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Abstract: Educational policy increasingly prioritizes early intervention and 

enrichment for children from historically disadvantaged populations, and this push is 

relevant to Latino/a children, especially those from language minority families. Beyond 

increasing the enrollment of such children in early education programs, the highly 

variable nature of the programs serving them has been a concern. To address this 

concern, this dissertation provides a picture of the instructional settings of children from 

Latino/a language minority families. Following a mixed methods strategy, statistical 

analyses of national data provide an overview of the intensity of reading and math 

instructional practices in preschool and kindergarten classrooms serving children from 

Latino/a language minority families, and then qualitative analyses of local data parse out 

the interactional quality of instruction in primarily Spanish-speaking classrooms as well 

as the challenges teachers faced in their instructional mission. Findings revealed that, 

although children from Latino/a language minority families appeared to be advantaged in 

terms of frequencies of many instructional practices at the national level, they appeared to 

be at a disadvantage in terms of instructional quality at the local level, possibly reflecting 

teachers’ perceptions that issues of language and literacy, the socioeconomic background 

of students, and difficulties connecting to parents complicated their instructional abilities. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

During the 2013 State of the Union address, President Obama unveiled a plan to 

provide all children from low-income families with high-quality preschool, the objective 

being to close “America’s school readiness gap and ensure that children have the chance 

to enter kindergarten ready for success” (White House 2013). This ambitious plan echoes 

the increasingly popular push by some states in recent years to construct public pre-

school programs that promote the early learning and cognitive development of children 

from the most disadvantaged segments of the American population (defined through 

socioeconomic status and other factors). Many of these programs (e.g., in Oklahoma, 

Texas, and California) were developed with Latino/a children—and especially immigrant 

children—in mind.  

This increasing focus on the early education of Latino/a children is warranted for 

several reasons. First, scholarship in sociology (the school transition model; see 

Alexander and Entwisle 1988), developmental psychology (the contextual systems 

model; see Pianta and Walsh 1996), and economics (the skill begets skills approach; see 

Heckman 2006) confirms that the very early years of a child’s education lay the 

foundation for all future learning. As such, even small sociodemographic disparities in 

skills and ability present at the beginning of elementary school get compounded by 

schools and out-of-school contexts over time, leading to larger inequalities among student 

groups by the end of the K–12 system (Entwisle and Alexander 1993; Entwisle, 

Alexander and Olson 2005; Halle et al. 2009; Robinson 2010b). Second, Latino/a 
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children—especially those from immigrant families—are less likely to be enrolled in 

preschool in the first place (Fuller, Bridges, and Pai 2007; Magnuson and Waldfogel 

2005). Third, their families have high rates of the socioeconomic disadvantages typically 

targeted by early education interventions and programs (Crosnoe 2010a; Fuller, Bridges, 

and Pai 2007; Gormley and Phillips 2005). Fourth, in addition to these socioeconomic 

disadvantages, a significant portion of the Latino/a population faces language barriers 

that are not experienced by many other child groups, barriers that interfere with their 

potential to take full advantage of public education (Calderón, Slavin, and Sánchez 2011; 

Goldenberg 2008). Indeed, the U.S. Census Bureau estimates that, by 2025, almost half 

(46 percent) of youths will come from racial/ethnic minority groups, with Latino/as 

comprising much of this increase (Kao and Thompson 2003; U.S. Census Bureau 2000). 

Thus, in the years to come, the experiences of Latino/a children in school will more and 

more drive the overall rates of educational performance in the U.S. (Kao and Thompson 

2003). For these reasons, early childhood education is likely a means to close the school 

readiness gap between Latino/a children and their peers in American schools.  

Yet, this dissertation’s main argument is that simply boosting the early education 

exposure of Latino/a children is unlikely to fully realize these potential gains in school 

readiness and the educational trajectories these gains support, as the current landscape of 

early education in Latino/a communities is so highly variable—both in instructional 

quality and language support (Brooks-Gunn 2003; Fuller, Bridges, and Pai 2007; 

Goldenberg 2008). Instructional quality in pre-K and kindergarten is defined in this 

dissertation as the pedagogical practices and instructional interactions between teacher 
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and student that are focused on academic content (e.g., reading, math) and contribute to 

student learning and skill acquisition (Pianta et al. 2007). In particular, I am interested in 

how in-classroom processes go beyond basic skills to cultivate critical thinking and other 

“higher-order” cognitive and academic skills, including teaching children to infer and 

interpret meanings and answers through context and encouraging more complex 

vocabulary and literacy (Goldenberg 2008; Pianta et al. 2007; Siegel, Krasic, and Kail 

1978; Stipek et al. 1998). Importantly, various nation-wide studies of classroom quality 

have shown that overall classroom quality and particularly instructional quality tends to 

be low in programs serving low-income students, especially Latino/a children from 

language minority backgrounds (Burchinal et al. 2010; Curby et al. 2009; Downer et al. 

2012; Justice et al. 2008; LoCasale et al. 2007; Hamre et al. 2010; Pianta et al. 2007).  

Any discussion of instructional practices in early education programs serving 

Latino/a children, especially instructional quality, must take into account the larger 

contexts in which the teachers doing the instruction are situated. For the most part, 

teachers in such programs, many of whom are Latino/a themselves, are under a great deal 

of pressure due to a combination of overpopulated classrooms, accountability policies, 

exhausting schedules, strained relationships between Latino/a language minority parents 

and administrators, and overall low job satisfaction (Blase 1986; Carreón et al. 2005; 

López 2001; Mehta, Atkins, and Frazier 2013; Shernoff et al. 2011; Ramirez 2003). At 

the same time, teachers must address the academic risks already faced by this population 

due to socioeconomic disadvantages and related factors while also navigating the 

English-Spanish language gap, a combination of duties that might present a challenge to, 
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and detract from, their instructional goals. Although English language development in 

Latino/a language-minorities is crucial for their academic success, it can become a 

dominating issue that is addressed at the expense of other kinds of academic instruction 

and cognitive stimulation (Calderón, Slavin, and Sánchez 2011. 2011; Goldenberg 2008). 

If one larger goal of contemporary educational policy is to support the school 

readiness and early achievement of Latino/a children, then an important objective of 

education research is to identify the barriers to such a goal. This dissertation attempts to 

do just that by investigating the normative instructional practices in early education 

programs attended by Latino/a children in general and children from Latino/a language 

minority families in particular, assessing the challenges they and their teachers face in 

these critical settings that could matter so much—in positive and negative ways—to their 

futures. A conceptual model derived from the life course perspective organizes this 

enterprise, which has two aims:   

Aim 1. To document the frequency of a variety of reading and math instructional 

practices in the pre-kindergarten (pre-K) and kindergarten classrooms of children from 

Latino/a and especially Spanish-speaking families, relative to the classrooms of children 

from other groups and net of socioeconomic circumstances and other individual and 

contextual factors. This aim will involve quantitative analysis of secondary data from the 

Early Childhood Longitudinal Study–Birth Cohort (ECLS-B). 

Aim 2. To explore the quality of the math and reading instructional practices in 

the pre-K and kindergarten classrooms of children from Latino/a and especially Spanish-

speaking families, relative to the classrooms of children from other groups, as well as the 
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challenges that teachers in such classrooms face in engaging in high-quality instruction. 

This aim, which gauges conceptualizes quality in terms of support for higher-order 

inferential academic skills, will involve draw on observational and interview data from 

ten elementary schools with public pre-K programs in Austin, Texas.  

This mixed methods approach—and moving between the national and local 

levels—uses the quantitative analysis of representative data to establish broad population 

parameters in basic instructional practices and then draws on the local data to unpack 

these broad parameters by examining the actual processes involved in these practices. 

Coupling these two perspectives gives a more holistic picture of classroom environment 

in this important and growing segment of the U.S. child population.  

In doing so, I focus on children who come from Latino/a language minority 

families—or those children whose parents predominantly use Spanish at home, regardless 

of their own English language abilities—and compare them to carefully selected peer 

groups (e.g., children from White English-speaking, Black English-speaking, and 

Latino/a English-speaking families). When examining classrooms at the local level, I also 

differentiate between those in which instruction is primarily in Spanish and those in 

which it is primarily in English-speaking.  

The goal of this dissertation is to provide both a general and detailed picture of 

the instruction context of early education for children from Latino/a language minority 

families. Those pictures, in turn, are intended to help inform the ongoing efforts to 

improve the school readiness of such children moving forward. 
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Chapter 2:  Background and Conceptual Model  

OVERVIEW OF THE POPULATION OF INTEREST 

Historically, Latino/a students have had lower academic achievement and 

progress than White students across a variety of indicators (Valencia 2010). A long 

history of educational exclusion by segregation and institutional racism is certainly to 

blame for these disparities, in addition to the marginalized status Latinos/as have long 

inhabited in the U.S. racial and socioeconomic hierarchy despite their growing numbers 

(Gándara and Contreras 2009; Kao and Thompson 2003; Kohler and Lazarín 2007; 

Valencia 2010). As just one example, national assessments (including the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP) have revealed that Latino/a children 

score substantially below other groups of children (i.e., statistical differences in moderate 

to large range) on standardized tests in math and reading in elementary school, with these 

disparities growing into middle school (Crosnoe 2010a; Fortuny et al. 2009). Similar 

patterns have also been found in a variety of academic indicators beyond test scores, such 

as grades, coursework, high school graduation, and college attendance (Kohler and 

Lazarín 2007).  

Such educational disparities between Latino/a children and youth and their peers 

have been documented at all points in the life course, although they do vary somewhat by 

the immigration status of Latino/a children (Tienda 2009). Some evidence points to an 

immigrant paradox within the Latino/a population in secondary education, in which youth 

with immigrant parents outperform youth with native-born parents on major educational 

indicators. This paradox, however, does not seem to hold or is at least much less 

consistent in the earliest years of the educational system (Crosnoe and López-Turley 

2011). The immigrant paradox can reduce the overall disparities between Latino/a 
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students and their peers at various points, but these overall disparities still suggest that 

Latino/a students generally constitute a population of special interest in U.S. schools. 

Many factors account for these persistent educational disparities, speaking to the 

stratification of the U.S. educational system and the different opportunities and 

challenges presented to different groups of children. Most tellingly, Latino/a children 

tend to come from more disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds than other groups of 

children in the U.S., with rates of family poverty disproportionately higher than the 

general population and average levels of parent education substantially lower than the 

general population. Socioeconomic circumstances tend to be even more disadvantaged 

among Latino/a immigrants, with the majority of children of Latino/a immigrants in 

families below the poverty line and headed by parents without a high school diploma (Fry 

and Passel 2009; Tienda 2009; Goldenberg 2008; Hernandez 2004). The average 

socioeconomic profile of Latino/a families in the U.S. is important, given the ample 

evidence that opportunities to learn, supports for learning, and learning resources are 

scarcer in schools serving socioeconomically disadvantaged communities and that, 

historically, schools have not adequately served children from low-income families as 

well as their peers from more affluent backgrounds (Reardon 2011). 

Yet, the educational disparities between Latino/a children and their peers cannot 

be solely explained by socioeconomic factors or the schooling processes related to them. 

Clearly, language is important. Not all Latino/a children—or even socioeconomically 

disadvantaged Latino/a children—come from predominantly Spanish-speaking homes or 

are majority Spanish-speaking themselves, but many do and, as such, face special 

challenges in a system of public education that is largely operated in English and that 

prioritizes parental involvement (Crosnoe 2010a).  
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A substantial proportion of U.S. children (about 20%, covering a broad range of 

race/ethnicity) have language minority backgrounds, meaning that they come from 

families in which English is not the primary language spoken in the home (U.S. Census 

Bureau 2011). Of these children, many have well-developed English skills, but others can 

be labeled in the system as “English language learners”. This label designates them as not 

being fluent in English in terms of literacy, writing, or oral language skills and, 

consequently, likely to have difficulty completing schoolwork and understanding 

instruction in English (Solano-Flores 2008; TEA 2013b). About 10 percent of students in 

U.S. schools have been labeled as English language learners, with numbers rising and 

likely to hit a quarter of the student population in the next 15 years (Goldenberg 2008; 

Gándara 2010; Hopper 2012; NCES 2012). Language barriers between children and their 

schools complicates instruction and, even when bilingual staff and resources are 

involved, can distract from academic content instruction. When parents have these same 

language barriers with their children’s schools, children’s academic experiences may also 

be undermined regardless of their own English language skills, as parents will be less 

able to effectively interact with school personnel and manage their children’s academic 

opportunities and activities (Bohon, Macpherson, and Atiles 2005; Turney and Kao 2009; 

Ramirez 2003; Valencia 2002). 

Notably, Latino/as make up the largest portion of children from language minority 

backgrounds and of children who have been labeled English language learners. As one 

example, about 80 percent of the national English language learner population speak 

Spanish and are of Latino/a decent, the majority of whom are of Mexican origin, and this 
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proportion rises to over 90 percent in Texas (Fortuny et al. 2009; TEA 2013b). Thus, the 

educational challenges related to language minority background—on the part of students, 

their parents, and the schools serving them—are particularly significant for the Latino/a 

population. Indeed, most disparities in major educational indicators between Latino/a 

children and youth and their peers from other groups are larger for Latino/a children from 

language minority backgrounds, although less so when such children are taught in 

bilingual instructional contexts (full instruction in both English and the child’s native 

language) and are tested in Spanish (de Jong 2004; Robinson 2010a). Latino/a children 

from language minority backgrounds—and especially the English language learners 

within this group—help to produce the overall educational pattern of the Latino/a 

population that has generated so much attention.   

FOCUSING ON EARLY EDUCATION  

Like so many educational disparities, there is reason to think that targeting 

interventions early in the lives of children offers hope for making change in disparities 

related to Latino/a status (and subgroups of the Latino/a population). The school-

transition model, an educational application of life course theory, posits that disparities in 

educational attainment seen later in the life course begin in the early years of formal 

schooling and are then expanded by systemic processes as students move through the K-

12 system (Alexander and Entwisle 1988; Entwisle and Alexander 1993; Entwisle, 

Alexander, and Olson 2005). Children enter elementary school with varied levels of 

readiness due to differences in life circumstances in both developmental domains (e.g., 

health, cognitive development) and contexts (e.g., families, early childcare), which then 

translate into small differences in early learning early in elementary school that then build 
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from year to year (Crosnoe 2006). Children who begin school behind classmates in basic 

academic skills (e.g., counting numbers, identifying letters, writing names, familiarity 

with behavioral expectations in a classroom) are forced to play catch-up from the 

beginning, which is made more difficult given that these same children often attend 

schools that are least equipped to help them catch up. In this process of cumulative 

disadvantage, exposure to high quality early education programs is a tool for intervention, 

as children tend to make large cognitive gains from exposure to high-quality pre-K 

programs that they then carry into school. Those early disparities in skills that could then 

grow into much larger disparities over time are no longer present or are at least reduced 

(Belsky et al. 2007; Winsler et al. 2008).  

For example, children form privileged backgrounds tend to be exposed to formal 

modes of learning much earlier than their disadvantaged counterparts. This exposure 

occurs through childcare programs that emphasize school-orientated academic skills (that 

a poorer family could not afford or may not know about). It could also reflect the extra 

time, means, and incentives that higher-income and more educated parents have to invest 

in the cognitive and language development of very young children (Lareau 2011; Hart 

and Risley 1995). These differences influence children’s initial performance in schools, 

set expectations from teachers and peers (who tend to reward, both intentionally and 

unintentionally, those students who already can demonstrate such skills), influence 

academic tracking and class assignments, affect students’ self-evaluations, and future 

academic outcomes. Through this process, children from socioeconomically 

disadvantaged families lose ground to their peers in a cycle that becomes self-reinforcing 

in maintaining educational inequality in U.S. schools (Bourdieu 1973; Pianta and Walsh, 

1996; Tyson 2011). 
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For this reason, scholars and policy makers have identified the transition into 

elementary school as a critical period in which interventions aiming to reduce educational 

inequality can have dramatic impact. Supporting this basic life course argument about 

education, econometric analyses have suggested that early education interventions bring 

greater long-term returns into adulthood to each dollar invested than do programs 

targeting later stages of schooling. This push has translated into the Head Start and Early 

Head Start programs, the universal pre-K movement, and the sponsorship of state pre-K 

programs, all of which are aimed at reducing the socioeconomic disparities between 

children in skill level at school entry before they can expand into larger disparities in 

ultimate educational attainment (Cannon and Karoly 2007; Heckman 2006; Karoly 2009; 

Sawhill and Ludwig 2007; Zigler, Gilliam, and Jones 2006).  

This basic life course argument about education and the critical nature of early 

education applies to Latino/a children (and children from Latino/a language minority 

backgrounds in particular). As already detailed, such children are, on average, high in 

socioeconomic disadvantage, traditionally the focus of early education interventions 

(Fuller, Bridges, and Pai 2007; Garcia and Jensen 2009; Gormley and Phillips 2005; 

Gormley et al. 2005; Gormley, Phillips, and Gayer 2008), and they face additional 

challenges from language barriers that are related to but go beyond socioeconomic 

circumstances. Indeed, Crosnoe (2006) has documented how this life course framework 

is especially valuable for understanding the case of children with Latin American 

immigrant parents, especially given their challenges with school readiness relative to the 

general child population and their low rates of preschool attendance.  

In line with this heightened relevance of the critical nature of the transition into 

school for life course pathways for Latino/a children, early education investments in such 

children are proliferating, such as AVANCE, Abriendo Puertas, and Project FLAME, 
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among several others across multiple states (Crosnoe 2010a). Moreover, many of the 

state pre-K programs implicitly or explicitly target Latino/a children. Oklahoma is one of 

the only three states with a universal pre-K program open to all public school students, 

and it is one of the most notable programs in its success in improving the academic 

outcomes of Latino/as. Latino/a children benefited the most from the program and had 

sharp improvements in their language and cognitive test scores, demonstrating that early 

childhood education can make a significant difference in short-term test scores, 

substantially muting the negative effects of family and environmental risk factors 

(Gormley and Phillips 2005; Gormley et al. 2005; Gormley, Phillips, and Gayer 2008). 

Similar patterns have been found among Latino/a children in the public pre-K system in 

Texas, which targets children who come from language minority and/or low-income 

families and, as such, serves a substantial proportion of Latino/a children (Andrews, 

Jargowsky, and Kuhne 2012; AISD 2008). 

