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Overrepresentation of English language learners (ELLs) in special education is a current problem. Urban school professionals
indicated that inappropriate placement is linked to a multiplicity of factors. Scarce data exist regarding the relationship between
school professional efficacy beliefs, the availability of bilingual programs and personnel for ELLs, and successful academic outcomes.
School employees are still confused about the proper placement of English language learners (ELLs).What is enough time to acquire a
second language and learn with success? Without other substantial program choices, children are referred to special education.
Furthermore, many students in need of special education may be overlooked and remain in ESL programs for their entire school
career. +e aim of this study was to identify the role staff member’s efficacy plays in the proper determination of an ELL with a
language difference or disability. Child study team (CST) members (n � 14) working with a large Hispanic ELL population
participated in semistructured interviews to determine the role their efficacy beliefs exert during assessment of linguistically diverse
students. Overwhelmingly, staff members noted that they did not feel competent when making decisions regarding ELLs. +erefore,
staff members placed the children into special education each time. +e practice implications come from the prominent themes that
include significant in-district professional development on second language acquisition, facilitation of second language through use
of first language through bilingual staff, and committed bilingual programs to meet ELL needs. Additionally, universities must
provide coursework that furthers second language acquisition theories and strategies for all teacher candidate programs.

1. Introduction

+e population of American-born children in mixed-status
families with immigrant parents and citizen children has
grown from 2.7 million in 2003 to 4 million in 2008 [1].
Many come from Spanish speaking households and are
English language learners [2]. Currently, one in 12 young
children is Hispanic and concentrated in 24 states located
throughout the United States [3]. By the mid-twenty-first
century, the Latino school-age population will be the largest
racial and ethnic group in United States public schools [4].

Children who have limited English proficiency may feel
defeated when thrust into mainstream classes where subject
matter is rendered meaningless because instruction is taught
with little to no first language support [5]. School pro-
fessionals misguidedly assume that the ability of English

language learners (ELLs) to converse in basic English is an
indication of one’s ability to learn academic content on grade
level [6]. Political intervention and legal mandates have
resulted in the implementation of various bilingual pro-
grams, but the problem of overrepresentation of English
language learners in special education programs continues
[7–11].

States have failed to create program standards for early
intervention bilingual programs at the preschool level [12].
+erefore, students must wait for kindergarten or first grade
to begin receiving services, if any, from the school district’s
bilingual department. When intervention is delayed and
students fail to become successful, teachers and other school
professionals are left with limited options and view this lack
of academic success negatively [13]. +ese students are often
perceived as learning disabled due to limited or improper
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opportunities to learn [14]. School professionals erroneously
refer ELLs to the special education department for an
evaluation to potentially classify the student as disabled
[15–17]. Once referred to the child study team, the student
has a “greater than 50% chance” (p. 175) of being identified
as disabled [18].

School professionals, who lack the appropriate un-
derstanding of testing tools, remain unprepared to properly
assess and evaluate ELLs, thus complicating the challenge
of proper placement [19–21]. Students from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds are overrepresented in
special education, expressing the need for teachers and
administrators to become culturally competent [9]. Addi-
tionally, school professionals lack knowledge of second
language acquisition and are incapable of determining the
presence of a language difference versus a learning disability,
compounding the problem of improper placement and
overrepresentation of ELLs in special education programs
[6, 15, 22, 23].

Bandura [24] posited that a school professional’s per-
ception of their personal efficacy is directly related to their
practices. +erefore, if an individual believes they are ca-
pable of competently completing an assignment, these be-
liefs indicate high levels of motivation and allow us to predict
subsequent practices. Conversely, if a school professional
conceals or is unaware of their inability to perform a task,
according to Bandura’s social cognitive theory, they will do
only what they know, allow someone else to address the
problem, work within a group for a desired outcome, or
avoid the task [25]. Bandura’s social cognitive theory is very
apropos to the way child study teams and teachers function
within a school setting whereby both individual and col-
lective decision-making exists.

+e purpose of this qualitative study was to understand
how school professionals’ personal and general efficacy
beliefs when assessing ELLs and availability, or lack of,
proper program optionsmay affect the overrepresentation of
Hispanic ELLs in special education. When children are
successful in an environment where a language difference is
acceptable, they are not erroneous and often in violation of
state and federal guidelines, targeted for special education
evaluation, assessment, and subsequent labeling by school
professionals [13, 14]. +is qualitative study extends the
research on a very current topic, overidentification of bi-
lingual children in special education, and adds the input of
speech pathologists, social workers, and learning disabilities
teacher-consultants as members of this decision-making
process. +is research is important to all school pro-
fessionals because staff members should be knowledgeable,
confident, and empowered when making such important
educational decisions [26]. Many will see that improper and
unwarranted restrictive programs and policies are detri-
mental to students [27].

