Education classes for parents as needed, in collaboration with non-profits or community colleges
(English/GED/Literacy/Computer among others).Provision of high quality child care is extremely important.
 Parenting classes and workshops, so that families form an essential part of the multidimensional educational
process for the student. It is crucial for all parties to understand the physiological, emotional, social and
cognitive changes and development of a child andthe importance of providing an environment as harmonious,
nurturing, safe, and stable as possible. It is also essential to work both in the home and in the school under the
same criteria, with similar standards, providing the largest number of possible stimuli to students in early ages
and the lowest possible number of factors of instability, risk, or restlessness. Content of these sessions should be
planned according to needs.
Herein are some examples:
 The importance of early language development at home especially in regard to the quantity and quality of
verbal interactions and the development of the pleasure and habit of reading. This is known to contribute to
increase the level of vocabulary and comprehension, and the understanding of the structure of a language. In
addition, verbal interactions provide significant benefits in cognitive development and in the acquisition of new
knowledge, preventing future academic difficulties (Laurice, 2008; West et al., 1993).
 Psycho physiological health: a) The development of good work and study habits, responsibility, confidence,
self-esteem, easy temperament, and positive behavior. b) The use of leisure time, health and good hygiene
habits.
 Information about other programs and services including sports, scholarships, the student study team (SST) for
interventions if a special need or special education is being considered, safe use of technology, information
about early identification for gifted and talented (GATE) students and programs, as well as interventions for
students experiencing any academic delay.
 Techniques on how families can help their children at home; participation in the student learning process and
monitoring student progress.
 The analysis of high-risk factors: Adolescent health and crime prevention.
 The importance of multilingualism in multicultural societies.
17

Journal of Education & Social Policy

Vol. 2, No. 2; June 2015

 School expectations.
 Parent involvement, competence, connectedness, and empowerment.
Communication and positive
relationships.
 Social resources and programs (information and support), offering their use through well-coordinated teamwork
with other community professionals.
3.1.5. School-Community Support Services and Programs
As Lee and Bowen (2006) state, “Cultural capital is an advantage gained by middle-class European American
parents whose habitus is consistent with the field of the school system.” Education is seen as the foremost tool in
addressing inequality issues in the United States (Allen Hood, 2000). However, inequality is prevalent in the
educational system through an achievement gap based on poverty and race/ethnicity. Poverty and low parent
educational level are associated with lower academic achievement, especially in the African-American and Latino
communities (Bali and Alvarez, 2004, Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1997; Hakkinen et al. 2003). For this reason,
schools cannot be understood as isolated entities separated from the community in which they are built. On the
contrary, they must be conceived as educational community institutions that facilitate the development of safer,
economically stronger, and more stable neighborhoods that contribute to the improvement of congruence in
behavior, attitudes across settings, cultural and social services and programs, that serve, nurture and enrich the
community simultaneously. The benefits of this conceptual and organizational set of principles are many for the
personal, social and emotional learning process of students. “The Latino community is an enormous resource for
educational change and improvement. Take advantage of their ‘Funds of Knowledge’ and resources will have a
better chance of helping bilingual and minority children achieving authentic literacy” (Moll, 1992). With this
CEP/SEI model schools can send community members and organizations an important implicit message of their
sensitivity, appreciation, and respect for the community’s values, culture, and contributions.
Furthermore, with CEP/SEI, a broader range of educational and vocational activities or events can be offered, to
provide ample opportunities for learning, the development of self-confidence and pride in students’ origins.
An integrated approach to multilevel use of services and resources within a community can prevent many of the
risk factors associated with poverty, violence, substance abuse, immigrant status, mobility, problem behavior, and
medical, developmental, or adjustment difficulties (Huffman et al., 2000). The educational, social and health
services provided or referred to in CEP/SEI, includes counseling for families and children, which can help to
create the conditions of a global and sustainable support system to promote higher cognitive functioning, healthy
physical development, problem solving abilities, and a sense of purpose and future. These opportunities may
serve to intrinsically motivate students and their families to pursue full development of their potential, physical
and mental well-being, and a value-based life so that they can successfully participate, contribute, and be
recognized by society. It is imperative that schools with Structured English Immersion or Mainstream English
Only programs incorporate the social values, histories, and experiences of Latino families for them to acquire a
sense of empowerment, increase their parental engagement, and develop high educational aspirations to improve
the English learner students’ long term academic achievement and success (Gottloh, 2012). Only with critical and
radical interventions we can give EL Latino students a better opportunity to learn in English until the policies in
California become more attune to the needs and talents of this student population who could benefit from their
predisposition to full bilingualism given high quality bilingual multicultural programs.
Table 1: 2012-13 California English Language Development Test (CELDT) State Report. Percentage of
Students at Each Overall Performance Level by Grade
Performance Level
Advanced
Early Advanced
Intermediate
Early Intermediate
Beginning