Although promising, the role of early education programs in reducing educational 

disparities between Latino/a youth and their peers in the short- and long-term is still far 

from clear. First, average treatment effects subsume a great deal of variability in actual 

program effectiveness and instructional quality, reflecting extreme variability in what is 

happening across diverse pre-K programs and schools. This variability may be even 

greater for Latino/a children (Fuller, Bridges, and Pai 2007). Second, how much the 

academic gains from early education programs among Latino/a children, particularly 

those from language minority families, might be subject to the fadeout effects often 

witnessed in early education program impacts as children move into substandard 

elementary-school environments is largely unknown (Goldenberg 2008). Given the state 

of elementary schools in Texas, for example, the benefits of the pre-K program for 

Latino/a children may be vulnerable (Hanushek 2010). 
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Tying together these strands, I argue that understanding the instructional settings 

of the classrooms serving Latino/a children—especially children from language minority 

families—in preschool and elementary school is a significant and timely aim. Boosting 

enrollment numbers among such children will not move the needle in terms of 

educational disparities if the programs in which they are enrolling and the schools that 

these programs feed into have less intense and lower-quality instruction than those 

serving other populations. We need to know the degree to which this might be the case 

and in what specific dimensions of instruction quality.  

CLASSROOM SETTINGS  

In exploring classroom settings across the critical transition from preschool into 

kindergarten, my general expectations are that the classrooms of children from Latino/a 

language minority families will have less content instruction in math and reading in 

general and instruction cultivating advanced cognitive and academic skills in particular 

than will the classrooms serving children from other family groups, including other 

Latino/a children who do not come from language minority families. These expectations 

are based on the general premise that the added need to facilitate English language skills 

may interfere with teachers’ instructional practices aimed at cultivating other academic 

skills prioritized by U.S. schools (Campbell, Adams, and Davis 2007).  

This expectation recognizes that the nature and amount of primary language 

support provided to children from Latino/a language minority families in the classroom is 

important. When instructing such students in English, teachers must modify instruction to 
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take into account students’ language limitations. More importantly, they must make sure 

to provide some form of primary language (L1) instruction because teaching students to 

read in their first language promotes higher levels of reading achievement in English 

(Goldenberg 2008; Genesee et al. 2006). Thus, the degree to which instruction is 

organized by L1 and L2 goals and practices is a key consideration of what is happening 

overall with students and teachers in the classroom. 

Consequently, some discussion about the language organization of classrooms is 

important. In Texas, children who are labeled English language learners will either be in 

an English as a Second Language program (ESL) or in a bilingual education program. A 

bilingual program has to be enacted for any school district that has high enrollments of 

English language learners students while every other district must have an English as a 

Second language program. Those with bilingual programs have either an early exit 

(where children transition into full English instruction) that ranges from kindergarten to 

second grade or a late exit from kindergarten to fifth grade. Some districts in Texas now 

offer dual language programs, which consists of 30% Spanish and 70% English 

instructional time. Ascertaining typical patterns of language support that Latino/a 

language minorities receive in schools, however, is challenging due to the wide range in 

mandates on what type of instruction is allowed across districts and states as well as in 

reporting policies, which also vary from state to state and the nature and details of these 

support systems are unknown (Goldenberg 2008). 

 Instructional practices in the classroom are an important to keep in mind as well. 

Indeed, certain instructional practices are linked to achievement for Latino/language 
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minorities. Past evidence has shown the importance of and instructional practices that 

involve “reciprocal teaching”, or instructional procedures that engage children and 

teachers in a discussion and dialogue that promotes critical thinking (Palincsar 2012). 

This involves helping Latino/a language minority children learn how learn to study a text 

independently and is cultivated with practices such as telling the story to the teacher and 

retelling with other students. These have been linked to achievement in not only reading, 

but math as well (Cuevas 1984). For math, practices such as using music, dancing and 

games related to math, activities related to telling time, counting out loud and geometric 

mainpulatives are important hands-on practices that assist in helping Latino/a language 

minorities overcome language difficulties to understand math concepts. If high-quality 

instruction entails sufficient repetition and frequency of these important pedagogical 

subject-based activities, prompting of higher-order thinking through concept 

development, meaningful conversations that stimulate language development, and 

capitalizing on opportunities to provide feedback that results in deeper understanding, 

(Domínguez et al. 2011; Calderón, Slavin, and Sánchez 2011; Goldenberg 2008; Pianta et 

al. 2007; Ponitz et al. 2009a, 2009b; Mashburn et al. 2008, 2009), then how does the 

issue of high-quality instruction relate to children from Latino/a language minority 

backgrounds? For the most part, these characteristics have been found to be integral in 

maximizing learning for children from language minority backgrounds and English 

language learners just as for students more generally, especially when embedded in 

settings that integrate English language support with home language instruction 

(Calderón, Slavin, and Sánchez 2011; Goldenberg 2008). Unfortunately, research has not 
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provided a day-to-day picture of the typical content instruction and pedagogical practices 

that young children from Latino/a language minority families receive. This gap in the 

research base is problematic as the classroom environment is the most proximate and 

concrete setting of instruction and learning inside school and a widely accepted setting 

for policy intervention (compared to, say, the home) (Garcia 2005; Goldenberg 2008; 

Karoly et al. 2008). 

In particular, what remains to be seen is how well classrooms primarily serving 

children from Latino/a language minority families currently meet the dual needs of 

intensive and high quality instruction while providing language support. It is important to 

understand basic contexts for instructing Latino/language minority children.  Adequately 

balancing both English and instructional content is difficult and a formidable challenge 

for teachers as it requires both careful planning, adequate amounts of class time, and 

effective instruction (Gándara, Maxwell-Jolly, and Driscoll 2005; Goldenberg 2008; 

Wolf et al. 2008). Also, not all schools can afford to provide the extra manpower and 

structure needed for teachers to effectively provide Spanish language support (Gándara, 

Maxwell-Jolly, and Driscoll 2005; Solórzano 2008). The certification and requirements 

for pre-K teachers across the nation is divergent and varied (Bueno et al. 2010). In Texas, 

a four-year degree with generalized primary education certification is required, however 

this training is quite generalized and is meant to equip a teacher for all elementary school 

teaching and does not provided the focus training and relevance for pre-K. In 38 other 

states and in the District of Colombia, teachers must have, alongside a bachelor’s degree, 

certification in early childhood, while some states require only have a Child Development 
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Associate Credential (CDA) (Bueno et al. 2010). Moreover, the programs and schools 

serving Latino/a communities tend to be under-resourced relative to those serving other 

communities and, therefore, are more likely to relay on teachers who have been 

probational/emergency certified and/or on teachers who have lower teaching 

qualifications, relative to schools with fewer Latino/a students and/or students with 

language minority backgrounds (de Cohen 2007; Fry 2011; Orfield 2001; Schneider et al. 

1997; Strunk and Robinson 2006; Wells and Serna 1996). Teachers are often under-

resourced, pressured by accountability mandates, and overworked, so that they feel ill-

prepared to meet the needs of special needs of children from Latino/a language minority 

backgrounds, especially English language learners (Goldenberg 2008). On top of these 

challenges are all the normal challenges of teaching four- and five year-old children, 

along with the fall-out issues associated with children who come from marginalized 

communities that are often in poverty (Stanton-Salazar 2001; Valenzuela 1999).  

As a result, children from Latino/a language minority families are likely not 

getting the intensive and high-quality instruction that they need in either Spanish or 

English during a critical phase of their educational careers. In order to address the 

challenges faced by Latino/a language minority families, we need to know more about 

what is going on in their pre-K and kindergarten classrooms. This knowledge can then 

help to inform programs targeting early educational investment to maximize their 

benefits for Latino/a language minority families and support their upward mobility.  
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CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

To reiterate, preschools and schools serving Latino/a children in general and 

Latino/a language minorities in particular are likely to house classrooms that have fewer 

resources that may support learning and in which other stressors and challenges 

(including teaching language itself, regardless of content) will interfere with the 

frequency and quality of instruction needed to promote learning during this critical 

period. This pattern is likely to grow as children transition into elementary school, as 

education shifts from preschool settings that are more likely to be specifically designed as 

educational interventions and the population of Latino/a students (and students from 

language minority backgrounds) becomes less selective (i.e., having characteristics that 

increase their voluntary enrollment vs. mandatory enrollment).  

This basic argument represents the conceptual model of this dissertation (see 

Figure 1). This model has its roots in past life course models of educational inequality by 

targeting the transition into elementary school as critical to future educational trajectories 

and highlights interactional processes as connecting macro-level structures (e.g., 

stratification) to individual lives. 

 

 

 

 

 



 19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model. 

The basic parameters of this conceptual model will be tested with data from 

ECLS-B; measures of the frequency of classroom instructional activities in math and 

reading will be used to capture the intensity of instructional subject-based activities, as a 

means of gauging differences in content exposure between classrooms serving Latino/a 

children, Latino/a children from language minority families, and other children. The 

model will then be expanded and unpacked with quantitative data (standardized 

observational classroom quality protocol) and qualitative data (interviews with teachers) 

in AISD. These mixed methods data speak to the quality of instructional processes within 

classrooms, defined in terms of the support for higher-order cognitive and academic 

skills, in classrooms serving these various groups of children, with special attention to the 

primary language of instruction and the challenges teachers facing balancing their 

instructional demands. 
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Chapter 3:  Quantitative and Qualitative Methods 

This dissertation drew on two sources of data, the first a large nationally 

representative dataset and the second a mixture of qualitative and quantitative data 

collected at the local level. I used quantitative methods to analyze national pre-K and 

kindergarten classroom data; these data allowed me to assess population-level patterns in 

the intensity of subject-based instructional tasks to which children from Latino/a 

language minority families are exposed. At the local level, the observational quantitative 

data provided in-depth description of the nature and quality of teacher and student 

interactional processes in pre-K and kindergarten classrooms with mostly children from 

Latino/a language minority families as students. Lastly, I utilized qualitative methods to 

analyze in-depth interview data with pre-K and kindergarten teachers. These data 

complemented the quantitative analyses by providing additional insight into the 

challenges—as articulated by teachers—to quality instruction of children from Latino/a 

language minority families. 

NATIONAL SAMPLE  

For quantitative analyses at the national level, I drew on the Early Childhood 

Longitudinal Study–Birth Cohort (ECLS-B), a nationally representative survey that 

follows a cohort of 14,000 children born in the U.S. in 2001, their parents, and 

caregivers/early education providers from birth to their entrance into kindergarten. The 

purpose of ECLS-B is to provide detailed information about children’s early life 

experiences. The dataset provides detailed measures of classroom environments and 

reading instruction of children in pre-K and kindergarten and also has a large sample of 

Latino/a families. 
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The sample for ECLS-B was selected using a clustered list frame design based on 

registered births in the National Center for Health Statistics vital statistics system (lists 

were provided by state registrars). Births were sampled from 96 primary sampling units 

(PSUs) representing all infants born in the U.S. in the year 2001. The PSUs were counties 

and county groups. Sampling was based on occurrence of the birth as listed on the birth 

certificate. Sampled children subsequently identified by the state registrars as having died 

or who had been adopted after the issuance of the birth certificate were excluded from the 

sample (NCES 2010). Also, infants whose birth mothers were younger than fifteen years 

at the time of the child’s birth were excluded. 

Successive waves of data collection took place when the children were nine 

months old (2001–2002), two years old (2003–2004), and four years old (2005–2006; the 

preschool wave). Additionally, in the fall of 2006, data were collected from all 

participating sample children, approximately 75 percent of whom were in kindergarten or 

higher. In the fall of 2007, data were collected from the approximately 25 percent of 

participating sample children who had not yet entered kindergarten in the previous 

collection as well as children who were repeating kindergarten in the 2007–2008 school 

year (Najarian et al. 2010). The sample I used for this dissertation included all 6,200 

children whose families participated in data collection up through kindergarten. Although 

children who remained in the sample likely differed from children who dropped out in 

many ways, the sampling weights that ELCS-B designed accounted for such differential 

attrition across waves (as well as more general design effects of the study, such as the 

oversampling of some groups). Additionally, the sample for this study was restricted to 

ECLS-B children whose parents indicated their children were enrolled in a pre-K (labeled 

preschool or pre-kindergarten) or kindergarten program in both the preschool and 
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kindergarten waves and excludes those children enrolled in home-based child care during 

the preschool and kindergarten waves. 

AISD SAMPLE  

The mixed-methods portion of the dissertation consisted of classroom 

observations combined with in-depth interviews with teachers in pre-K and kindergarten 

classrooms in the Austin Independent School District (AISD). Of the sixty-six elementary 

schools, fifty-seven classrooms (pre-K through second grade) in nine schools were 

observed (and their teachers interviewed). My sample consisted of the forty-four pre-K 

and kindergarten classrooms as well as pre-K classrooms in the district’s pre-K 

demonstration campus (more explanation about this campus following).  

Out of the forty-four classrooms in the sample, thirty (twenty-five pre-K and five 

kindergarten) had some form of instructional support for English language learners 

(bilingual, dual-language, or both), and fourteen (eleven pre-K and three kindergarten) 

did not have any form of support and indicated themselves as classrooms with no English 

language learners. The focus of this study was on the classrooms serving English 

language learners students. In these classrooms, almost all students were Latino/a, 

generally Mexican-American. In the remaining classrooms, however, the modal 

racial/ethnic breakdown was still over two-thirds Latino/a. 

As background, AISD serves over 5,000 four- and five-year olds in its full-day 

pre-K program through state education and workforce development funds. Like many 

public pre-K programs in the country, the program is offered to children from families 

with low-income, English language learners, those with active duty military parents, and 

those currently or earlier enrolled in foster care (Fuller and Wright 2007; AISD 2008). 

Most classrooms are located in elementary schools, but, due to substantive growth in its 
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pre-K population and space restraints at six elementary campuses, the district set up a 

single site—the Cole Prekindergarten Demonstration School (note: Cole is a 

pseudonym)—dedicated solely to early education. Cole has 650 children enrolled. 

Despite the state’s fiscally conservative leanings, Texas serves more four-year-olds in its 

free pre-K program than does any other state, and voters and parents have shown wide 

support for early-childcare programs since the early 1970s (Fuller and Wright 2007; Wat 

and Doctors 2007). The program relies mostly on decentralized policy mechanisms such 

as incentive grants for districts that agree to contract with community-based 

organizations, a professional-development program that upgrades teacher skills, and 

limited facilities dollars for preschool expansion in the schools, building up instead from 

the community-based organization infrastructure (Fuller and Wright 2007).  

In 2003, the Texas legislature passed Senate Bill 76, which promoted school 

readiness by requiring the coordination of early childhood services by certain agencies, 

including Head Start agencies, public school pre-K programs, and private and nonprofit 

early childhood programs. The major emphasis of the bill was to cost-effectively serve 

more Texas children in high-quality preschools. Senate Bill 23, passed in 2005, further 

expanded the school readiness program by creating the Texas School Ready! Project 

(formerly known as TEEM [Texas Early Education Model]) to form the basis for a 

statewide early childhood education program aimed at helping low-income, at-risk 

children (AISD 2008; TEA 2013a). 

QUANTITATIVE MEASUREMENT IN ECLS-B 

Enrollment. All ECLS-B children were enrolled in kindergarten during the 

kindergarten wave, but not all of the sample was enrolled in an early education setting 

prior to elementary school entry. I identified all children in the preschool wave who were 
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enrolled in a formal early education program. Because these programs could be public or 

private—a part of a public school district or a local child care market—I use the term 

“preschool” for the ECLS-B analyses rather than pre-K, which is usually used to 

designate public programs linked to schools. This preschool designation is in contrast to 

the AISD data, which, because its early education programs are part of the district’s K-12 

system and housed in schools, necessitates using the pre-K label. 

Race/ethnicity and language status. The four race/ethnicity and language category 

variables that served as the primary comparisons were: Latino/a from primarily Spanish-

speaking family, Latino/a from primarily English-speaking family, non-Latino/a Black 

from primarily English-speaking family, and non-Latino/a White from primarily English-

speaking family. As discussed below, the language component of this categorization 

actually referred to the language use of parents rather than to the language ability or use 

of the child (at least directly).  

The ECLS-B collected information on race and ethnicity in two places: the parent 

interview and the birth certificate. Race/ethnicity information from the birth certificate 

was used for sampling purposes only. For analytic purposes, ECLS-B recommends using 

the information provided in the parent interview. Each category was made by parents’ 

reports of (1) child’s race at birth, (2) parent’s primary language, (3) and primary 

language spoken in the home. Children whose parents indicated their children’s race as 

Hispanic and who indicated that the primary language spoken at home was Spanish 

composed the Latino/a language Spanish-speaking family category. Similarly, children 

whose parents indicated their children’s race as Hispanic, African American, or White 

and indicated their primary language spoken at home was English were labeled Latino/a 

English-speaking family, non-Latino/a Black English-speaking family, and non-Latino/a 

White English-speaking family, respectively (or, for short, Latino/a, Black, and White). 



 25 

Reading and language instruction. Reading and language composite variables (in 

bold) were created following a similar protocol to Xue and Meisels (2004). Results from 

exploratory factor analysis came from a series of 10 items (preschool) and 15 items 

(kindergarten wave) filled out by teachers describing reading and language instructional 

practices. In pre-K, two composite measures emerged: 

• Phonics instruction was measured by the mean of teachers’ reports of 

how often (0 = never, 1 = once or month or less, 2 = 2–3 times a month, 3 

= 1–2 times a week, 4 = 3–4 times a week, 5 = daily) they engaged in 5 

basic reading and language activities including working on phonics, 

rhyming words, learn letter names, writing letters of the alphabet, and 

writing own name (α = .80). 

• Whole-language activities was the average of reports of 5 activities, 

including telling stories to teacher, retelling stories, listening to teacher 

read stories where they see the print (e.g., “big books”), discuss new 

words, and learn about conventions of print  (same response categories; α 

= .74). 

In the kindergarten wave, three composite factors emerged: 

• Phonics instruction was measured by the mean of teachers’ reports of 

how often (1 = never, 2 = once or month or less, 3 = 2–3 times a month, 4 

= 1–2 times a week, 5 = 3–4 times a week, 6 = daily) they engaged in 5 

basic reading and instructional activities exactly the same as those found 

in pre-K (α = .60). 

• Integrated language arts activities was measured by the mean of 5 

activities including making predictions based on text, identifying the main 

idea and parts of a story, remembering directions, communicating ideas 
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orally, and using context clues for comprehension (same response 

categories; α = .79). 

• Composition and vocabulary instruction was measured by 4 activities, 

including composing and writing complete sentences, composing and 

writing stories with an understandable beginning, middle and end, 

vocabulary, and working on convention spelling (same response 

categories; α = .70). 

Math instruction. Math composite variables (in bold) were created by following a 

similar protocol to Crosnoe and Cooper (2010), which itself was based on the Xue and 

Meisels (2004) approach. Results from exploratory factor analysis came from a series of 

10 items (preschool wave) and 26 items (kindergarten wave) filled out by teachers 

describing instructional practices in math. For the preschool wave of data collection, two 

composite factors emerged: 

• Manipulatives in mathematics instruction was measured by the mean of 

teachers’ reports of how often (0 = never, 1 = once or month or less, 2 = 

2–3 times a month, 3 = 1–2 times a week, 4 = 3–4 times a week, 5 = daily) 

they engaged in 5 basic math activities, including working with geometric 

manipulatives, engaging in activities that involve shapes and patterns,  

using counting manipulatives, using hands-on calendar-related activities, 

and activities with shapes and patterns (α = .80). 

• Whole math instruction was measured by the mean of 5 activities, 

including math games, using music, creative movement and dance to 

understand math concepts, group activities related to telling time, and 

group activities using rulers, and other measuring instruments (same 

response categories; α = .79). 
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In the kindergarten wave, four composite factors emerged: 

• Mechanics in math instruction was based on teachers’ reports of the 

frequency (1 = never, 2 = once or month or less, 3 = 2–3 times a month, 4 

= 1–2 times a week, 5 = 3–4 times a week, 6 = daily) with which they 

engaged in 5 activities, such as subtracting two-digit numbers without 

regrouping, adding single-digit numbers and carrying numbers, learning 

how to tell time, recognizing the value of coins and currency, and writing 

math equations to solve word problems. (α = .80). 

• Sorting and identifying tapped 7 activities including identifying 

relationships between numbers and quantity, identifying relative quantity, 

sorting objects into subgroups according to a rule, recognizing and naming 

geometric shapes, order objects by size or other properties, 

making/copying/extending patterns, and identifying numbers 1 through 10 

(same response categories; α = .81). 

• Number interpretation and recognition tapped 5 activities, including 

knowing place values, recognizing two-digit numbers, recognizing ordinal 

numbers, simple data collection and graphing, recognizing and 

subtracting, single digit numbers (same response categories; α = .66). 

• Number operations tapped 4 activities, such as counting by 2s, 5s, 10s, 

counting beyond 100,  writing all numbers between 1 through 100, and 

reading two- and three-digit numbers (same response categories; α = .68). 

School-level and classroom-level controls. In the preschool wave, a questionnaire 

was administered to the school center/program director that allowed me to control for 

student-to-teacher ratio, percentage of racial/ethnic minorities in the school, percentage of 

English language learners, and school-wide communication methods used to speak to 
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English language learners (e.g., used phrases in Spanish, used adult interpreters). In the 

kindergarten wave, there was no school director questionnaire, but there were questions 

asked of teachers that provide information for classroom level controls such as percent 

Hispanic and percent of English language learners in the classroom. Additionally, 

controls were created for several teacher characteristics including, educational level, 

teaching qualifications such as training, credentials in early childhood education and 

highest level of education achieved, type of certification achieved (only in kindergarten 

wave; e.g., temporary/probational, alternative certification), teacher attitudes and job 

satisfaction (e.g., whether one joys job, whether on believes they are making a difference 

in the lives of children). Also in the kindergarten wave only, a series of questions tapped 

teachers’ attitudes about how much control they believed that they had in the classroom 

(e.g., have control over skills being taught, control over materials).  

Family-level controls. To adjust for potential common causes of Latino/a children 

academic performance, particularly due to family socioeconomic status, I controlled for a 

number of family level factors, including family income and poverty status (measured by 

whether the family received food stamps), number of siblings, mother’s educational 

attainment, and parents’ generational and citizenship status. 

QUANTITATIVE MEASUREMENT IN AISD 

The quantitative data in AISD were gathered by classroom observations using the 

Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), a systematic observational protocol 

developed by Pianta, La Paro, and Hamre (2007) and colleagues. The CLASS system 

stresses the importance of interactions between teachers and students in order to boost 

students’ learning and gives an overall picture of the quality of the learning environment 

across subject areas. Interaction processes, rather than the content of a physical 
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environment, materials, or curriculum, are emphasized. CLASS observations help break 

down the complex classroom environment by accessing three main, broad domains of 

interactions between teachers and students: (1) Emotional Support, (2) Classroom 

Organization, and (3) Instructional Support. Each domain then has several dimensions 

that are identifiable by several observational indicators (Pianta, La Paro, and Hamre 

2007). For example, the domain of Emotional Support has the dimension of Positive 

Climate and consists of several observable indicators including Positive Affect, Positive 

Communication, and Respect. 

CLASS evaluations can only be conducted after completion of a two-day 

observation-training course and the successful passing of a reliability certification test 

within eight weeks of training by the intended observer. Certification ensures that 

observers demonstrate reliability with the CLASS tool and are able to use the tool 

accurately and effectively in the field. A research team of five graduate research 

assistants gained certification and conducted the observations in fifty-seven classrooms 

across nine schools in AISD. Three of the five research personnel fluent in Spanish did 

observations in classrooms in which Spanish was the primary instructional language. 

Observations consisted of a twenty-minute observation cycle, looking for the “who, what, 

and how” of everything while paying particularly close attention to the teacher; while the 

observer took quick notes on the score sheet. When two adults were in the room, the 

observer would divide her/his attention equally between the two adults. The usual second 

adult was generally a teacher’s aide. This activity was followed by ten minutes of more 

note-taking and scoring at the dimension level using a seven-point scale accessing 

classroom environmental quality: with a score of 1–2 being low, a score of 3–5 being 

medium, and a score 6–7 being high. This procedure was repeated two more times in that 

classroom, and scores were then averaged across all cycles, providing a snapshot of the 
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quality of classroom environment and interactions (see Pianta, La Paro, and Hamre 

2007). Evaluations are supposed to be holistic and not mere checklists, with the goal to 

reflect the experiences of the typical child in the classroom during that period without 

regard for what occurs before or after that period. The average scores for each classroom 

by both dimension and its respective indicators were organized by teacher ID and 

converted into a dataset for STATA (See Appendix A for full list and descriptions of 

CLASS domains and dimensions). 

CLASS was ideal for addressing some of the aims of this dissertation because 

research strongly suggests that classroom quality is best evaluated through observational 

methods, rather than with surveys, which fail to capture the intricate interactions between 

teacher and student (Stuhlman and Pianta 2009). As an added advantage, the CLASS 

protocol’s reliability and validity have been thoroughly vetted at the national level and 

used widely by other research studies of low-income pre-K children, including Latino/a 

Spanish-speaking English language learners (Burchinal et al. 2010; Connor et al. 2005; 

Curby et al. 2009; Dobbs-Oates et al. 2011; Domínguez et al. 2010, 2011; Downer, Kraft-

Sayre, and Pianta 2009; Downer et al. 2012; Guo et al. 2010; Hamre et al. 2010; Howes 

et al. 2008; Justice et al. 2008; Mashburn et al. 2010, 2009, 2008; McGinty et al. 2012; 

La Paro, Pianta, and Stuhlman 2004; Li-Grining et al. 2010; LoCasale-Crouch et al. 

2007; Logan et al. 2011; Pianta et al. 2007; Wasik and Hindman 2011; Vitiello 2012, 

2013). 

Initially, another observational tool with a focus on instructing English language 

learners, the Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP). was going to be used to 

complement CLASS. In brief, the SIOP model offers a framework for teachers to present 

curricular content concepts to English language learners through strategies and 

techniques that make new information comprehensible for students (Echevarría, Vogt, 



 31 

and Short 2008; Echevarría, Short, and Powers 2006). The observational protocol 

assesses the degree to which teachers make content comprehensible for English language 

learners through eight components, such as preparation, building background, interaction, 

and lesson delivery. In this study, the protocol could not be used accurately to measure 

instructional quality, as it requires some sheltered instruction in English. In the pre-K and 

kindergarten classrooms in Austin, however, little English scaffolding was observed in 

supposedly bilingual classes (i.e., Spanish was widely used instead). 

QUALITATIVE DATA IN AISD  

The qualitative data collection examined the link between classroom challenges 

and instructional quality. These data complemented both the ECLS-B and AISD CLASS 

quantitative data by giving teachers an opportunity to articulate the challenges and 

concerns they encountered when teaching pre-K children. They provided a rich account 

of the underlying processes that could be affecting classroom quality that would be 

otherwise unknown in the quantitative data. In-depth interviews were conducted with 

fifty-seven teachers in each of the selected AISD classrooms from the fall of 2010 to 

spring 2012. I focused on the subset of pre-K and kindergarten teachers. 

A research team of five graduate research assistants conducted 30-60 minute one-

hour interviews with teachers after the completion of each CLASS observation in that 

teacher’s classroom. At times, there was more than one adult located in the classroom 

working with the children; these extra adults were generally student teachers or teacher 

aides and were not interviewed. When teachers were unable to meet for an interview on 

the same day of the CLASS observation or if time constraints prevented an interview 

from being completed, interviews were rescheduled for another time within the week. All 

teachers were given complete anonymity and signed consent forms for their participation. 
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The sample composition of teachers was approximately 65 percent Latino/a, 33 percent 

White, and 2 percent African American. 

Research personnel used an interview guide broken up into four segments: teacher 

background, classroom challenges, alignment, and alignment experiences. The first 

segment focused on a teacher’s educational and professional background (e.g., degrees, 

certification, work history, tenure in position/school, teacher training/professional 

development) and on her/his classroom and students (e.g., daily schedule, curricular 

design, approach to instruction, student skill levels). This segment of the interview was 

intended to elicit basic information and to establish rapport between teacher and 

interviewer. The second segment was a discussion of the challenges faced by the teachers 

specific to the predominant child group in the classroom (i.e., low-income children and/or 

English language learners). It also covered experiences with the school and district in 

meeting these challenges. The third and fourth segments were originally developed for 

understanding the horizontal and vertical alignment of grades within the elementary 

school. Although not related directly to this dissertation’s focus, these segments were 

pertinent, as they probed teachers on current pre-K classroom arrangements (having 

classrooms in an elementary school v. in the pre-K demonstration school), helped identify 

the extent of community support that pre-K teachers believed they had, and gave insight 

into the opportunities available to pre-K teachers to coordinate standards and 

instructional practices with other pre-K teachers across schools and with teachers in other 

grades. Interviews were recorded and transcribed. 

PLAN FOR QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES  

The quantitative analyses addressed two general questions. First, to what degree 

do pre-K and kindergarten classroom environments of children from Latino/a language 
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minority families differed from the classroom environment of other child groups? 

Second, how might the disparities in classroom characteristics and quality change from 

pre-K into kindergarten?  

To address the first question, I conducted descriptive analyses with means and 

standard deviations across each of the main classroom instruction measures by 

race/ethnicity and language categories (Latino/a Spanish- and English-speaking families, 

non-Latino/a Black English-speaking families, and non-Latino/a White English-speaking 

families) for both pre-K and kindergarten. Additionally, significant differences across 

means were identified through ANOVA bonferroni statistical tests. These descriptive 

statistics established a general picture of disparities in classroom quality between 

Latino/a language minorities and other groups of young children. 

To get a more precise picture of the nature of disparities between children from 

Latino/a language minority families and children from other families, regression models 

predicted the classroom characteristics by the race/ethnicity and language categories. 

Three models were estimated in this series. Model 1, the baseline, gave a basic look at 

disparities by assessing the race/ethnic and language variations of children in classroom 

instruction without taking any other factors into account. Model 2 added socioeconomic 

and family level measures: family income and poverty status, family structure, mother’s 

educational attainment, and parents’ generational status. Model 3 added school-level 

variables and teacher characteristics: student-to-teacher ratio, percentage of racial/ethnic 

minorities in the school, percentage of English language learners in the school, school-

wide communication methods with English language learners and race, educational level, 

teaching qualifications (e.g., training, credentials), teacher attitudes towards the 

importance of school readiness, and teacher job satisfaction. The preschool models were 

then repeated for the kindergarten instruction outcomes. 
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A comparison between preschool and kindergarten was important because of the 

possible selection effects among children who enrolled in preschool. Because pre-K 

enrollment is voluntary and language minority kids are less likely to be in pre-K than 

children from other groups, the ones who do end up enrolling are more highly selective 

and less representative of the general Latino/a population (Crosnoe, Benner, and Davis-

Kean 2013). In other words, the children going into pre-K may have parents who are 

more cognizant of the importance of early childhood education, have parents that need 

childcare, or have traits and behaviors that elicit parental investments. In kindergarten, 

selection effects are less likely to be at play because kindergarten—while not universally 

mandatory—has become normative as the start of formal schooling. 

Quantitative data analysis at the local level also contributes to answering these 

questions. I conducted descriptive analyses of the means and standard deviations of each 

of the CLASS domains (e.g., Instructional Support) and their respective indicators (e.g., 

concept development), for all forty-four pre-K and kindergarten classrooms. These 

descriptive analyses were conducted for the full sample and then by whether or not a 

classroom was indicated as being bilingual.  

PLAN FOR QUALITATIVE ANALYSES  

General guidelines from Miles and Huberman (1994) were used to organize the 

qualitative analyses of teacher interview data by following a formal protocol for 

systematically analyzing data. First, expected a priori themes and codes were constructed 

according to the literature and theory review. For example, the themes included material 

scarcity, language challenges, and accountability pressures. Next I and other research 

personnel hand-coded five randomly selected interview transcripts, compared and 

contrasted our new codes, made adjustments, and compiled a list of new codes for new 
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and emerging themes. This process was repeated two more times, and the list of themes 

and codes were finalized. Next, the rest of the interviews were coded according to the 

finalized list. In total, about two-dozen guiding themes with various subthemes—such as 

teacher-administration tensions, importance of school readiness, parental involvement, 

pre-K challenges, funding issues, and material scarcity—were eventually used to 

organize the interview data in NiVivo. I then further coded data into a tree-theme 

structure and generated a matrix with each cell containing a general summary description 

of all the information relevant to some theme or subtheme. See Appendix B for AISD 

teacher interview guide. 
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CHAPTER 4:  NATIONAL PICTURE OF CHILDREN FROM 
LATINO/A LANGUAGE MINORITY FAMILIES 

The goal of this chapter was to address the first research question (i.e., Aim 1): to 

what degree do preschool and kindergarten classroom instructional environments of 

children from Latino/a language minority families differ from the classroom 

environments of other child groups in the intensity of math and reading instruction? 

Descriptive statistics (Tables 1-3) and linear regression models (Tables 4-9) spoke to this 

question on the national level.  

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES 

Tables 1-3 present means and standard deviations for each of the reading and 

math instruction composites for both the preschool and kindergarten waves, differentiated 

by each of the focal family race-language categories (children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families, Latino/a English-speaking families, Black English-speaking families, 

and White English-speaking families). Note that, as an additional source of information, 

Table 3 presents information for each of the individual instructional items for math and 

reading in kindergarten and Tables 10-11 presents means and proportions of basic family 

characteristics by each family race-language category.  

Starting with the preschool wave (Table 1), the phonics reading composite had the 

highest mean for children from Black English-speaking families (0.31), which was 

statistically different than children from White (p < 0.001) and Latino/a (p < 0.001) 

English- speaking families. The mean for children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families (0.23) was statistically different than children from White (p < 0.05) and 

Latino/a (p < 0.05) English-speaking families. The two lowest means for phonics 

instruction were for children from White English-speaking families (0.01) and Latino/a 
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English-speaking families (-0.04). A similar pattern emerged for the whole language 

instruction composite, with children from Black English-speaking families having the 

highest mean (0.23), one significantly different than children from White (p < 0.001) and 

Latino/a (p < 0.001) English-speaking families.  

On most of the individual reading instructional items, children from Latino/a 

Spanish-speaking families tended to have significantly higher means than their White 

English-speaking counterparts. The only apparent disadvantage for this group was the 

math manipulatives composite. Children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families had the 

second to lowest mean (0.10), and Latino/a English-speaking families had the lowest 

mean (0.02), although neither of these differences were statistically significant.  

With whole math instruction, however, children of Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families had the highest mean (0.29), a mean statistically different than the children from 

White (p < 0.001) and Latino/a (p < 0.01) English-speaking families but not compared to 

children from Black English-speaking families. Next, children from Black English-

speaking families had the next highest mean in whole math instruction, a difference that 

was statistically significant relative to all groups except children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families.  

Table 2 presents the means for the kindergarten wave, with supplemental item-

level information in Table 3. In terms of the reading instruction composites, children 

from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families had the second highest mean (0.12) on the 

phonics instruction composite and were significantly different than children from White 

English-speaking families (p < 0.001). They were below children from Black English-

speaking families (0.19), who were only significantly different than children from White 

English-speaking families. Children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families had the 

next to lowest mean on the integrated language arts scale (0.01), but this mean was not 
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statistically different from the other groups. Next, children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families had the second highest mean in the composition and vocabulary 

composite (0.13), significantly different than children from White English-speaking 

families (p < 0.01).  

Turning to the math instruction scores, children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families had a significantly higher mean (0.16, p < 0.01) than their White English-

speaking counterparts on the sorting and identifying numbers score and were marginally 

different than children from Latino/a English-speaking families (p < 0.10). Once again, 

those children from Black English-speaking families had the highest mean on this 

composite, significantly different than children from White and Latino/a English-

speaking families (p < 0.001 and p < 0.05, respectively). Only on the number 

interpretation and recognition composite did the children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families have the lowest mean (-0.19), significantly different than children from White 

English-speaking families (p < 0.001). They also had the lowest mean on the number 

operation composite (-0.02), but this apparent difference did not reach statistical 

significance relative any other groups.  

In sum, these initial statistics did not support expectations of a widespread 

disadvantage of children from Latino/a language minority families in their preschool and 

kindergarten classroom environments, at least in terms of reading and math instruction. 

These children were not consistently lower than children from other types of families on 

this diverse array of classroom measures and often were higher than their peers. 

Moreover, children from White English-speaking families—historically the most 

advantaged racial/ethnic group in the U.S. educational system—were often quite low on 

these classroom instruction measures, while children from Black English-speaking 

families—historically the most disadvantaged racial/ethnic group in the U.S. educational 
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system—were often quite high on these same aspects of classroom instruction. The one 

area in which children from Latino/Spanish-speaking families appeared to be at risk was 

math instruction in kindergarten. 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES FOR PRESCHOOL CLASSROOMS 

The descriptive statistics just discussed revealed some interesting and unexpected 

patterns. I now explore these patterns in a multivariate context, taking into account child 

and family factors that might select children into different kinds of classrooms as well as 

teacher and school/program characteristics that might co-occur with different kinds of 

classroom characteristics and processes. For each classroom outcome, the baseline model 

included each of the race-family language categories, and subsequent models iteratively 

added family background (mother’s education and citizenship), teacher characteristics, 

and school characteristics. The final model (model 4) for each outcome was the fully 

controlled model. I begin with the preschool classrooms. 

Table 4 presents the results for reading instruction. Starting with phonics 

instruction in preschool, being from a Latino/a Spanish-speaking family or a Black 

English-speaking family predicted a higher composite score than being from a White 

English-speaking families (b = 0.23, p < 0.01, and b = 0.30, p < 0.001, respectively in 

Model 4), even after all covariates have been held constant. When rotating the reference 

across all race-language categories (not shown), the comparative results showed that 

children form Black English-speaking families had the highest phonics score, followed 

by children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families and then children from White 

English-speaking families, with children from Latino/a English-speaking families not 

statistically different from other groups.  
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For whole language instruction in preschool, only the coefficient for children 

from Black English-speaking families was statistically significant (and positive) (b = 0.16 

p < 0.01) when children from White English-speaking families was the reference. 