K
%
2
7
23
27
41

1
%
8
27
36
18
12

2
%
8
25
38
21
9

3
%
8
23
43
17
8

4
%
8
29
44
12
8

5
%
11
39
35
9
6

6
%
10
31
38
12
8

7
%
14
38
30
11
8

8
%
13
37
31
10
8

9
%
11
32
33
13
12

10
%
9
36
32
13
10

11
%
14
39
28
11
8

12
%
15
39
26
11
10

Total
%
9
27
34
16
13

Adapted from California Department of Education. Assessment Development and Administration Division.
Report generated: Thursday, February 6, 2014. Data last updated: Monday, March 18, 2013.
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Table 2: California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) Results for Mathematics and English-Language
Arts (ELA) by Program (July 2012) for All Grades
Tested/
Passing
# Tested
Passing (%)
# Tested
Passing (%)

Subject All
Students
Math
5,770
Math
17
ELA
6,622
ELA
26

ELs*

R-FEP*

SED*

2,006
12
3,607
18

423
25
250
44

3,736
15
4,619
23

Hispanic or
Latino
3,987
16
4,532
24

White
453
27
459
42

Note. ELs = English Learners Students, R-FEP = Reclassified Fluent English Proficient Students, SDE = SocioEconomically Disadvantaged Students.
Office. File Date: 7/25/2013

Adapted from California Department of Education. CAHSEE/PFT

Table 3: 2012-13 CST Results by some of the Largest Districts of Orange County, California, USA
School Districts
Anaheim City
Santa Ana Unified
Garden Grove Unified
Fullerton Elementary
Orange Unified
Newport-Mesa Unified
Irvine Unified
Saddleback Valley Unified
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified
Brea-Olinda Unified
Fountain Valley Elementary
Capistrano Unified
Totals Orange County
Totals State Of California

ELs*
(%)
57.3
54.7
43.3
28.6
25.7
24.7
13.3
13.0
12.6
10.6
10.5
10.2
25.1
17.0

SED*(%) ELA*
(% Prof. or Adv.)
85.5
46
84.3
44
69.3
56
43.8
67
36.0
63
47.9
65
11.4
83
20.0
72
25.0
69
23.5
74
19.5
77
21.4
74
45.6
63
56.7
54

Math*
(% Prof. or Adv.)
58
48
60
73
55
59
80
65
70
66
78
67
60
50

NOTE. CST = California Standard Test, ELLs = English Language Learners, SED =
Disadvantaged students, ELA = English Language Art, Math = Mathematics.
Adapted from California Department of Education (Dataquest), USA.