Rotating the reference across all groups to catalog all possible pair-wise comparisons 

revealed that children from Black English-speaking families had the highest score, 

followed by children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families and then by children from 

White English-speaking families and Latino/a English-speaking families (who were not 

significantly different from each other).  

Few of the family and school covariates predicted either classroom instruction 

composite during the preschool wave. Teacher characteristics tended to most strongly 

correlated with the instructional measures, which is perhaps not surprising given that 

these measures were themselves based on teacher reports. Whether a teacher had an early 

childhood degree did not significantly predict phonics instruction but did significantly 

predict whole language arts instruction (b = 0.15, p < 0.001). Teachers’ attitudes mattered 

to both reading instruction composite scores, but not always in expected ways. Phonics 

instruction tended to be higher among teachers who said that they believed they were 

making a difference in their students’ lives (b = 0.84, p < 0.001), that they would choose 

teaching as a career again if given a chance (b = 0.34, p < 0.001), or that they taught to 

gain experience in teaching (b = 0.18, p < 0.001). Whole language instruction was most 

common among teachers who said that they enjoyed their jobs (b = 0.34, p < 0.10), that 

they would choose to teach again, and that they taught to gain experience. In contrast, 

teachers who reported that they taught for the money alone had lower levels of whole 

language instruction (b = -0.09, p < 0.10). One counterintuitive finding was that teachers 

who said that they enjoyed their job predicted a slightly lower level of self-reported 

phonics instruction (b = -0.52, p < 0.001).  
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Table 5 presents results for preschool math instruction. Among the race-language 

categories, being from a Latino/a English-speaking family predicted a -0.11 decrease in 

math manipulative composite score, relative to children from White English-speaking 

families, but no other group was significantly different relative to this reference group. 

When the reference group was rotated across all possible comparisons, I saw that children 

from Black English-speaking families had a marginally significant higher score than 

children from Latino/a English-speaking families (b = 0.14, p < 0.10). Basically, then, 

children from Black and White English-speaking families tended to score higher than 

children from Latino/a English-speaking families, with children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families somewhere in between.  

For whole math instruction, children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families and 

from Black English-speaking families had higher (0.33, p < 0.01; 0.32, p < 0.001) scores, 

despite controls, when children from White English-speaking families were the reference. 

When the reference was rotated, I saw that children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families and Black English-speaking families had the highest scores on this form of math 

instruction, with children from White English-speaking families and Latino/a English-

speaking families having the lowest.  

Again, these basic patterns by family race-language background did not differ all 

that much when the family, teacher, and school covariates were included. As for reading 

instruction in preschool, math instruction in preschool was most consistently related to 

teacher characteristics, especially teacher attitudes. 

Overall, then, children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking and Black English-

speaking families—two historically disadvantaged groups—often attended preschool 

classrooms in which teachers reported the highest use of certain instructional practices, 

with children from White and English-speaking families often behind and never actually 
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ahead. The one exception to this general pattern was for math manipulatives, in which 

children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking families were not particularly high or low 

relative to other groups of children. 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES FOR KINDERGARTEN CLASSROOMS 

In the next phase of analyses, I repeated the multivariate models for the classroom 

variables measured during kindergarten. The modeling steps had the same sequences as 

those for the preschool models in Tables 4-5. Again, I focus on the results from the fully 

controlled models. 

Beginning with reading instruction (see Table 6), family race-language 

background differentiated children on their exposure to kindergarten phonics instruction 

but not integrated language arts. For the former, being from a Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

family, Latino/a English-speaking family, and Black English-speaking families had 

positive coefficients, relative to children from White English-speaking families (b = 0.30, 

p < 0.001, b = 0.134, p < 0.05, and b = 0.302, p < 0.001, respectively). Relative to 

children from Black English-speaking families, children from Latino/a English-speaking 

families were significantly lower on this classroom instruction outcome (b = -0.168, p < 

0.05), but any other apparent group differences were not statistically significant. Again, 

teacher characteristics accounted for most of the significant coefficients among the 

covariates that I examined.  

Recall that factor analyses of the kindergarten instruction data revealed an 

additional reading instruction composite: composition and vocabulary (see Table 7). This 

type of instruction initially appeared to be higher among children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families and Latino/a English-speaking families than among children from 

White English-speaking families (b = 0.23, p < 0.01 and b = 0.14, p < 0.05, respectively), 
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but these associations were no longer significant once other covariates were taken into 

account. The only persistent difference among the four groups was between children 

from Black English-speaking families and children from White English-speaking families 

(b = 0.21, p < 0.001), with the former higher than the latter. This outcome was related to 

one aspect of family circumstances. For every increase in the number of siblings, this 

kind of instruction decreased by -0.06 units (p < 0.001). 

Turning to math, Table 8 presents the results for the number interpretation and 

recognition composite and the sorting and identifying numbers composite. Initially, being 

from a Latino/a Spanish-speaking family (vs. a White English-speaking family) was 

negatively and marginally associated with number interpretation and recognition 

instruction (b = -0.16, p < 0.10), but this association was washed out by the control for 

the full set of teacher characteristics in Model 3. Indeed, after taking into account all of 

the covariates, no differences in this form of math instruction were found among the 

various family race-language groups, even after rotating reference groups. 

For the sorting and identifying numbers composite, children from Latino/a 

Spanish-speaking families scored higher than children from White English-speaking 

families (b = 0.26, p < 0.01), but this difference was completely accounted for by the 

school characteristics. After rotating the reference category and accounting for all 

covariates, the basic pattern of differences was the children from Black English-speaking 

families having significantly more exposure to this kind of instruction than children from 

White and Latino/a English-speaking families, with the children from Latino/a Spanish-

speaking families somewhere in between but somewhat closer to children from Black 

English-speaking families. 

As with the preschool instruction variables, the family covariates were mostly 

unrelated to the kindergarten math instruction variables. Looking at teacher 
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characteristics, number of early childhood classes was positively associated with both 

math composites (b = 0.03, p < 0.001 and b = 0.04, p < 0.001, respectively). As for 

teacher certification, probational/temporary certification negatively predicted both math 

composite scores (b = -0.67, p < 0.001 and b = -0.04, p < 0.001, respectively), while 

alternative program certification positively predicted number interpretation and 

recognition (b = 0.49, p < 0.001) and negatively predicted sorting and identifying 

numbers (b = -0.28, p < 0.05). A similar pattern occurred for regular certification. 

Turning to attitudes, teachers who believed that their children were capable scored higher 

on number interpretation and recognition (b = -0.22, p < 0.001) and on sorting and 

identifying numbers (b = 0.28, p < 0.05). Having control over a section of skills being 

taught was negatively associated with number interpretation and recognition (b = -0.13, p 

< 0.001) but positively associated with sorting and identifying numbers (b = 0.09, p < 

0.05). As for classroom characteristics, number interpretation and recognition was higher 

in classrooms below 20 percent and between 20-50 percent limited-English-proficiency 

(b = 0.23, p < 0.05 and b = 0.34, p < 0.001), but sorting and identifying numbers was 

lower in classrooms below 20 percent Hispanic and 20-50 percent Hispanic (b = -0.25, p 

< 0.01) and (b = -0.19, p < 0.05). 

Results for the two remaining math instruction outcomes are presented in Table 9. 

In Table 9, none of the family race-language categories significantly predicted mechanics 

instruction or number operations instruction in kindergarten (even after rotating reference 

groups in the models to capture all pair-wise comparisons), although several teacher 

characteristics were associated with the outcomes. 

In sum, the kindergarten analyses of reading instruction revealed a similar pattern 

as the preschool analyses, with children from Black English-speaking families and 

Latino/a Spanish-speaking families appearing to have more exposure to certain reading 
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instruction practices than children from White English-speaking families (and, to a lesser 

extent, Latino/a English-speaking families). Results were less consistent for kindergarten 

math instruction. Although children from Black English-speaking families often scored 

higher than children from other groups and children from Latino/a Spanish-speaking 

families occasionally scored closer to children from Black English-speaking families than 

children from other kinds of families, group differences were much more muted for math 

in kindergarten (vs. reading in kindergarten and math in preschool). 

SUMMARY 

Across grade levels, the multivariate analyses echoed the descriptive analyses. 

Two disadvantaged groups in U.S. education historically, children from Latino/a 

Spanish-speaking families and Black English-speaking families, consistently appeared to 

be in classrooms with more frequent reading instructional practices in preschool and 

kindergarten. Children from White English-speaking families and Latino/a English-

speaking families had classrooms with less frequent use of such instruction. Results were 

less consistent for math across grades, but they did point to this same pattern more than 

alternative patterns in which, for example, children from White English-speaking families 

appeared to come out ahead of the others. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Preschool Wave  
 Family Race/Ethnic and Language Background 
 Latino/a Spanish-

Speaking 
(n = 222) 

Latino/a English-
Speaking 
(n = 349) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 422) 

White  
English-Speaking 

(n = 2,026) 

Min-Max 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
Reading Instruction Composites          
  Phonics 0.23 0.84 -0.04 1.08 0.31 0.81 0.01 0.96 -4–2 
  Whole language 0.07 0.89 0.01 0.93 0.23 0.89 -0.05 0.98 -4–3 
Math Instruction Composites          
  Using math manipulatives 0.10 0.93 0.02 1.06 0.19 0.82 0.13 0.88 -4–2 
  Whole math activities 0.29 0.96 -0.02 0.98 0.27 0.99 -0.13 0.93 -2–3 
Reading Instruction Items          
  Learn letter names 4.38 1.10 4.06 1.41 4.52 1.03 4.12 1.27 0–5 
  Writing letters of the alphabet 3.92 1.21 3.37 1.63 3.95 1.42 3.37 1.59 0–5 
  Discuss new words 4.31 1.13 3.95 1.30 4.20 1.21 3.95 1.33 0–5 
  Tell stories to teachers 3.75 1.27 3.54 1.44 3.77 1.37 3.55 1.50 0–5 
  Work on phonics/phonemics 4.10 1.40 3.94 1.51 4.34 1.20 4.03 1.33 0–5 
  Read stories and see print 4.26 1.33 4.12 1.33 4.43 1.10 4.10 1.28 0–5 
  Retell stories 3.29 1.39 3.02 1.50 3.57 1.39 2.94 1.47 0–5 
  Learn conventions of print 3.83 1.60 3.54 1.80 3.98 1.45 3.43 1.77 0–5 
  Write own name 4.30 1.27 3.91 1.58 4.32 1.26 3.99 1.48 0–5 
  Learn about rhyming words 2.96 1.62 2.95 1.60 3.49 1.49 2.93 1.61 0–5 
Math Instruction Items          
  Count out loud 4.68 0.89 4.53 1.04 4.72 0.80 4.58 0.85 0–5 
  Use geometric manipulatives 4.06 1.28 3.84 1.43 4.19 1.22 3.86 1.33 0–5 
  Use counting manipulatives 3.74 1.56 3.57 1.63 3.82 1.52 3.57 1.53 0–5 
  Play math-related games 3.42 1.62 3.15 1.56 3.64 1.42 3.19 1.50 0–5 

Table 1 continued on next page 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 Family Race/Ethnic and Language Background 
 Latino/a Spanish-

Speaking 
(n = 222) 

Latino/a English-
Speaking 
(n = 349) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 422) 

White  
English-Speaking 

(n = 2,026) 

Min-Max 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
Math Instruction Items          
  Use music for math concepts 2.98 1.72 2.50 1.85 2.93 1.79 2.39 1.77 0–5 
  Use creative movement/drama 2.81 1.79 2.22 1.83 2.77 1.79 2.08 1.70 0–5 
  Use measuring instruments 2.86 1.65 2.48 1.64 2.68 1.73 2.35 1.60 0–5 
  Calendar-related activities 4.15 1.57 3.88 1.80 4.07 1.68 4.01 1.70 0–5 
  Activities related to telling time 2.42 1.98 2.15 1.93 2.68 1.96 2.02 1.95 0–5 
  Activities with shapes/patterns 4.05 1.31 3.87 1.40 4.12 1.24 3.91 1.31 0–5 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Kindergarten Wave  
 Latino/a Spanish-

Speaking 
(n = 688) 

Latino/a English-
Speaking 
(n = 666) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 1,021) 

White  
English-Speaking 

(n = 2,731) 

Min-
Max 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
Reading Instruction Composites          
  Phonics 0.12 0.96 0.03 0.92 0.19 0.96 -0.07 1.02 -5–4 
  Integrated language arts 0.01 1.03 0.02 0.93 0.04 1.00 -0.01 1.00 -6–4 
  Composition and vocabulary 0.13 0.95 0.03 1.00 0.14 1.05 -0.03 0.97 -4–2 
Math Instruction Composites          
  Sorting and identifying numbers 0.16 0.92 -0.01 0.98 0.18 1.05 -0.04 1.00 -4–3 
  Mechanics 0.03 0.96  -0.06 1.02 -0.01 1.08 0.02 0.98 -3–3 
  Number 
interpretation/recognition 

-0.19 0.95 -0.04 1.03 -0.02 1.04 0.07 0.99 -3–3 

  Number operations -0.02 1.04  0.01 0.97 0.09 1.07 0.01 0.96 -3–4 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Individual Items in Kindergarten Wave  
 Latino/a 

Spanish-
Speaking 
(n = 688) 

Latino/a 
English-
Speaking 
(n = 666) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 1,021) 

White  
English-
Speaking 

(n = 2,731) 

Min-Max 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
Reading Instruction           
  Conventions of print 5.73 0.63 5.67 0.75 5.78 0.63 5.68 0.75 1–6 
  Alphabet and letter recognition 5.95 0.21 5.90 0.37 5.93 0.39 5.90 0.40 1–6 
  Matching letters and sounds 5.86 0.49 5.86 0.48 5.91 0.40 5.86 0.49 1–6 
  Writing own name 5.81 0.63 5.80 0.58 5.80 0.71 5.74 0.75 1–6 
  Rhyming words, word families 5.09 0.99 5.06 0.89 5.16 0.89 5.00 0.90 1–6 
  Common prepositions 4.52 1.10 4.27 1.19 4.56 1.12 4.26 1.22 1–6 
  Identify main idea, parts of story 4.84 1.17 4.81 1.04 4.92 1.17 4.67 1.19 1–6 
  Making predictions based on text 5.18 0.91 5.14 0.91 5.19 0.98 5.04 1.00 1–6 
  Context cues for comprehension 5.07 1.13 4.76 1.05 5.00 1.14 4.91 1.10 1–6 
  Communicating ideas orally 5.49 0.87 5.56 0.76 5.62 0.80 5.48 0.89 1–6 
  Remembering .directions 5.53 0.80 5.53 0.76 5.58 0.86 5.58 0.79 1–6 
  Writing complete sentences 4.83 1.25 4.94 1.33 5.05 1.45 4.79 1.31 1–6 
  Writing stories 3.34 1.77 3.20 1.67 3.38 1.73 3.03 1.60 1–6 
  Spelling 4.38 1.75 4.34 1.70 4.62 1.67 4.21 1.75 1–6 
  Vocabulary 5.42 1.01 5.21 1.20 5.33 1.23 5.05 1.38 1–6 
Math Instruction          
  Number/quantity correspondence 5.45 0.78 5.38 0.80 5.54 0.73 5.38 0.86 1–6 
  Writing numbers 1-10 4.96 1.02 4.88 1.01 5.12 0.97 4.83 1.06 1–6 
  Writing numbers 1-100 4.41 1.57 4.60 1.52 4.72 1.70 4.68 1.43 1–6 
  Counting by 2s, 5s, and 10s 3.06 1.57 3.05 1.50 3.13 1.50 2.96 1.40 1–6 
  Counting beyond 100 2.72 1.94 2.63 1.82 2.96 1.85 2.57 1.68 1–6 
  Recognizing, naming shapes 4.56 1.19 4.36 1.24 4.50 1.18 4.22 1.22 1–6 
  Identifying relative quantity 4.53 1.16 4.48 1.13 4.60 1.21 4.55 1.17 1–6 
  Sorting objects into subgroups 4.20 1.09 4.03 1.10 4.22 1.16 4.07 1.10 1–6 
  Ordering objects by size/properties 3.93 1.08 3.86 1.04 4.04 1.18 3.85 1.10 1–6 
  Making, copying patterns 4.59 1.16 4.61 1.14 4.66 1.16 4.65 1.19 1–6 

Table 3 continued on next page 
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Table 3 (continued) 
 Latino/a 

Spanish-
Speaking 
(n = 688) 

Latino/a 
English-
Speaking 
(n = 666) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 1,021) 

White  
English-
Speaking 

(n = 2,731) 

Min-Max 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
  Recognizing coin/currency values  3.47 1.48 3.56 1.54 3.74 1.59 3.78 1.57 1–6 
  Adding single-digit numbers 3.68 1.49 3.52 1.54 3.83 1.65 3.77 1.50 1–6 
  Subtracting single-digit numbers 3.68 1.52 3.52 1.59 3.83 1.64 3.77 1.50 1–6 
  Place value 3.58 2.12 3.86 2.13 3.83 2.15 3.99 2.08 1–6 
  Reading two-digit numbers 5.00 1.39 5.04 1.47 5.00 1.57 5.00 1.43 1–6 
  Reading three-digit numbers 2.43 1.82 2.55 1.74 2.66 1.82 2.57 1.68 1–6 
  Mixed operations 1.44 1.02 1.39 0.96 1.44 1.07 1.35 0.96 1–6 
  Reading simple graphs 4.06 1.40 4.13 1.39 4.25 1.41 4.26 1.41 1–6 
  Simple data collection graphing 3.72 1.38 3.80 1.39 3.99 1.40 3.92 1.41 1–6 
  Recognizing Fractions 2.04 1.17 2.10 1.09 2.24 1.31 2.10 1.10 1–6 
  Ordinal numbers 4.14 1.39 4.18 1.41 4.37 1.42 4.24 1.41 1–6 
  Using measuring tools accurately 2.71 1.18 2.80 1.21 2.98 1.31 2.79 1.16 1–6 
  Telling time 3.43 1.56 3.20 1.49 3.41 1.59 3.33 1.51 1–6 
  Estimating quantities 3.25 1.35 3.24 1.33 3.36 1.41 3.31 1.34 1–6 
  Estimating probability 2.44 1.35 2.41 1.24 2.59 1.42 2.48 1.32 1–6 
  Writing math equations  2.41 1.42 2.30 1.41 2.36 1.44 2.38 1.36 1–6 
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Table 4. Results of Regression Models Predicting Reading Instruction in Preschool 
 Phonics b (SE)  Whole Language Arts b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Family Race-Language           

  Latino/a Spanish-speaking 0.22** 
(0.08) 

0.27* 
(0.11) 

 0.23* 
(0.11) 

 0.23* 
(0.11) 

  0.12 
(0.08) 

-0.03 
(0.11) 

-0.05 
(0.11) 

-0.05 
(0.11) 

  Latino/a English-speaking -0.05 
(0.06) 

-0.04 
(0.06) 

-0.04 
(0.06) 

-0.03 
(0.06) 

  0.05 
(0.06) 

 0.01 
(0.06) 

-0.01 
(0.06) 

0.00 
(0.06) 

  Black English-speaking 0.30*** 
(0.06) 

 
 

0.33*** 
(0.06) 

 

 0.30*** 
(0.06) 

 0.30*** 
(0.06) 

 0.29*** 
(0.06) 
 
 

 0.19** 
(0.06) 
 
 

 0.16** 
(0.06) 

0.16** 
(0.06) 

Family Background          

  Number of siblings  0.00 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.00 
(0.02) 

  -0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

  Family income   0.02* 
(0.01) 

0.02* 
(0.01) 

 0.02* 
(0.09) 

  -0.02~ 
(0.01) 

-0.02* 
(0.01) 
 

-0.02~ 
(0.01) 

   Food stamps receipt  -0.28 
(0.97) 
 
 

-0.24 
(0.95) 

 

-0.25 
(0.96) 

   0.11 
(0.07) 
 

 0.08 
(0.06) 
 

0.08 
(0.06) 

 Mother’s Education          

  High school graduate  -0.10 
(0.08) 

-0.10 
(0.07) 

-0.09 
(0.07) 

   0.01 
(0.08) 

 0.02 
(0.07) 

 0.03 
(0.07) 

  Vocational degree   0.03 
(0.11) 

 0.05 
(0.11) 

 0.03 
(0.11) 

  -0.26* 
(0.11) 
 
 
 

-0.20~ 
(0.11) 

-0.20~ 
(0.11) 

  Some college  -0.04 
(0.07) 

-0.02 
(0.07) 

-0.01 
(0.07) 

   0.08 
(0.07) 

 0.08 
(0.07) 
 

 0.08 
(0.07) 

  Associates degree  -0.10 
(0.09) 

-0.08 
(0.09) 

-0.08 
(0.09) 

  -0.04 
(0.09) 

-0.02 
(0.09) 

-0.01 
(0.09) 

  College graduate  -0.07 
(0.08) 

-0.07 
(0.07) 

-0.07 
(0.07) 

  -0.03 
(0.08) 

-0.04 
(0.07) 

-0.03 
(0.07) 

Table 4 continued on next page 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Phonics b (SE)  Whole Language Arts b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Mothers’ Characteristics           

Graduate degree  0.10 
(0.08) 

-0.09 
(0.08) 

-0.09 
(0.08) 

     0.07 
  (0.09) 

 

   0.06 
  (0.08) 

 

0.06 
(0.08) 

  Born outside the U.S.  0.02 
(0.10) 

-0.01 
(0.10) 

-0.00 
(0.10) 

  -0.00 
(0.11) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.00 
(0.10) 

  Non-citizen  -0.06 
(0.14) 

-0.03 
(0.13) 

-0.04 
(0.14) 

  0.14 
(0.14) 

0.12 
(0.13) 

 0.11 
(0.14) 

Teacher Characteristics           
  Early childhood degree   0.01 

(0.04) 
 

0.01 
(0.04) 

   0.15*** 
(0.04) 

0.15*** 
(0.04) 

  Enjoy job    -0.54** 
(0.18) 

-0.52** 
(0.18) 

   0.33~ 
(0.18) 

0.34~ 
(0.18) 

  Believe making difference   0.85*** 
(0.23) 

0.84*** 
(0.23) 

   -0.14 
(0.23) 

-0.15 
(0.23) 

  Would chose to teach 
again 

  0.34*** 
(0.06) 

0.34*** 
(0.06) 

   0.22*** 
(0.06) 

0.21*** 
(0.06) 

  Teaches for the money   -0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.06 
(0.05) 

   -0.09~ 
 (0.05) 

-0.09~ 
(0.04) 

  Teaches to gain experience   0.20*** 
(0.05) 

0.19*** 
(0.05) 

     0.19*** 
(0.05) 

0.19*** 
(0.05) 

  Teaches because only job   0.03 
(0.18) 

0.05 
(0.18) 

 

   -0.05 
(0.18) 

 

-0.05 
(0.17) 
 

Table 4 continued on next page 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Phonics b (SE)  Whole Language Arts b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

School Characteristics          

  Below 20 percent Hispanic    -0.10 
(0.20) 

     

  20-50 percent Hispanic     -0.27 
(0.23) 

     

  Below 20 percent ESL    0.05 
(0.20) 

 

     

          

Communication methods with 
ESL students 

         

  Learn phrases from parents    -0.01 
(0.13) 

    0.09 
(0.13) 

  Use physical cues/hand 
gestures 

   -0.05 
(0.13) 

 

    0.03 
(0.14) 

 
  Speak to child in English    (0.11) 

(0.21) 
 

    -0.15 
(0.11) 

n = 2,547 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note: Models also controlled for binary markers of missingness for family background, mother’s education and background, teacher and school 
characteristics, and communication methods with ESL students.  
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Table 5. Results of Regression Models Predicting Math Instruction in Preschool 
 Using math manipulatives b (SE)  Whole-math activities  b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Family-Race Language          

  Latino/a Spanish-
speaking 

-0.03 
(0.07) 

-0.04 
(0.10) 

-0.08 
(0.09) 
 

-0.08  
(0.09) 

 0.43*** 
(0.08) 
 

0.37*** 
(0.11) 

0.34*** 
(0.10) 

0.33** 
(0.10) 

  Latino/a English-
speaking 

-0.10~ 
(0.06) 

-0.10~ 
(0.06) 

-0.12* 
(0.06) 

-0.11* 
(0.06) 

 0.12~ 
(0.06) 

0.10 
(0.06) 

0.08 
(0.06) 

0.07 
(0.06) 

  Black English-speaking 0.06 
(0.05) 

0.06 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.05) 
 

 0.40*** 
(0.06) 
 

0.35*** 
(0.06) 

0.32*** 
(0.06) 

0.32*** 
(0.06) 

Family Background          

  Number of siblings  0.02 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.02) 
 

0.02 
(0.02) 
 
 
 

  0.02 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

  Family income   0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.08) 
 
 
 

0.01 
(0.08) 
 
 

  -0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

  Food stamp receipt  0.04 
(0.06) 
 
 
 

0.03 
(0.06) 
 
 

0.03 
(0.06) 
 
 

  0.03 
(0.07) 
 

0.01 
(0.06) 

 

0.01 
(0.06) 

 Mother’s Education           

  High school graduate  -0.08 
(0.03) 

0.03 
(0.07) 

0.01 
(0.07) 

 

  0.03 
(0.08) 

0.04 
(0.07) 

0.04 
(0.07) 

  Vocational degree  -0.03 
(0.10) 

-0.00 
(0.10) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

  -0.09 
(0.11) 

-0.05 
(0.11) 

-0.06 
(0.11) 

  Some college  -0.06 
(0.07) 
 

-0.05 
(0.07) 

-0.03 
(0.07) 

  -0.02 
(0.07) 

-0.00 
(0.07) 

-0.00 
(0.07) 

  Associates degree  -0.18* 
(0.08) 
 
 
 
 

-0.15~ 
(0.08) 

-0.14~ 
(0.08) 

  -0.03 
(0.09) 

0.01 
(0.09) 

0.00 
(0.09) 

Table 5 continued on next page 
 
 

  



 55 

Table 5 (continued) 
 Using math manipulatives b (SE)  Whole-math activities b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Mother’s Characteristics          
  College graduate  -0.07 

(0.07) 
 
 

 

-0.10 
(0.07) 
 

 

 -0.09 
(0.07) 

  -0.05 
(0.08) 

-0.05 
(0.07) 

 -0.07 
(0.07) 

  Graduate degree  -0.11 
(0.08) 

-0.12 
(0.08) 

 -0.11 
(0.08) 

  0.10 
(0.08) 

0.10 
(0.08) 

   0.09 
(0.08) 

  Born outside the U.S.  -0.07 
(0.10) 

-0.08 
(0.09) 

  -0.08 
(0.09) 

  0.08 
(0.10) 

0.06 
(0.10) 

   0.06 
(0.10) 

  Non-citizen  0.08 
(0.13) 

 

0.07 
(0.12) 

0.07 
(0.12) 

  -0.05 
(0.14) 
 

-0.04 
(0.13) 

-0.04 
(0.13) 

 Teacher Characteristics          

  Early childhood degree  
 

 
 

0.07~ 
(0.04) 

0.07~ 
(0.04) 

   0.19*** 
(0.04) 

0.20*** 
(0.04) 

  Enjoy job  
 

  
 

-0.17 
(0.16) 

-0.17 
(0.16) 

  
 

 
 

-0.02 
(0.18) 

-0.02 
(0.18) 

  Believe making difference    0.46* 
(0.22) 

0.44* 
(0.22) 

   
 
 

-0.15 
(0.24) 

-0.16 
(0.24) 

  Would chose to teach again    0.49*** 
(0.06) 

0.48*** 
(0.06) 

   
 

0.13* 
(0.06) 

0.12* 
(0.06) 

  Teaches for the money   
 

-0.11* 
(0.05) 
 
 
 

-0.11* 
(0.05) 
 
 

   -0.10~ 
(0.05) 

-0.09~ 
(0.05) 

  Teaches to gain experience   
 
 
 

0.23*** 
(0.04) 
 
 

0.22*** 
(0.04) 
 

   0.26*** 
(0.05) 
 

0.25*** 
(0.05) 

  Teaches because only job   
 
 

0.20 
(0.15) 

 

0.20 
(0.15) 

 

   0.04 
(0.17) 
 

0.06 
  (0.17) 
 Table 5 continued on next page 
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Table 5 (continued) 
 Using math manipulatives b (SE)  Whole-math activities b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Communication methods 
with ESL students 

         

  Use adult interpreters    -0.07 
(0.13) 

    -0.39** 
  (0.14) 

  Learn phrases from parents    -0.14 
(0.12) 
 

     0.29* 
  (0.13) 

n = 2,551 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note:  Model 3 also controlled for school-level characteristics (e.g., percent ESL/Hispanic schools) and other communication methods, but these covariates were not included 
in this this table due to non-significance and to save space. 
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Table 6. Results of Regression Models Predicting Reading Instruction in Kindergarten  
 Phonics b (SE)  Integrated language arts  b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Family Race-Language           

  Latino/a Spanish-
speaking 

0.22*** 
(0.06) 

0.30** 
(0.10) 

0.33*** 
(0.10) 

0.30*** 
(0.11) 

 0.00 
(0.06) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.04 
(0.10)  

-0.01 
(0.11) 

  Latino/a English-speaking 0.13* 
(0.06) 

0.16* 
(0.06) 

0.16** 
(0.06) 

0.13* 
(0.06) 

 0.09 
(0.06) 

0.09 
(0.06) 

0.13* 
(0.06) 

0.09 
(0.07) 

  Black English-speaking 0.28*** 
(0.05) 

0.32*** 
(0.06) 

0.31*** 
(0.06) 

0.30*** 
(0.06) 

 0.02 
(0.05) 

0.04 
(0.06) 

0.07 
(0.06) 

0.06 
(0.06) 

Teacher Characteristics          

  Highest level teaching  
  years 

 
 

 
 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

   0.06** 
(0.02) 

0.06** 
(0.02) 

  Number of early 
...childhood 
  l  

  0.06*** 
(0.01) 

0.06*** 
(0.01) 

   0.02* 
(0.01) 

0.02* 
(0.01) 

  Temporary/probational 
  certification 

  0.06 
(0.21) 

0.05 
(0.21) 

   -0.99*** 
(0.21) 

-0.99*** 
(0.21) 

  Alternative program 
  certification 

  -0.13 
(0.14) 

-0.13 
(0.14) 

   -0.08 
(0.14) 

-0.08 
(0.14) 

  Regular certification, less 
  than highest possible  

  0.06 
(0.12) 

0.07 
(0.12) 

   -0.12 
(0.12) 

-0.12 
(0.12) 

  Believe have children 
  capable 

  0.07 
(0.06) 

0.07 
(0.06) 

   -0.08 
(0.06) 

-0.08 
(0.06) 

  Enjoy job  
 

  
 

0.02 
(0.13) 

0.01 
(0.13) 

  
 

 
 

0.42*** 
(0.13) 

0.42*** 
(0.13) 

  Believe making 
difference 

  0.40 
(0.45) 

0.38 
(0.46) 

   
 

 

-0.56 
(0.46) 

-0.54 
(0.46) 

Table 6 continued on next page 
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Table 6 (continued) 
 Phonics b (SE)  Integrated language arts b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Teacher Characteristics           

  Would chose to teach 
again 

   0.13 
(0.12) 

0.14 
(0.12) 

   
 

0.20~ 
(0.12) 

0.21~ 
(0.12) 

  Control over selection of 
  skills to be taught 

  
 

0.14*** 
(0.04) 

0.14*** 
(0.04) 

   -0.08* 
(0.04) 

-0.09* 
(0.04) 

  Control over materials 
taught 

  -0.10~ 
(0.06) 

-0.10~ 
(0.06) 

   0.09 
(0.06) 

0.09 
(0.06) 

  Control over discipline   0.05 
(0.12) 

0.05 
 (0.12) 

   -0.09 
(0.12) 

-0.09 
(0.12) 

Classroom Characteristics          

  Below 20 percent LEP    0.15 
(0.10) 

    0.17~ 
(0.10) 

  Between 20-50 LEP    0.09 
(0.10) 

    0.08 
(0.10) 

  Below 20 percent Hispanic    -0.15~ 
(0.08) 

    -0.18* 
(0.08) 

  20-50 percent Hispanic      -0.14 
 (0.08) 

    -0.12 
(0.08) 

n = 2,570 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note: Model 2 and models following controlled for family-level measures, but these results were omitted from this table due to non-significance and to 
save space. 
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Table 7: Results of Regression Models Predicting Reading Instruction in Kindergarten 
 Composition and vocabulary b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4 

Family Race-Language      

  Latino/a Spanish-speaking 0.23*** 
(0.06) 

0.28** 
(0.10) 

0.29** 
(0.10) 

0.11 
(0.11) 

  Latino/a English-speaking 0.12* 
(0.06) 

0.12~ 
(0.06) 

0.14* 
(0.06) 

0.06 
(0.07) 

  Black English-speaking 0.21*** 
(0.05) 

0.22*** 
(0.06) 

0.22*** 
(0.06) 

0.21*** 
(0.06) 

Family Background     

  Number of siblings  -0.06*** 
(0.01) 

-0.06*** 
(0.02) 

-0.06*** 
(0.02) 

  Family income  0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

  Food stamps receipt  0.07 
(0.06) 

0.05 
(0.06) 

0.06 
(0.06) 

Teacher Characteristics     
  Highest level teaching years  

 
 

 
-0.00 
(0.02) 

-0.00 
(0.02) 

  Number of early  childhood classes   0.03** 
(0.01) 

0.03** 
(0.01) 

  Temporary/probational 
  Certification 

  -0.65** 
(0.21) 

-0.62** 
(0.21) 

  Alternative program  certification   -0.18 
(0.14) 

-0.17 
(0.14) 

  Regular certification, less than highest  
   possible  

  -0.14 
(0.12) 

-0.13 
(0.12) 

Table 7 continued on next page 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 Composition and vocabulary b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Teacher Characteristics      
  Believe have children capable   -0.04 

(0.06) 
-0.04 
(0.06) 

  Enjoy job  
 

 0.05 
(0.13) 

0.04 
(0.13) 

  Believe making difference   -0.64 
(0.46) 

-0.63 
(0.46) 

  Would chose to teach again   -0.02 
(0.12) 

-0.01 
(0.12) 

  Control over selection of skills to be taught   -0.01 
(0.04) 

-0.01 
 (0.04) 

  Control over materials taught   -0.04 
(0.06) 

-0.03 
(0.06) 

  Control over discipline   -0.06 
(0.12) 

-0.07 
(0.12) 

Classroom Characteristics     
  Below 20 percent LEP    -0.03 

(0.10) 

  Between 20-50 LEP    0.09 
(0.10) 

  Below 20 percent Hispanic    -0.23** 
(0.08) 

  20-50 percent Hispanic     -0.16~ 
(0.08) 

n = 2,570 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note: Model 2 and models following controlled for some family-level measures, but these results omitted from this table to non-significance and 
to save space. 
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Table 8. Results of Regression Models Predicting Math Instruction in Kindergarten 
 Number interpretation and recognition b (SE)  Sorting and identifying numbers b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Family Race-Language           

  Latino/a Spanish-speaking -0.27*** 
(0.06) 

-0.16~ 
(0.10) 

-0.14 
(0.09) 

-0.11 
(0.10) 

 0.21*** 
(0.06) 

0.25** 
(0.09) 

 0.26** 
(0.09) 

0.16 
(0.10) 

  Latino/a English-speaking -0.11* 
(0.06) 

-0.08 
(0.06) 

-0.04 
(0.06) 

-0.04 
(0.06) 

 0.03 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.06) 

 0.04 
(0.06) 

-0.02 
(0.06) 

  Black English-speaking -0.10* 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.02 
(0.05) 

 0.23*** 
(0.05) 

0.20*** 
(0.05) 

 0.20*** 
(0.05) 

0.19*** 
(0.05) 

Family Background          

  Number of siblings  0.02 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.02) 

  -0.04* 
(0.02) 

-0.04* 
(0.02) 

-0.04* 
(0.02) 

  Family income   -0.00 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

  -0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

  Food stamps receipt  -0.09 
(0.06) 

-0.08 
(0.06) 

-0.09 
(0.06) 

  0.02 
 

-0.01 
(0.06) 

0.01 
(0.06) 

Teacher Characteristics          

  Highest level teaching 
  Years 

 
 

 
 

0.01 
(0.02) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

   0.03 
(0.02) 

0.03 
(0.02) 

  Number of early childhood 
  classes 

  0.03*** 
(0.01) 

0.03*** 
(0.01) 

   0.04*** 
(0.01) 

0.04*** 
(0.01) 

  Temporary/probational 
  certification 

  -0.67** 
(0.20) 

-0.67*** 
(0.20) 

   -0.48* 
(0.20) 

-0.47* 
(0.20) 

  Alternative program 
  certification 

  0.51*** 
(0.14) 

0.49*** 
(0.14) 

   -0.42** 
(0.14) 

-0.41** 
(0.14) 

  Regular certification, less 
  than highest possible  

  0.40*** 
(0.12) 

0.39*** 
(0.12) 

   -0.29* 
(0.12) 

-0.28* 
(0.12) 

Table 8 continued on next page  
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Table 8 (continued) 
 Number interpretation and recognition b (SE)  Sorting and identifying numbers b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Teacher Characteristics          
  Believe have children 
  Capable 

  -0.22*** 
(0.06) 

-0.22*** 
(0.06) 

   0.04 
(0.06) 

   0.04 
  (0.06) 

  Enjoy job  
 

  
 

-0.15 
(0.12) 

-0.14 
(0.12) 

  
 