Socio-Economic

Table 4: California2012 Graduation and Dropout Rates by Subgroup
Ethnic/Racial
Designation
Hispanic or Latino
Asian, Not Hispanic
African American
White, Not Hispanic
English Learners
Migrant Education
Special Education
SED*
Total 2011-12

Students

Percent

Graduates

244,638
44,776
39,196
143,066
100,310
12,069
57,144
326,985
502,856

48.65
8.90
7.79
28.45
19.94
2.4
11.36
65.02
100.00

179,093
40,751
25,738
123,659
61,744
8,968
34,718
237,830
394,648

Graduation
Rate
73.2
91
65.7
86.4
61.6
74.3
60.8
72.7
78.5

Dropouts
39,701
2,504
8,709
12,030
23,777
1,978
9,823
53,568
66,523

Dropouts
Rate
16.2
5.6
22.2
8.4
23.7
16.4
17.2
16.4
13.2

Note. SED = Socio-Economic Disadvantaged Students.
Adapted from California Department of Education in the following article:
http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr13/yr13rel42.asp.
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Fig. 1: CEP/SEI A Comprehensive Educational Program Model for Latino English Learner Students from
Impoverished Communities in California’spredominantly English-only schools
CEP/SEI-Deterring the Proliferation of
Long-Term Latino English Learners
School-Community
Support Services and
Programs

Parent Academy
Language
Development/Newcomers/
Extended Enrichment
Programs
Equalizing
Opportunities

Specialized
Teachers for ELD
(PreK-5)

Pre-Kinder &
Kinder
(2 years full
time)

References
Allen, E.E., &Hood, L. (2000).Biotechnology, inquiry, and public education. Trends in Biotechnology, 18 (8): 329330.
American Civil Liberties Union (2013).California failing to deliver vital instruction to thousands of English learner
students. URL Source, January 23.
Bali, V.A., & Alvarez, R.M. (2004). The race gap in student achievement scores: Longitudinal evidence from a racially
diverse school district. Policy Studies Journal, 32 (3): 393-415.
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning. Educational Psychologist, 28: 117-148.
Bernat, W.S., &Frede, E. (2010).The promise of preschool. Why we need early education for all. American Educator, Spring.

Brechtel, M. (2001).Bringing it all together. Parsippany, NJ: Pearson Education.
Brooks-Gunn, J., &Duncan, G.J.(1997).The effects of poverty on children.Future of Children, 7(2): 55-71.
California Department of Education. (2012). California 2012 graduation and dropout rates by Subgroup. [Online]
Available: http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr13/yr13rel42.asp (April 9, 2014)
California Department of Education.(2013). CAHSEE/AYP Reports. Analysis, Measurement and Accountability
Reporting Division.
California Department of Education.2013b. 2012-13 California Language Development Test State Report. Assessment
Development and Administration Division.
Chamot, A.U., & O’Malley, J.M., (1994). The CALLA handbook: How to implement the cognitive academic language
learning approach. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

20

ISSN 2375-0782 (Print) 2375-0790 (Online)