 
 

0.28* 
(0.12) 

0.28* 
(0.12) 

  Believe making difference   0.19 
(0.45) 

0.28 
(0.46) 

   
 
 

0.18 
(0.45) 

0.16 
(0.45) 

  Would chose to teach 
  Again 

   -0.12 
(0.12) 

-0.13 
(0.12) 

   
 

0.04 
(0.12) 

0.05 
(0.12) 

  Control over selection of 
  skills to be taught 

  
 

-0.13*** 
(0.04) 

-0.13*** 
(0.04) 

   0.10* 
(0.04) 

0.09* 
(0.04) 

  Control over materials 
  Taught 

  0.08 
(0.06) 

0.08 
(0.06) 

   -0.03 
(0.06) 

-0.03 
(0.06) 

  Control over discipline   0.00 
(0.11) 

 

0.01 
(0.11) 

   -0.12 
(0.11) 

-0.13 
(0.11) 

Classroom Characteristics          
  Below 20 percent LEP    0.23* 

(0.10) 
    0.10 

(0.10) 
  Between 20-50 LEP    0.34*** 

(0.10) 
    0.01 

(0.10) 
  Below 20 percent Hispanic    -0.01 

(0.08) 
    -0.25** 

(0.08) 
  20-50 percent Hispanic     -0.00 

(0.08) 
    -0.19* 

(0.08) 
n = 2,988 

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note: Model 2 and models following controlled for family-level measures, but these results were omitted due to non-significance and to save space. 
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Table 9. Results of Regression Models Predicting Math Instruction in Kindergarten 
   Mechanics b (SE)  Number operations b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Family Race-Language           

  Latino/a Spanish-speaking 0.01 
(0.06) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.02 
(0.10) 

-0.02 
(0.11) 

 -0.04 
(0.06) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

 0.04 
(0.10) 

0.00 
(0.11) 

  Latino/a English-speaking -0.09 
(0.06) 

-0.07 
(0.06) 

-0.07 
(0.06) 

-0.09 
(0.06) 

 -0.00 
(0.06) 

0.01 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.06) 

0.00 
(0.06) 

  Black English-speaking -0.04 
(0.05) 

 
 

-0.00 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

 0.07 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.05) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

Teacher Characteristics          

  Highest level teaching 
  years 

 
 

 
 

0.01 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.02) 

   0.01 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.02) 

  Number of early childhood 
  classes 

  0.02* 
(0.01) 
 

0.02* 
(0.01) 

   0.04*** 
(0.01) 

0.04*** 
(0.01) 

  Temporary/probational 
  certification 

  0.19 
(0.21) 

0.18 
(0.21) 

   0.12 
(0.21) 

0.13 
(0.21) 

  Alternative program 
  certification 

  -0.53** 
(0.14) 

-0.52*** 
(0.14) 

   -0.12 
(0.14) 

-0.11 
(0.14) 

  Regular certification, less 
  than highest possible  

  -0.33** 
(0.12) 

-0.33** 
(0.12) 

   -0.05 
(0.12) 

-0.04 
(0.12) 

  Believe have children 
  capable 

  -0.09 
(0.06) 

-0.09 
(0.06) 

   0.05 
(0.06) 

0.05 
(0.06) 

  Enjoy job  
 

  
 

0.016 
(0.12) 

0.02 
(0.12) 

  
 

 
 

0.03 
(0.12) 

0.02 
(0.12) 

  Believe making difference   0.54 
(0.46) 

0.58 
(0.46) 

 
 

   
 
 

-0.02 
(0.46) 
 

 

-0.05 
(0.46) 

Table 9 continued on next page 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 Mechanics b (SE)  Number operations b (SE) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Teacher Characteristics           

  Would chose to teach 
again 

   -0.17 
(0.12) 

-0.17 
(0.12) 

   
 

-0.17 
(0.12) 

-0.17 
(0.12) 

  Control over selection of 
  skills to be taught 

  
 

0.03 
(0.04) 

0.03 
(0.04) 

   0.09* 
(0.04) 

0.08* 
(0.04) 

  Control over materials 
taught 

  -0.02 
(0.06) 

-0.02 
(0.06) 

   0.08 
(0.06) 

0.08 
(0.06) 

  Control over discipline   0.12 
(0.12) 

0.12 
(0.12) 

   -0.03 
(0.12) 

-0.04 
(0.12) 

Classroom Characteristics          

  Below 20 percent LEP    0.06 
(0.10) 

    -0.05 
(0.10) 

  Between 20-50 LEP    -0.01 
(0.10) 

    -0.06 
(0.10) 

  Below 20 percent Hispanic    -0.13 
(0.08) 

    -0.03 
(0.08) 

  20-50 percent Hispanic     -0.13 
(0.08) 

    0.03 
(0.08) 

n = 2,988 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ~ p < 0.1  
Note: Model 2 and models following controlled for family-level measures, but these results were omitted from this table to non-significance and to save 
space. 
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Table 10. Means/Proportions (M/P) for Family Background in the Preschool Wave 
 Family Race/Ethnic and Language Background 
 Latino/a Spanish-

Speaking 
(n = 222) 

Latino/a English-
Speaking 
(n = 349) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 422) 

White  
English-Speaking 

(n = 2,026) 
 M/P M/P M/P M/P 
Family Background     
  Number of siblings 1.25 1.26 1.38 1.46 
  Family income 6.91 8.44 6.65 9.83 
  Food stamps receipt 18.92 23.21 41.47 9.38 
Mother’s Education     
  Less than high school 43.24 14.54 12.74 7.90 
  High school graduate 15.77 18.62 18.25 11.06 
  Vocational degree 2.70 6.88 3.79 3.65 
  Some college 16.22 22.35 25.59 18.11 
  Associates degree 6.76 8.60 7.11 9.62 
  College graduate 11.71 17.19 13.98 30.40 
  Graduate degree 2.70 7.45 7.58 15.94 
  Missing  0.09 4.73 10.96 3.32 
Mother’s Characteristics     
   Born outside the U.S. 74.77 11.17 9.00 2.91 
   Non-citizen 58.11 3.72 4.27 1.09 
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Table 11. Means/Proportions (M/P) for Family Background in the in the Kindergarten Wave  
 Family Race/Ethnic and Language Background 
 Latino/a 

Spanish-
Speaking 
(n = 688) 

Latino/a 
English-
Speaking 
(n = 666) 

Black 
English-Speaking 

(n = 1,021) 

White  
English-
Speaking 

(n = 2,731) 
 M/P M/P M/P M/P 
Family Background     
  Number of siblings 1.60 1.54 1.68 1.59 
  Family income 6.11 7.74 5.79 9.35 
  Food stamps receipt 20.64 27.78 52.40 15.12 
Mother’s Education     
  Less than high school 58.43 20.12 24.29 10.40 
  High school graduate 17.30 22.37 25.37 16.04 
  Vocational degree 3.30 3.20 4.94 3.43 
  Some college 10.32 21.47 22.62 16.77 
  Associates degree 2.47 9.16 7.93 10.44 
  College graduate 5.81 10.66 7.74 25.49 
  Graduate degree 1.45 5.71 3.92 12.85 
  Missing 0.92 7.31 3.19 4.58 
Mother’s Characteristics     
   Born outside the U.S. 82.56 10.36 4.41 2.71 
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Chapter 5:  A Local Picture of Latino/a Children from Language 
Minority Families 

The second goal of this dissertation was to dig deeper into classroom instructional 

practices in preschools serving children from Latino/a language minority families through 

the exploration of mixed methods data collected in a local setting (linked pre-K and 

kindergarten classrooms in AISD). If the national data sketched out broad population 

parameters, these local data are intended to give a better idea of what may be happening 

on the ground. Here, I focus first on the more nuanced and detailed measurement of 

instructional processes available from an observational protocol (relative to teacher 

surveys focused on time of instruction) and then turn to the context of such instructional 

processes in the form of social and institutional challenges experienced by teachers as 

they attempt to carry out their instructional missions in the classroom. 

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESSES  

Recall that the CLASS protocol was conducted in forty-four classrooms, some of 

which were classified as primarily providing English as Second Language support and/or 

bilingual instruction (hereafter referred to as primarily Spanish classrooms) and some of 

which had no such services or activities (hereafter referred to as primarily English 

classrooms). Table 10 presents the results of descriptive analyses for the various CLASS 

dimensions. My primary focus is on the Instructional Support dimension, which gets at 

the degree to which teacher-student interactions and instructional activities support 

critical thinking and are cognitively stimulating. For comparison and contrast, I also 

provide the scores for the other dimensions (Emotional Support, Classroom 

Organization), which tap into other aspects of teachers’ classroom management and 

instructional styles.  
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All CLASS dimensions—which are based on systematic standardized 

observational practices—were scored on a seven-point scale, with a score of 1–2 being 

low, a score of 3–5 being medium, and a score of 6–7 being high. As a point of reference, 

the national patterns for the three dimensions provided by Teachstone tend to follow bell-

shaped curves. For Instructional Support, the bell is centered within the low range, 

indicating that most pre-K and kindergarten classrooms across the nation that have been 

evaluated were not characterized by cognitively stimulating instructional activities geared 

towards higher-order inferential skills but instead involved more rote or basic skills 

instruction. The averages for the other two CLASS dimensions are higher. For Emotional 

Support, the bell is centered on the medium/high threshold. For Classroom Organization, 

it is anchored on the upper part of the middle range. Overall, the data from AISD suggest 

that its pre-k program (and linked kindergartens) scored at or slightly higher than the 

national average on all three dimensions. What I am concerned with is not so much 

overall level in AISD but disparities between the primarily Spanish and primarily English 

classrooms within and across grades. 

Starting with the pre-K classrooms, the primarily Spanish and primarily English 

classrooms differed sharply in their average Instructional Support ratings. The mean of 

concept development for primarily Spanish classrooms (3.28) was .48 lower than the 

mean for the primarily English classrooms (3.76), a disparity equaling 40% of a standard 

deviation in the concept development scale for the full sample of pre-K classrooms. 

Likewise, the primarily Spanish classrooms had lower means compared to primarily 

English classrooms in both the quality of feedback subscale of Instructional Support (a 

.64 difference equaling 52% of a standard deviation for all pre-K classrooms) and its 

language modeling subscale (a .56 difference equaling 55% of a standard deviation for all 

pre-K classrooms). When these three subscales were combined into a total score for 
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Instructional Support, the overall disparity between primarily Spanish and primarily 

English classrooms, favoring the latter, was .52 (representing 51% of a standard deviation 

for all pre-K classrooms). By conventional standards, these effect sizes are moderate to 

large. Thus, primarily Spanish pre-K classrooms in AISD seemed to involve less high-

quality instruction oriented towards the development of critical skills than primarily 

English classrooms in the same AISD pre-K program. 

Higher-quality instruction, such as instruction facilitating the inference-based 

thinking and complex literacy and math skills highlighted by the CLASS, occurs in the 

context of other instructional processes that capture different kinds of classroom qualities. 

Thus, I wanted to see how the AISD classrooms looked on the other classroom measures 

from the CLASS. Again, primarily Spanish classrooms lagged behind primarily English 

classrooms in these other instructional processes, but these disparities were smaller and 

less consistent than the disparity in Instructional Support. 

For Emotional Support, the overall difference between primarily English and 

primarily Spanish classrooms was .08 (9% of a standard deviation), but this average total 

score subsumed variation across the several subscales of Emotional Support. Primarily 

Spanish classrooms looked more equal to or better than primarily English classrooms in 

positive climate and negative climate (inverse), but they lagged behind primarily English 

classrooms in respect for student’s perspective and teacher sensitivity. For the Classroom 

Organization domain, the primarily Spanish classrooms were generally lower on all 

subscales, but the largest disparity (favoring the latter) was for instructional learning 

formats (the mean was .32 lower or 39% standard deviation in this subscale for the full 

pre-K sample). Looking across the Emotional Support and Classroom Organization data, 

one interesting pattern was that the largest disparities between Spanish and English 

classrooms were found for subscales that tap into activities and processes that are most 
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relevant to academic instruction (respect for student’s perspective and instructional 

learning formats). In this way, the patterns for Emotional Support and Classroom 

Organization echoed the pattern for the focal Instructional Support disparity. 

Turning to kindergarten, similar patterns emerged, pointing to disparities in 

classroom instructional quality that favored primarily English classrooms over primarily 

Spanish classrooms and that went along with disparities in other kinds of instructional 

processes. To begin, the Instructional Support disparity seen in pre-K was mirrored in the 

kindergarten classrooms. On all three subscales of this dimension, the primarily Spanish 

classrooms were rated by external observers as lower than the primarily English 

classrooms, with effect sizes ranging from .29 (equaling 25% of a standard deviation for 

all kindergarten classrooms) for Concept Development, .29 (equaling 24% of a standard 

deviation for all kindergarten classrooms) for Quality of Feedback, and .86 for Language 

Modeling (equaling 85% of a standard deviation for all kindergarten classrooms).  

Again, the primarily Spanish classrooms scored lower on the overall Emotional 

Support scale and across the various subscales. They also had no direct advantage for 

positive climate (a .35 difference equaling 30% of a standard deviation for all 

kindergarten classrooms), as they did in pre-K. Within the Emotional Support domain, 

the primarily Spanish classrooms scored particularly low on the respect for students’ 

perspectives subscale, with a .84 difference (representing a 77% of a standard deviation 

for all kindergarten classrooms). Interestingly, these primarily Spanish classrooms scored 

higher than primarily English classrooms on some of the subscales of Classroom 

Organization such as Behavior Management (a .71 difference equaling 71% of a standard 

deviation for all kindergarten classrooms) and Productivity (a .74 difference equaling 

93% of a standard deviation for all kindergarten classrooms), but the one subscale on 

which they appeared to be at a disadvantage was instructional learning formats (a .82 
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difference equaling 76% of a standard deviation for all kindergarten classrooms) the 

subscale most closely related to academic instruction.  

Thus, the clearest disparity between primarily Spanish and English kindergarten 

classrooms was in the focal Instructional Support domain. Less consistent disparities 

appeared in the Emotional Support and Classroom Organization domains, but patterns 

within these two domains were more in line with the Instructional Support domain for 

classroom processes most relevant to academic instruction (as opposed to behavioral 

management and facilitating socioemotional development). 

CHALLENGES TO CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION  

Keeping in mind these disparities in classroom instructional processes revealed by 

standardized observations, I turned to in-depth interview data with AISD teachers to 

identify, describe, and elucidate the types of classroom challenges that might disrupt 

higher-quality instruction, with special attention to challenges that were more difficult for 

teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms in pre-K and kindergarten. All of the teachers 

were female, and over half (65%) were Latina themselves, with a higher proportion of 

Latina teachers in the subsample of primarily Spanish classrooms. All the teachers 

included in this analysis are either pre-K or kindergarten teachers. Recall from the 

Methods section (Chapter 3) that the SIOP observational protocol was unworkable in the 

sample because of the low level of English being used in classrooms with many English 

language learners. Thus, primarily Spanish classrooms really were nearly exclusively 

Spanish. 

These qualitative findings revealed three specific challenges, one of which was 

confined to the primarily Spanish classrooms and two of which were more general but—

as revealed by sorting codes by classroom type and CLASS scores—appeared to be 
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heightened in primarily Spanish classrooms. These challenges were: (1) language, 

vocabulary, and literacy challenges, (2) socioeconomic challenges and (4) parent-related 

challenges. In the sections below, I describe each of these three challenges in detail, 

drawing on the experiences and narratives of individual teachers in AISD to illustrate the 

collective themes that arose more generally across all of the teachers interviewed. Worth 

stressing is that these three themes are not mutually exclusive. Indeed, teachers who 

experienced one type of challenge to engaging in high-quality instruction typically faced 

others, especially when teachers led primarily Spanish classrooms in pre-K. 

Language, Vocabulary, and Literacy Challenges 

Nearly all of the pre-K and kindergarten teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms 

articulated the ways in which the less developed (or undeveloped) English skills of their 

students posed problems for the task of helping children become school ready (in pre-K) 

or prepared for the primary grades (in kindergarten). Often, these teachers linked low 

literacy skills in English with low literacy skills overall. Many of them were quite harsh 

in their assessments of children. For example, Ms. Zapata, a Latina pre-K teacher, noted 

that, “I have three kids here that are reading already and others that came in with zero 

language.” When prompted to elaborate on what “zero language” meant, Ms. Zapata 

explained that children communicated with just “hand gestures and grunts, literally no 

words, no language.” A teacher of a primarily Spanish classroom noted that “some 

children come here that can hardly speak.” Another Latina pre-K teacher with a 

classroom of primarily Spanish-speaking children, Ms. Barrera, echoed a similar 

sentiment:  
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“The challenge is that with the bilingual children they tend to come from low 

social economic situations. Like, born in Mexico, and what ends up happening 

with our bilingual children—compared to just those who reside here, were born 

here, parents were born here, grandparents—is that for some reason their 

language in both English and Spanish is very limited. So when we get them in 

pre-K, we basically get them with no language. Actually, they’re very limited in 

Spanish and in English, and more limited in English, so that’s why they qualify 

for bilingual program and that’s the biggest challenge.” 

 

Another Latina teacher, Ms. Barrera’s attribution of the children’s language 

challenges to their family and immigrant backgrounds illustrated a common sub-theme to 

challenges with language by teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms. Such teachers 

often pointed to the social and cultural capital of children and their families, particularly 

their perceived deficiency of such capital, as an explanation for the children’s lack of 

language skills that hampered their general instructional mission in class:  

 

“The challenges that our kids have is that they don’t have the experiences that 

kids on the West side [of Austin] have. They don’t have their parents read to them 

or take them difference places and museums, the movies, even just the movies 

and things like that and that’s why I think we’re so behind. But as far as discipline 

they’re always there. Their kids are well behaved and things like that and what we 

always tell parents is you need to read to your children, read, read, read, cause 

that’s what’s going to build their vocabulary.” 
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Importantly, many teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms expressed some 

frustration or exasperation about the difficulty of traversing the various language 

challenges while trying to instruct children in school curricula. Ms. Salcido, a Latina 

teacher at the pre-K demonstration center, explained why she was in a more difficult 

teaching position than fellow teachers in primarily English classrooms:  

 

“You know these little kids come with zero literacy skills, no words. So is 

everything is packed [during the teaching day]—it’s just go, go, go.” 

 

Likewise, Ms. Villarreal, a Latina kindergarten teacher, mentioned the impact on 

general instruction of having children with under-developed English skills: 

 

“I think it’s, for the make-up in terms of the different language levels that they do 

come in [with] that makes it challenging, yes. Because I do have to strategize and 

sort of custom make the objective that I’m trying to get across towards different 

level children. Others need to be re-taught and [need] one-on-one instruction.” 

  

Here, Ms. Salcido emphasized the “go, go, go” nature of instruction in the 

classroom in an accountability-focused district. In this context of a high-paced day, 

taking the time to address the language needs of students made it more difficult for 

teachers to focus on content. Ms. Villarreal discussed the additional work and strategy 

that she put into her lesson plans to make content objectives accessible across her 

students’ various language levels, a discussion that was similar to what Ms. Lake 

described:  
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“Well, you know it’s challenging for me because the students in this particular 

class their dominant language is Spanish and so when it’s Tuesday or Thursday 

and we’re strictly supposed be speaking English, it’s hard for me not to want to 

translate, you know, to Spanish to make it just easier for them. So I’ve had to 

definitely work at that and try to use more context clues, pictures and graphics, 

and everything possible to be able to show them, so I stay in the language of 

instruction, the language of the day. So that’s been a challenge.” 

 

Teachers also pointed more explicitly to problems with language in regards to 

vocabulary and literacy. Ms. Luna described: 

 

“Well, this is the sad thing is that this is first time they come to school and also 

pre-K is open to vocabulary kids which means it’s open to kids that speak mostly 

Spanish and also by income.”  

 

Ms. Campos, a Latina teacher in a primarily Spanish classroom similarly 

lamented: 

 

“For our little guys in pre-K, especially for the children that come from these 

really low literacy homes, it’s hard for us. Because pre-K really, really works, but 

the way that they’re designing pre-K lessons for us to teach is becoming more 

reliant on high literacy for the kids coming in.” 

 

The increase in pre-K content calling for higher language literacy was pointed to 

as a challenge to instruction when combined with the lower literacy and vocabulary for 
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children from language minority families. Another first year bilingual pre-K teacher, Ms. 

Lozano, shared a similar observation: 

 

“My students arrive at school with a very low vocabulary in average. I would say, 

with comparing my own daughters, and these kids and different grades or the 

assessments we do when they begin the school year -- they arrive with levels of 

three year old kids or two year old kids. So they have big delays in the vocabulary 

not a physical development, but their vocabulary is rather low. [Interviewer: Do 

you have any idea why?] Well, because they don’t talk to them. Everything is 

called this or that, the other, bring me this, bring me that, sit here, sit there, 

nothing has a name. So it’s hard for students to talk like that if they’re exposed to 

this type of situations at home or with their relatives. So that’s a big challenge I 

have to fight every year because my kids, you know, you ask them bring me this 

or where’s my notebook and they would, all of them, would just point. Their first 

reaction they will just point is here is there. They’ll walk to there where it is but 

they would not tell you what it is. So you can see vocabulary wise they have a lot 

of growth to do.” 

 

Teachers pointed out that this lack of literacy had a direct impact on phonics 

instruction in the classroom and noted its connection to the increasing demand in skills by 

schools for each grade:  

 

“Yes and I taught, but as a kinder teacher what I would tell a pre-K teacher is that 

because of us becoming more like first grade or kinder becoming more like first 

grade, it would help if they know their letters and sounds definitely all of them 
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and in Spanish the syllables because that is when they start to read. Because with 

the syllables they form the words, it’s very easy to teach reading in Spanish 

because is all phonics. So, and we kind of ask them to if they can just go ahead 

and they can count to fifty, they can count objects to at least ten, pre-skills but as 

far as us really getting together in phonics instruction, it’s hard. It’s really hard. 

And everything in the year is just passing by and you think, ‘Okay, you’re going 

to teach have to start of this year by just teaching letters and sounds’.” 

 

Taken together, this theme demonstrates how the language issues of students from 

Latino/a language minority families were seen as a significant pedagogical challenge for 

teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms. They articulated that this challenge often 

affected their instructions and took away from one-on-one instruction, and they directly 

connected what was going on with children to their parents’ backgrounds and 

circumstances. As children from Latino/a language minority families entered school with 

a label already ascribed to them, teachers already saw these students and their families as 

disadvantaged. This theme is relevant to the CLASS patterns, in which the largest and 

most consistent disparity between primarily Spanish and primarily English classrooms 

was for Instructional Support, the CLASS dimension tapping actual content and style of 

academic instruction. Perhaps such higher-quality instruction is more difficult when 

teachers must first (or believe they must first) address language differences before 

focusing on content. 

Socioeconomic Challenges 

Most state-sponsored early childcare programs in the U.S. were created 

principally to serve low-income communities, a target that increasingly encompasses 
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children from Latino/a language minority families. Despite this reality, the AISD teachers 

expressed some dismay over the more disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds of the 

children in their classrooms, especially in primarily Spanish classrooms. As hinted at in 

the previous theme, the backgrounds of Latino/a language minority families, particularly 

in their socioeconomic circumstances, was articulated by teachers as a challenge that 

impacted classroom instruction because of the implicit and explicit link between 

socioeconomic disadvantage and less developed academic and cognitive skills. Ms. 

Guerra, a Latina and the teacher of a primarily Spanish classroom, explained: 

  

“Well, it’s been a challenge for different factors, but that’s one of them that they 

are come from different [socioeconomic] backgrounds. I have some students that 

the background that they brought with them, the knowledge that they brought 

with them it was already high and since the beginning and I was just adding up to 

what they already know. So I had to keep the lessons challenging for them but 

then I had to also go down to the level of my other ones that didn’t even know the 

letters. So that was at the beginning it was kind of challenging for my lessons to 

divide them into groups.” 

 

According to a Latina teacher, Ms. Guerra, the low socioeconomic status of most 

of her students from Latino/a language minority families translated into “lower 

knowledge”, which she saw as a general challenge to instruction. Another pre-K teacher 

shared a similar sentiment when referring to the challenges that the socioeconomic 

backgrounds of students poses to instruction in her classroom: 
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“I think is makes instruction harder because my classroom doesn’t necessarily 

represent what the future classrooms will be in the school. You have to be 

economically disadvantage to qualify for my school [a pre-K demonstration 

center serving primarily low-income Latino/a language minorities].” 

 

Teachers viewed the socioeconomic backgrounds of their students (or “low 

background”) as a liability and as a problem that needed to be overcome, as evidenced by 

another Latina teacher, Ms. Filoteo:  

 

“And, unfortunately, in this type of school and bilingual class, we get children 

with very low backgrounds. Very low because due to the same problems of which 

we all know about. I mean the low educational background that the family has.”  

 

Additionally, some teacher equated low socioeconomic status—as well as the 

socioeconomic variation in her classroom—to problems with behavior that interrupted 

instruction. As Ms. Mikal—a White kindergarten teacher, and so able to have a more 

diverse classroom than in the targeted pre-K program—recounted: 

 

“I mean this neighborhood has something kind of interesting going on. There are 

like million dollar houses, so some of the families about five years ago they didn’t 

want the kids to come here at all because it was a small school only like hundred 

and fifty. But all of these kids came from a HUD property, which is also in this 

area. So you have at this school the HUD property students are mixing with, you 

know, the people who live in million dollar houses and his parents are both 

lawyers and things like that. So I have kids whose parents are both lawyers and a 
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bunch of kids who, you know, low SES. And that makes it an interesting mix and 

I would say that more than culture has an effect on the classroom. Because as a 

teacher you don’t want to let anybody down, but when there’s a student who 

really has no self-control and is interrupting up the class instruction, all the time, 

you know, you have to look for strategies to deal with them, but also keep all 

these other kids engaged and working on something.” 

 

This issue also took form in its connection to teacher’s perceptions of the social 

capital of children from Latino/a language minority families. Ms. Vanguard, a White 

kindergarten teacher in a traditional elementary school located in a neighborhood with the 

highest concentrations of Latino/a minority families in the city, explained that she noticed 

the various differences in children’s experiences by socioeconomic status: 

 

“I think the varied economic backgrounds of the children makes my job as a 

teacher more difficult, everything is about economic. You know, the kids, the kids 

from the home-owners families, you know in summer they go to Paris, they go to 

the Book People, they buy the novels for the kids. Oh yeah, I read a book the day 

Linnea in Monet’s Garden to my class. I had a kid the next year make her mother 

take her to Paris to see Monet’s Garden and then I had other kids that are like 

‘Garden? We don’t have gardens by my house. We don’t work in the yard. We 

don’t have a yard.’ So there’s such a difference of experience that, you know, you 

trying to build up these that don’t have the experience when teaching, and then 

still lift up the ones that already had those experiences, while creating new ones is 

like pulling teeth, sometimes.” 
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Another White teacher, Ms. Pratt, starkly asserted, “Because of the lower SES, 

Spanish-speaking kids come in and don’t even know what a book is. So we have to start 

teaching from the very, very beginning which puts us behind.” Part of the blame for the 

lack of social capital was placed on the families of these children and, latently, on parents 

(which is the last theme explored below). Ms. Esparza, a Latina kindergarten teacher in a 

primarily Spanish-speaking classroom, noted: 

 

“I’ve been exposed to the zoo and I’ve been exposed to you know all kinds of 

different places and I go out and I hike every weekend and I, as oppose to a lot of, 

unfortunately, a lot the low SES students go home and watch TV all evening or go 

home and play video games all weekend.” 

 

Teachers’ perception of the lack of social capital of Latino/a language minority 

families translated into direct problems for their instruction during the day. Ms. Smith, a 

White pre-K teacher with a primarily Spanish classroom, recalled: 

 

“One of the things I noticed like I’m doing this reading lesson on real structured 

phonics and it has words in there that are three letters that the kids from lower 

economic groups don’t know what they mean. You know, like cot. ‘What’s a 

cot?’ Let me think of something else—like vat. Just words that you think, well 

these are short words everybody knows what these mean, but they don’t know 

these words so they read things and you think well this is an easy little sentence 

but it doesn’t have any meaning to them because they’re not familiar with the 

word so your trying to build those little tiny things and then trying to get them to 

read.” 
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Overall, teachers viewed the disadvantaged socioeconomic circumstances of their 

Latino/a language minorities’ students as an impediment to classroom instruction. They 

perceived “deficits” (behavior, lack of social capital) that were assumed to come along 

with the low socioeconomic status of children from Latino/a language minority families, 

and they especially struggled when such students were mixed in with students from other 

kinds of backgrounds. In such circumstances, they were frustrated that they had to 

impress on the children new knowledge that they believed that students should have 

already known, in turn putting them behind and constraining their instructional practices.  

What I want to stress is that these teacher perceptions could be inaccurate, unfair, 

and biased, but, to the extent that such perceptions drove teachers’ behavior towards 

students and parents, they were important and likely had consequences. 

Parent-Related Challenges 

A major push of No Child Left Behind and many other educational reforms has 

concerned building family-school partnerships (see Epstein 2005). Yet, such partnerships 

are often difficult when crossing racial/ethnic, language, and socioeconomic divides. 

Indeed, a common theme of my time in AISD was that teachers perceived parents to be 

one of the challenges of their jobs rather than a support system. This perception (whether 

right or wrong) was strongest when teachers had students from low-income language 

minority families, and it undoubtedly affected the efficacy of teachers in the classroom. 

For the most part, teachers who were concerned about the parents of children in 

their primarily Spanish classrooms (and not all were) thought that the parents were 

distant or did not understand the demands of U.S. schooling. As Ms. Marquez, a Latina 

kindergarten teacher, complained: 
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“I think it just a culture thing. I think that, I mean, and I see it throughout all ESL 

classrooms you know when we have a PTA meeting and we’re all performing a 

play—all over the stage is mainly bilingual students and then I will have literally 

three students max.” 

 

Ms. Molina, a White pre-K teacher, described a similar problem: 

 

“Like I said before, they [Latino/a language minorities parents] don’t really come 

into the classroom. They don’t do tutoring; they don’t do anything like that. I 

don’t know if others grades have parents working with kids, but I haven’t seen 

that.” 

 

Another teacher added, “I mean the parents try, but their responses, out of 

seventeen children, I’ll get homework back from seven.” Additionally, teachers saw this 

issue as a classroom challenge (despite the seemingly external nature of family processes 

and relations) that needed to be overcome or addressed directly by them in order to fix 

instruction. Indeed, almost all teachers who mentioned this issue gave examples of how 

they have sought to address it. Their strategies were communication-based. For example, 

Ms. Dominguez summarized: 

 

“So I tell my parents, you know, I kind of show them a little bit—okay this is 

how, to make sure your child reads for twenty minutes. I send a book home in 

their folder with exact instructions to the parent on what to do.” 
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Another White pre-K teacher, Ms. Kilgore described having to “constantly be 

calling and training” Latino/a language minority parents on how to assist her in 

addressing the language challenge of her students in the classroom, which in turn affected 

instruction in her classroom. Some teachers offered explanations to why they found it 

difficult to reach parents and generally understood the work schedules and low income as 

a reason for their lack involvement by parents of Spanish-speaking students, Ms. Cruz, a 

Latina teacher to a primarily Spanish-speaking, pre-K class noted: 

 

“A lot of times our parents even if they wanted to be more involved they couldn’t 

because they are just in survivor mode, they are just too busy trying to survive. 

They are working evenings. So I try to deal with classroom challenges myself and 

I just can’t get to it all [in terms of content], so I have to rush things [in terms of 

instruction].” 

 

Similarly, Ms. Garcia, a Latina pre-K teacher explained: 

 

“I also think that they [the parents] have to work a lot. They are just busy. That 

they don’t have enough time to spend with their children and talk to them when 

they’re little. Look at a magazine and ask, “Look, what do you think this is?”  

Sometimes parents have to but you can give them a book and color so they can 

practice control. But most important of all is to talk to them, talk, talk. Because 

even if a child doesn’t know how to use his hands when he comes with a good 

vocabulary they advance faster and makes lessons easier.” 
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This teacher-directed style of communication with parents described the overall 

nature of teachers’ strategies in dealing with this issue in order to improve instruction [in 

the eyes of the teachers] in the classroom. This type of communication was typified by 

Ms. Garza, a Latina kindergarten teacher in a primarily Spanish-speaking classroom, as 

she described the type of interaction she had with Latino/a language minority parents: 

 

“I said, ‘If you don’t, you know, we can do what we can in class, but if you’re not 

doing anything with your child and you letting them just run around and play, 

then they’re not going to get very far.’ It makes the learning day harder. I mean, 

and so I really try to make them [parents of Latino/a language minorities] 

understand that. They [parents] used to be compliant and listen to the teacher, not 

anymore though.” 

 

Another Latina teacher at the same school, Ms. Trujillo, described how the lack of 

parental involvement affected instruction in her classroom: 

 

“It’s difficult because some of my parents are themselves illiterate and it’s very 

hard for them to, you know, some have come to me that they’re not going to be 

able to do this, the homework with them because of their language but also they’ 

can’t read but also we have a lot of working parents. So it affects how and what I 

can teach the kiddos in the classrooms. So it’s very difficult but I as me myself, 

this is just me, I communicate with my parents and I tell them ‘You need to tell 

me what’s going on at home so that way I can tell you, ‘You know what that’s 

fine but this what I really, really, really need you to do and it’s reading every 
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night, every night and then don’t worry about the homework.’ I try to take 

ownership of the situation home and here to where I’m helping the parents out.” 

 

Teachers often emphasized the importance of the role of parents, particularly in 

their compliance with helping to support her instructional responsibilities in the 

classroom. Ms. Robles, a Latina pre-K teacher explained: 

 

“Doing my job without the parents’ work would be one thousand times more 

difficult, I cannot envision myself to do stuff on my own in the classroom and 

have to play catch-up. I’m not saying that I wouldn’t be able to get the kids where 

they need to be, but I explained this to the parents, ‘You know what, your kids are 

here all day from seven-thirty to three- thirty, purely engaged in learning and I 

promise you as teacher that I’m going to do my best of my abilities to challenge 

your child each day. But I need your support.’ I say,  ‘If your child comes to me 

reading on level three, listen, which is not on level, but barely on level, I promise 

I made a commitment that your child will be on a good level, but without your 

support I can’t do it. I could maybe take them to grade level could go way above 

grade level. Would you like to see your child get into the next grade level being 

on top of the class or right in the middle? On the top? Okay, this is what I need 

from you. I need all your support because with my children myself I have always 

have very high expectations from my kids and I’m not happy with average. I also 

explain to them the importance of them [the children] needing to be ahead 

because they already come in the deficits of not knowing English, so if we push 

them like a year ahead in reading so those kids are going to gain more time to 

learn the second language and immerse faster into it.’” 
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In total, these findings suggest that teachers identified a lack of parental 

involvement as a significant challenge for instructional learning in the classroom. They 

believed that they could not do their classroom jobs without support from parents, and 

many thought that they were not getting that help. As in past studies of parental 

involvement (Lareau 2011; Stanton-Salazar 2001; Valenzuela 1999), these perceptions 

likely mattered whether they were accurate or not. Teachers act on their perceptions 

(including towards children) even if they are incorrect or biased. Moreover, teachers’ 

manners of addressing such perceived problem were often unidirectional, teacher-

directed, and almost paternalistic in nature. Teachers seemed to articulate wanting 

involvement, but in the form of compliance and not as an active partnership.  

As with so many other themes, this general theme can take specific forms in the 

case of children from Latino/a language minority families. The sentiments of teachers in 

AISD were similar to those reported in other studies of family-school connections 

involving low-income (and often racial/ethnic minority) parents and middle class (and 

often White) teachers, but I would argue that the issue is heightened when the additional 

layer of language divides is present. Another finding worth noting is that this theme 

appeared stronger among Latina teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms, who tended to 

be the most outspoken critics, particularly of the low-income Mexican immigrants 

parents. The reason for this pattern may be that White teachers were less comfortable 

voicing such culturally-charged judgments of Latino/a language minority parents and 

their children. 
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SUMMARY 

In sum, primarily Spanish-speaking classrooms exhibited lower instructional 

quality compared to primarily English classrooms in both preschool and kindergarten. 

Where primarily Spanish classrooms displayed some advantages were in some of the 

items under Emotional Support and Classroom Organization, but they consistently scored 

low on those items within these domains that were related to instruction. Three main 

challenges to instruction were identified in the qualitative analyses. In the first theme, 

language, literacy, and vocabulary challenges, teachers articulated language issues of 

students from Latino/a language minority families as significant pedagogical challenges. 