© Center for Promoting Ideas, USA

www.jespnet.com

Christian, K., Morison, F.J., &Briant, F.B. (1998).Predicting Kindergarten academic skills: Interactions among child
care, maternal education, and family literacy environments. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 13(3): 501521.
Cummins, J.P. (1986). Empowering minority students: A framework for intervention. Harvard Education Review, 56:
18-36.
Cummins, J.P. (2005). Teaching the language of academic success: A framework for school-based language policies.
In Leyba, C.F. (Ed.), Schooling and Language Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework (3rd ed.) (pp. 331). Los Angeles: Evaluation, Dissemination and Assessment Center, California State University.
Dianda, M.R. (2008). Preventing future high school dropouts: An advocacy and action guide for NEA state and local
affiliates. Washington DC: National Education Association.
Dolson, D., & Burnham-Massey.L. (2011).Redesigning English-medium classrooms: Using research to enhance
English learner achievement. Covina, CA: California Association for Bilingual Education CABE.
Echevarria, J., Vogt, M. & Short. D.J. (2004).Making content comprehensible for English language learners: The SIOP
model. Second edition. Boston: Pearson Allyn and Bacon.
Echevarria, J., & Graves.A. (2007).Sheltered content instruction: Teaching English language learners with diverse
abilities. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
EdSource Inc. (2008). English learners in California: What the numbers say.Clarifying Complex EducationIssues
(March), 1-13.
Identifying Reference (2012).
Identifying Reference (2014).
Genzuk, M. (2011).Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE) for language minority students.
Center for Multilingual, Multicultural Research Digital Papers Series. Center for Multilingual, Multicultural
Research, University of Southern California. [Online]
Available:http://www.usc.edu/dept/education/CMMR/DigitalPapers/SDAIE_Genzuk.pdf (May 26, 2014)
Gil, L., &Bardack, S. (2010). Common assumptions vs. the evidence: English language learners in the United States.
American Institute for Research, May.. [Online] Available:
http://www.air.org/sites/default/files/downloads/report/ELL_Assumptions_and_Evidence_0.pdf (May 10, 2014)
Gottlob, J. (2012). Using the cultural capital of low income Hispanic parents and families to increase school
achievement by elementary Latino/Hispanic students. University of California, Santa Cruz.. [Online]
Available:http://www.calsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/Gottlob-paper.pdf (May 26, 2014)
Hakkinen, I., Kirjavainen, T., & Roope Uusitalo, R. (2003). School resources and student achievement revisited: New
evidence from panel data. Economics of Education Review, 22: 329-335.
Hakuta, K., Butler, Y.G., & Witt, D. (2000).How long does it take English learners to attain proficiency? University of
California Linguistic Minority Research Institute Policy Report 2000-1. Santa Barbara: University of
California.
Hill, L.E. (2012). California’s English learner students. PPIC Public Policy Institute of California. [Online] Available:
http://www.ppic.org(June 6, 2014)
Huang, D., & Cho, J. (2009).Academic enrichment in high-functioning homework after-school programs. Journal of
Research in Childhood Education, 23, 382-392.
Krashen, S.D., &Terrell, T.D. (1983).The natural approach: Language acquisition in the classroom. Menlo Park:
Alemany Press.
Kuznia, R. (2012). California’s English learners getting stick in schools’ remedial programs. DailyNews.com,
November 24.
Laurice, J. (2008). Understanding, assessing, and intervening on reading problems. A guide for school psychologists
and other educational consultants. Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.
Lawrence, B., &Tamis-LeMonda, C. (2003).Child psychology: A handbook of contemporary issues. NY: Taylor &
Francis Books, Inc.
Lee, J., & Bowen, N.K. (2006). Parent involvement, cultural capital, and the achievement gap among elementary
school children. American Educational Research Journal, 43(2), 193-218.
Lonigan, Ch.J.,& Whitehurst, G.(1998). Relative efficacy of parent and teacher involvement in a shared-reading
intervention for preschool children from low-income backgrounds. Early Childhood Research Quarterly 13(2):
263-290.
Martin, D., Martin, M., Gibson, S.S., & Wilkins, J. (2007).Increasing prosocial behavior and academic achievement
among adolescent African American males. Adolescence, 42, 689-698.
Minnesota Organization on Adolescent Pregnancy, Prevention, and Parenting (MOAPP). (2012). The facts: Pregnancy,
poverty, school and employment.[Online] Available:

21

Journal of Education & Social Policy

Vol. 2, No. 2; June 2015

http://www.moappp.org/infoexchange/_fs_pregnancypovertyschool.asp.
Molls, 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, Qualitative Issues in Educational
Research,31(2), 132-141.
Morrow, L.M., &Young, J. (1997).A family literacy program connecting school and home: Effects on attitude,
motivation, and literacy achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology 89 (4): 736-742.
National Center for Education Statistics.(2007). High school dropout and completion rates in the United States.
Compendium report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education: Institute of Education Sciences.
[Online] Available: http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009064.pdf.
National Center for Education Statistic. (2009). The nation’s report card. Reading reports. U.S. Department of
Education: National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
National Center for Education Statistic.(2012). Elementary & secondary education characteristics. State Education Data
Profiles. Institute of Education Sciences. Retrieved from
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/stateprofiles/sresult.asp?mode=full&displaycat=1&s1=06.
Olsen, L. (2010). Reparable harm. Fulfilling the unkept promise of educational opportunity for California’s long term
English learners. Long Beach, CA: Californians Together. [Online] Available:
http://www.californianstogether.org.
Orfield, G., Siegel-Hawley, G., & Kucsera, J. (2011). Divided we fail: Segregation and inequality in the southland’s schools.
The Civil Right Project/Proyecto Derechos Civiles. The University of California UCLA.[Online] Available:
http://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/metro-and-regional-inequalities/lasanti-project-los-angeles-san-diegotijuana/divided-we-fail-segregated-and-unequal-schools-in-the-southfield.
Pajares, F. (2000).Frank Pajares on nurturing academic confidence. Emory Report, 52(21).
Peregoy, S., & Boyle, O.F., (2012).Reading, writing, and learning in ESL: A resource book for teaching K-12 English
learners. Pearson resources for English learners. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Pray, L. (2011). Supporting English language learners: In-school, afterschool and summer. Expanding Learning &
Afterschool: Opportunities for Student Success. Retrieved from
http://www.expandinglearning.org/docs/Pray_Final.pdf.
Reardon. S.F., Atteberry, A., Arshan, N., & Kurlaender. M., (2009).Effects of the California high school exit exam on
student persistence, achievement and graduation. Stanford University P: Institute on Education Policy and
Practice. [Online] Available: https://www.stanford.edu/group/irepp/cgi-bin/joomla/index.php.
Romo, V. (2013). English-language learners: Public schools’s forgotten kids. [Online]Available:
http://www.takepart.com/article/2013/06/25/english-language-learners-struggle-public-schools.
Rothstein.R. (2009).Equalizing opportunity. Dramatic differences in children’s home life and health Mean That
Schools Can’t Do it Alone.” American Educator, Summer.
Rumberger, R., &Gandara, P. (2004). Seeking equity in the education of Californian’s English learners. Teachers
College Record, 106(10), 2032-2056.
Samson, J.F., & Collins, B.A. (2012).Preparing all teachers to meet the needs of English language learners.Applying
research to policy and practice for teacher effectiveness. [Online] Available: http:// www.americanprogress.org.
Shonnenschein, S., Brody, G., &Munsterman, K. (1996). The influence of family beliefs and practices on children’s
early reading development. In Baker, L., Afflerbach, P., &Reinking, D. (Eds.), Developing Engaged Readers
in School and Home Communities (pp. 3-20).Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Singh, S., Darroch, J.E., Frost, J.J., & the Study Team.(2001).Socioeconomic disadvantage and adolescent women's sexual and
reproductive behavior: The case of five developed countries. Family Planning Perspectives, 33(5), 251-258 & 289

Sticht, T.G. (2011). Getting it right from the start. The case for early parenthood education. American Educator, Fall 2011.
Tellez, K., & Waxman, H, (2010). A review of research on effective community programs for English language
Learners. The School Community Journal, 20(1), 103-119.
Thom, L.H. (1997). Immigration’s impact on teen pregnancy and juvenile crime. Population and Environment: A
Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 18(5), 473-481.
Van Roekel, D. (2008). English language learners face unique challenges. A NEA Policy Brief. Washington, D.C.:
National Education Association.
Xiong, Y.S., & Zhou, M. (2006). Structuring inequality: How California selectively sets, classifies, and tracks
language minority students. California Policy Options (Paper 4). Los Angeles University of California-Los
Angeles School of Public Affairs.
Young, T.M., Martin, SS., Young, M., &Ting, L. (2001).Internal poverty and teen pregnancy.Adolescence,36 (142): 289334.
West, R., Stanovich, K.E., & Mitchell, H.R. (1993). Reading in the real world and its correlates. Reading Quarterly 28 (1):
34-50.

22