In terms of the second theme, socioeconomic challenges, teachers explained that the 

socioeconomic backgrounds of their students’ resulted in gaps in experience and 

knowledge that they found difficult to overcome instructionally. Lastly, within the theme 

of parental involvement challenges, teachers identified a perceived lack of parent 

involvement as a significant barrier to instruction. 
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Table 12. CLASS Scores for AISD Classroom, by Grade and Language Type 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

   Preschool Classrooms Kindergarten Classrooms 
 ALL Spanish English Spanish English 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Main Domains           
  Emotional Support 5.15 0.91 5.20 1.04 5.28 0.61 4.62 0.86 5.19 0.70 
  Classroom Organization 4.99 0.82 4.84 0.94 5.16 0.65 5.23 0.60 5.19 0.56 
  Instructional Support 3.75 1.01 3.54 0.99 4.06 0.80 3.86 1.42 4.26 1.58 
Instructional Support Items           
  Concept Development 3.54 1.17 3.28 1.03 3.76 1.00 3.93 1.88 4.22 1.64 
  Quality of Feedback 3.86 1.22 3.63 1.26 4.27 0.93 3.93 1.44 4.22 1.68 
  Language Modeling 3.77 1.01 3.59 0.99 4.15 0.79 3.47 1.19 4.33 1.53 
Emotional Support Items           
  Positive Climate 5.01 1.15 5.05 1.37 4.91 0.92 4.87 0.61 5.22 0.69 
  Negative Climate 6.11 0.99 6.32 1.01 5.97 0.60 5.53 1.57 5.89 0.51 
  Respect for Student’s    
    Perspective 

4.83 1.09 4.77 1.16 5.30 0.71 4.00 1.22 4.89 0.96 

  Teacher Sensitivity 4.67 1.04 4.65 1.17 4.94 0.88 4.07 0.72 4.78 0.76 
Classroom Organization           
  Behavior Management 4.76 0.99 5.19 0.80 5.33 0.68 6.27 0.64 5.56 0.19 
  Productivity 5.37 0.79 5.19 0.80 5.33 0.68 6.30 0.64 5.56 0.19 
  Instructional Learning  
    Formats 

4.85 1.08 4.69 1.12 5.30 0.67 4.40 1.64 5.22 0.69 

           
n 44  25  11  5  3  
Note: All scales ranged from 1 (low) to 7 (high). 
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion 

With the rapidly changing demography of the U.S., the experiences of Latino/a 

children—especially those from language minority backgrounds—have become a much 

greater focus of educational research and policy. As in the field of education more 

generally, this specific area of Latino/a-related research and policy has increasingly 

stressed the importance of early education. Still, the early education argument is more 

complicated than simply pushing for an increased enrollment of Latino/a children in pre-

K and other early education programs. What matters is not just whether they are 

attending but also what they are doing once they do attend. Indeed, of growing concern is 

the highly variable nature of the activity and quality of early childhood education serving 

this population and the specific question of whether they are being effectively served to 

improve their long-term chances of success.  

This dissertation, therefore, sought to explore the classroom instructional contexts 

of Latino/a children with special attention to those from language minority families. 

Drawing on life course theory, the conceptual model emphasized a critical transition—the 

transition between preschool and kindergarten—and the ways in which proximate 

settings of activities (e.g., classrooms) and interpersonal dynamics within these settings 

(e.g., teacher-student interactions) link social stratification to individual outcomes. 

Specifically, this conceptual model considered differences between children from 

Latino/a families (including language minority families) and their peers in the intensity 
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and quality of classroom instruction in reading and math and how these differences 

shifted across grades. 

OVERVIEW OF MAIN AIMS AND FINDINGS 
For the first aim, I used national level data to provide a general overview of how 

frequently teachers employed several instructional practices in reading and math and how 

these frequencies differed when students were children from Latino/a language minority 

families or from English-speaking White, African American, and Latino/a backgrounds. 

Descriptive and multivariate results revealed that, contrary to expectations, children from 

Latino/a language minority families had higher scores compared than children from many 

other groups across the various instructional practices, particularly in reading in both 

preschool and kindergarten. In fact, they—as well as children from Black English-

speaking families—typically outscored children from White English-speaking families, 

even though the latter have historically been the most advantaged segment of the U.S. 

student population. Interestingly, the position of Latino/a children who were not from 

language minority families was much more inconsistent, sometimes more similar to their 

other Latino/a peers and sometimes more similar to children from White English-

speaking families. In terms of basic counts of instructional practices, therefore, the 

national data suggested that children from Latino/a language minority families may not 

have been as at risk as they are often depicted in research and policy discussions. 

The second aim, however, revealed a far different picture. For this aim, I 

attempted to parse out, at the local level, the processes that may be underlying the 

patterns at the national data, using rich observational data on instructional quality 
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(defined in terms of efforts to support the acquisition of higher-order cognitive and 

academic skills) and the classroom challenges that teachers face engaging in high-quality 

instruction. The results of my analyses of the quantitative and qualitative data indicated 

that the overall state of instructional quality was low in primarily Spanish-speaking 

classrooms (i.e., the classrooms populated by children from Latino/a language minority 

families) relative to other classrooms, including other classrooms with large proportions 

of Latino/a children. This disparity did not extend to other aspects of classroom 

processes, except those that were related to actual instructional supports of children’s 

skill development. Moreover, it was likely related to the many distractions and 

disruptions that teachers in primarily Spanish classrooms perceived (accurately or not) to 

be undermining their abilities to effectively follow through on their instructional 

missions. In terms of observations of what instructional practices actually entail, 

therefore, the local data suggested that children from Latino/a language minority families 

may have been as at risk as they are often depicted in research and policy discussions. 

Clearly, the national and local data pointed to different conclusions about the 

classroom contexts of children from Latino/a language minority families. Of course, the 

case of AISD may be unique, not generalizing to the rest of the country. If so, this 

discrepancy across the two aims might reflect the different levels of measurement. At the 

same time, the discrepancy could have reflected the measurement approach, with in-

depth observational data revealing things not seen in the more blunt survey data, which 

would indicate that the discrepancy was more meaningful and telling. Clearly, integrating 

into national studies the kinds of data collection more common on the local level could 
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help to adjudicate between these possibilities. Until such an integration is achieved, the 

only option is to mix methods across levels of analyses and try to make sense of what is 

revealed. In that spirit, I discuss some basic themes that emerged from my work and what 

needs to be done next. 

TAKE-AWAY MESSAGES 
One theme is that the frequency of instructional practices may not be a clear 

gauge of the quality of education in preschool and kindergarten classrooms, reflecting a 

number of processes both positive and negative. If higher counts on basic instructional 

practices in math and reading were the sole markers of classroom quality, then this 

dissertation’s results suggested that classrooms serving children from Latino/a language 

minority families (and African-American children) were the highest quality early 

education classrooms in the U.S. This unexpected finding actually echoes some other 

studies using ECLS-K, which have indicated that the same instructional practices 

measured here are more common in classrooms serving children from low-income 

families (Bodovoski and Farkas 2007; Crosnoe and Cooper 2010; Xue and Meisels 

2004). In other words, children from historically disadvantaged groups seem to be more 

often exposed to these instructional practices, at least as teachers report them. Taken 

collectively, therefore, these results imply a possible intervention effect. Because of the 

increased attention that children of Latino/a language minorities have garnered from the 

academic community, the teachers of these students (and other disadvantaged student 

populations) may be particularly attuned to making sure they do as many instructional 

practices as possible to support children’s learning and achievement. Moreover, in the 
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context of growing accountability pressures on schools, school administrators may stress 

that teachers spend as much time as possible on instructional practices in classrooms 

serving such students. These teachers may be quite sensitive and responsive to survey 

items requesting frequency assessments of instruction. Alternatively, the teachers of more 

advantaged student populations may feel freer to deviate from the usual instructional 

practices and less attuned to quantitatively estimating how they spend their time in class.  

Of note is the possible exception to this appearance of an intervention effect 

comes in math instruction, specifically the areas of math manipulatives and number 

interpretation and recognition in the preschool wave. Perhaps math is less likely be seen 

as such a critical area for intervention, relative to reading or language, in the early years 

of education and, therefore, is not as emphasized in the instruction of children from 

populations targeted by No Child Left Behind and other school reforms. The 

prioritization of reading skills over math skills is likely to be especially acute in 

classrooms serving children from language minority backgrounds, given the connection 

between language and reading. 

Beyond intervention effects, the potential measurement effects in the ECLS-B 

data are important to consider. How often teachers say that they are engaging in some 

instructional practice could subsume a great deal of variation in what teachers believe 

that instructional practice involves. What one teacher labels phonics instruction, another 

teacher may not. Moreover, even if these measures are tapping something concrete 

reliably across teachers about the frequency acute with which they are engaging in certain 

practices, they still say nothing about how well these practices are executed. We also do 
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not know the official language instructional status of classrooms in ECLS-B, nor the 

English language proficiency of Latino/a children from language minority families. Thus, 

cross-category comparisons of instructional practices may be a concern, even if the 

measurement of instructional practices is reliable. Improvements in measurement are a 

must if the classroom environments of children from Latino/a language minority families 

are to be adequately understood on the national level (Goldenberg 2008).  

The second theme is that more intensive examinations of classroom processes 

reveal the subtle and not so subtle ways that children from Latino/a language minority 

families may be shortchanged in early education, despite the best intentions of educators. 

Observational methods reveal the substance within the instructional practices catalogued 

by surveys. Conceptual development—how teachers use instructional discussion and 

activities to promote student’s higher-order thinking skills in contract to rote instruction 

of basic skills—is an example of substance that can make a difference in children’s early 

learning. This aspect of instructional activity, however, was found to be particularly low 

for children in primarily Spanish classrooms in AISD. Such children, then, have less 

opportunity to develop critical thinking skills compared to children in primarily English 

classes, echoing research in multiple states about the classroom environments of Latino/a 

children more generally (Burchinal et al. 2010; Curby et al. 2009; Downer et al. 2012; 

Justice et al. 2008; LoCasale et al. 2007; Hamre et al. 2010; Pianta et al. 2007). This low 

level of instructional quality in early education classrooms could reflect the focus of 

teachers on developing English skills at the expense of other areas of cognitive 

stimulation, but it likely also hampers language acquisition too. Much of what is going on 
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in these classrooms is positive, but children are not being stimulated—and their cognitive 

skills are not being facilitated—in these classrooms the same way they are in other 

classrooms. Consequently, children from language minority families are at a 

disadvantage because of family-school language barriers but also because of what kind of 

instruction they are exposed to at school. It could be called a double disadvantage 

(Crosnoe 2006).  

An important limitation to keep in mind is the small sample size of the classrooms 

observed in AISD as well as selectivity of the sample, in terms of both geographic 

location and population composition. Additionally, AISD is one of the wealthier urban 

districts in Texas and has some of the most highly credentialed teachers (which may 

affect classroom evaluation scores). The characteristics of this sample (urban city with a 

sizeable population of children from Latino/a language minority families), however, do 

resemble many preschool and kindergarten classrooms in the country. Consequently, 

even the selective picture presented here is likely relevant to discussions about children 

from Latino/a language minority families more generally. 

The third theme is that classroom instruction is embedded in a larger system of 

resources, processes, and relations that can support or interfere with teachers’ abilities to 

follow through on their instructional goals. The challenges highlighted in the qualitative 

interviews (language, literacy, and vocabulary challenges; socioeconomic challenges; 

parent-related challenges) are particularly relevant to teachers in primarily Spanish-

speaking classrooms. Such teachers primarily connected these challenges to having to 

play “catch-up” instructionally due to having to compensate for the lack of English 
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language skills among their students or other perceived disadvantages they brought into 

the classroom. Their compensation often took the form of having to start at a lower level 

in instruction than they would have preferred (and, hence, putting them behind in 

academic content), having to change instructional materials or strategies, and having to 

take more time to address these issues or deal with instructional interruptions. With these 

considerations in mind, they had less time to focus on the types of activities that would 

enable them to support more conceptual development and other kinds of skills. At the 

same time, teachers viewed these challenges as burdensome aspects of their jobs that 

made their day-to-day work in the classroom more difficult. Indeed, other work as shown 

that the psychosocial stresses experienced by teachers are related to teachers’ ability to 

main a positive classroom emotional climate, effective behavior management, and 

instructional quality in preschool classrooms (Li-Grining et al. 2010).  

Worth stressing is that all the instructional challenges perceived by teachers 

appeared to position children from Latino/a language minority families as “deficient” or 

at fault for the instructional problems that teachers encountered. Teachers were quick to 

label students with disadvantaged backgrounds as academic problem cases, a common 

phenomenon taking place in schools and for Latino/a students in particular (Valencia 

2010, 2002, 1997; Valenzuela 1999). This labeling is particularly significant when 

compared with the scholarship that highlights the various strengths that Latino/a language 

minority families have in terms of the cognitive benefits of bilingualism and the strength 

of kinship ties in these Latino/a language minority communities that increase 

intergenerational closure (Barac and Bialystok 2012; Yosso 2005). The structural factors 
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of race, class and inequality are operating in ways that color teacher’s academic 

perspectives of children from Latino/a language minority families and parents.  

Yet, teachers were often positive about the non-academic aspects of teaching such 

children, and the CLASS data revealed that the primarily Spanish-speaking classrooms 

were of equal or higher socioemotional climate than other classrooms. These patterns 

suggest that teachers may hold divergent views of Latino/a children (especially those 

from language minority backgrounds) depending on whether socioemotional or academic 

considerations are in play. Indeed, many times teachers emphasized with great care the 

time they took to assist Latino/a language minority parents, believing that they were 

being helpful. This help, however, was largely conveyed in a paternalistic manner, 

reflecting a form of benevolent racism—those practices by people who assert good 

intentions but whose actions have discriminatory or potentially harmful consequences 

(Villenas and Foley 2002; Hamann, Worthham, and Murillo 2002). In this case, the 

consequences of such teacher-directed interactions can undermine the fostering of real 

partnerships between Latino/a language minority parents and teachers.  

Importantly, the CLASS component of this dissertation dealt primarily with 

teacher performance in the area of instruction, and so it was not surprising that, when 

teachers were asked about instructional challenges, their answers touched on external 

problems rather than their own teaching or pedagogical styles. Yet, teachers could also be 

unaware of their own pedagogical shortcomings. Future studies should help to reconcile 

teacher’s instructional performance and interpretations of their instructional experiences 

why there are instructional problems in the classroom. Ethnographic research could prove 
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fruitful in uncovering the mechanisms by which the challenges identified by teachers 

affect specific aspects of instructional quality. Additionally, there is also a need to invest 

in studies that give voice to the perspectives of children from Latino/a language minority 

families and their parents.  

CONCLUSION 
The underlying theoretical concern that underlines these findings is concerned 

with the stratification of educational opportunity for Latino/a children and has policy 

implications that warrant discussion (with data limitations in mind, of course). The 

benefits for high quality early childhood has been thoroughly vetted and supported by 

social scientific research, however, the public discourse with this issue has largely been 

concerned with the short-term goal of making it readily available to as many children as 

possible. While this is an important and worthy goal, the findings of this study and of 

others indicate that the strong push for universal early childcare warrants some pause and 

careful consideration of program quality, particularly in terms of instruction (Fuller 

2007). Indeed, despite ample interest in the population and stage of schooling being 

studied in this dissertation, little is known about the instructional environments of early 

education programs populated by Latino/a children, especially those from language 

minority families. This dissertation was a first pass at filling in some of this gap in the 

research literature. It is by no means a definitive study, but it is an important preliminary 

study. The hope is that it provides some empirical base of research moving forward on 

which other studies can build. It suggests the value of focusing on instructional processes 

occurring within interactions between teachers and children from Latino/a language 



 100 

minority families in classrooms differing in their instructional mission (e.g., whether 

supporting second language acquisition and, if so, how). The goal would be to link what 

is going on early in the educational career to the far more voluminous evidence base 

measuring instructional quality for elementary and high schools. 
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Appendix A 

CLASS Domains and Dimensions 
 

• Domain 1: Emotional Support 
o Positive Climate 
o Negative Climate 
o Teacher Sensitivity 
o Regard for Students’ Perspectives 

 
• Domain 2: Classroom Organization 

o Behavior Management 
o Productivity 
o Instructional Learning Formats 

 
• Domain 3: Instructional Support 

o  Concept Development 
o  Quality of Feedback 
o  Language Modeling 
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Appendix B 

Austin Interview Guide 
 

Teacher Background 
• What is your race/ethnicity? 
• How far in school did you go?  
• Do you have teaching certification? 
• How long have you been teaching? 
• How long have you been teaching in this school? 
• What grade level/s do you teach? 
• How long have you been teaching at this grade level/s? 

Classroom Challenges 
• Your class has a different makeup than some of the other classrooms we have 

seen in AISD.  
o Do you think that makes the day to day part of your job easier or harder? 

• Walk me through your typical day as a teacher, from before kids arrive until after 
they leave. 

o   Do you think this is different from what most teachers in this grade in 
AISD do? 

• What do the parents of your students do to help their children learn?   
o How do you think this compares to other classrooms? 
o   How important is what they do to what you do? 

• Tell me, in your own words, what makes a classroom good or not?   
o What defines success to you when you evaluate your students at the end of 

the year? 
o Would your answers to these questions be different if you had students 

from different backgrounds in your class? 
Alignment 

• Do you feel like, as a teacher, you are in it alone, or do you feel part of a larger 
community of teachers who work together as a team?   

o Who is your community/team? 
• How self-contained is your classroom?  By that, we mean how much your 

classroom is linked to other classrooms in the school.  
o What form do these links take?  
o  Do they emerge from teachers’ interactions, or are they shaped from the 

top-down by school administrators?  
o  Is there some official policy, and, if so, does it matter? 

• Thinking about these concepts of community, team, or links that we have 
discussed, do they apply more to [teachers’ grade level] teachers in AISD or to 
the teachers, across grades, in your school?  

o  If the latter, what grades are we talking about?   
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• In some schools, the pre-K program is in the school, and, in others, it is housed at 
Read. What are the pros and cons of each of these arrangements?   

o Which do you think works better for pre-K students in the long term?   
 

• One buzzword in educational research and policy right now is alignment. There is 
talk of vertical and horizontal alignment.  

o Have you heard of these terms?  If so, what do they mean to you?  If not, 
what do you think they mean? 

Alignment Experiences 
• For pre-K teachers only: 

o  Has your school brought in a pre-K consultant?  If so, was it a TEEM 
consultant?  What does that consultant do and did you find it helpful?  If 
not, would you like to have such a consultant come to your school? 

o Do you get advice from, give advice to, or share ideas with other pre-K 
teachers outside your school?  If so, did you do this on your own initiative 
or were you encouraged to do so? 

• How often do you and the other teachers in your grade meet?  
o  What do you discuss at these meetings? 

• Is there a standardized way of leading classes and structuring the day across 
classrooms in your grade?  

o  Are there documents that you can draw on that map out how classrooms 
are supposed to be run in your grade?  If so, where did they come from? 

• The state of Texas has a very detailed set of learning standards for pre-K (or 
kindergarten, first grade, etc.). Do you organize and run your class with those 
standards in mind?   

o Do you think that your program/grade is organized so that all classrooms 
are coordinated to meet those standards? 

• For kindergarten-third grade teachers: How conscious are you of the pre-K 
teachers in the school? 

o How often do you interact with them?   
• Do you feel that, in this school, pre-K is separate from the other grades?   
• Do you coordinate with other teachers in the school to make sure that your 

learning goals match up with the learning goals of the next class your students 
enter?  In other words, do you know if what you are doing in your classroom 
helps them be ready for the next one, too ready, or not ready enough?  

o  Alternatively, do you take steps to ensure that the students in classrooms a 
year below you are going to come in prepared for your learning goals?  

o  Is there a systematic process for getting classes in sync, or is it something 
that individual teachers do? 
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