2. Method

2.1. Participants. Eighteen child study team members ini-
tially volunteered to be interviewed in this study after
responding to a survey distributed to all 38 child study team

members in the district. Fourteen were interviewed after
it was determined that saturation of themes was evident.
+ere are nine schools in the district; seven schools house
preschool classrooms. +ere were three social workers, four
learning disabilities teacher-consultants, four speech-
language pathologists, and three school psychologists. All
participants had a minimum of five years of experience and
as many as 24 years in education. All were female and
Caucasian. Two felt that their knowledge of Spanish was
helpful personally, but not for assessment purposes (see
Appendix B) (Figure 1).

2.2. Materials and Procedure. Both a survey and in-depth
interview process were used to retrieve information in this
study, with interviews taking place at mutually convenient
locations and times. +e first measure, a survey adapted
from the Speech-Language Services to Bilingual/Bicultural
Individuals (SLSBBI) originally developed by Kritikos for a
mixed-method study, was used to capture the efficacy beliefs
of school professionals working with ELLs [15]. +e survey
was disseminated to all child study teams and speech/
language pathologists (n � 38) who assess and evaluate
ELLs to determine their personal and professional efficacy
beliefs and knowledge regarding ELLs, language acquisition,
and testing and evaluation.

+e survey was used prior to the interview. It provided
the context of the study to the participants and provided
basic demographics of the participants such as position in
district and spoken language(s). +e survey also led to a
volunteer pool of interview participants and highlighted
initial themes or talking points for the subsequent interview.
+is questionnaire was slightly modified to encompass the
scope of this study, specifically to include a broader range of
school professionals than Kritikos’ original speech-language
pathologist only.

Semistructured in-depth interviews were conducted to
provide a deeper understanding of school professionals’
perceived needs and efficacy beliefs regarding proper
placement of ELLs. +e interview questions were consistent
with the context of the original survey and provided a more
personal approach. +emes that surfaced from the in-
terviews were analyzed, interpreted, and reported. Tran-
scripts were reviewed by the interviewee for accuracy before
being reported. +e researcher assured all participants that
there were no incorrect answers. +e interview questions
varied and were designed to retrieve both short, quick an-
swers as well as long reflective responses (see Appendix A).
+e long interview (60–90minutes) provided an informal
atmosphere.

2.3. Procedure. +e survey was disseminated electronically
to 38 decision-makers in the district that included speech-
language pathologists, learning disabilities teacher-
consultants, and social workers. Of the 38 surveys dissem-
inated, 27 surveys or 61% were returned. Of the 27 returned
surveys, 18 individuals volunteered to participate in the long
interview; however, only 14 child study team (CST) in-
dividuals were interviewed when saturation of themes

2 Education Research International



became evident. As the surveys were returned, interviews
were scheduled with those volunteering to be interviewed.

+e semistructured long interview was conducted at
mutually agreed upon neighborhood locations such as the
local library. +e interviews often lasted between one to two
and half hours in length. Depending on participant prefer-
ence, interviews were either recorded with a tape recorder or
done by longhand. Broad ideas and themes were drawn from
these data and interpreted to reflect the new information.

3. Results

3.1.,emes. +e themes that emerged from the data were as
follows:

(1) ELLs need time to develop English language skills
(2) Importance of fostering home language in school
(3) Need for staff to have cultural competency skills
(4) Importance of family involvement
(5) Overidentification in special education
(6) Underidentification in special education
(7) Need for bilingual personnel in the classroom
(8) Need for training in second language acquisition
(9) Need for collaboration in eligibility decisions fos-

tering global consideration
(10) Need for tests that are reasonable for Spanish

students and bilingual students
(11) Advantages of bilingualism
(12) Need for bilingual/dual language programs that are

well thought out and planned

School practitioners’ descriptions of their personal and
general efficacy beliefs were directly related to personal
experience. Although most respondents felt less than
competent, proffering the most common response of not

sharing the same language with the student, those that
shared a similar duality, such as not having been born in the
United States or having some degree of fluency/
comprehension of Spanish, felt more competent when
assessing and therefore were not quick to determine a po-
tential disability as follows:

I understand why it is difficult for teachers in the class-
room when students are not talking. However, there are
many things that must take place before a decision to
determine disability occurs. I like to think that I look at the
whole child. He or she is a part of a family. What do the
parents think? Do they have concerns? Can the child
speak the native language? How long has the child been in
the country? What is the education level of the parents?
What is going on with his siblings? Is there a program
available in the district to transition the student to En-
glish? (SW 1)

+e biggest problem, as I see it, is not giving children
enough time and classifying too early. Not giving them
enough experience to acquire the language. Remember,
they are with us for only a portion of their day. And then
they are going home to their native language. +ese
children oftentimes come to us as preschoolers not even
proficient in their native language yet. (LDT-C 4)

However, most respondents felt their self-efficacy is
compromised even though they consider themselves good at
what they do. Respondents also stated that the use of a
translator or interpreter is often stressful.

When I have to use an interpreter to speak to a parent, I
already begin the process feeling diminished control of the
situation. Nowwhen I conduct a psychological assessment
and a person is translating the material, I am not given the
opportunity to add some subjectiveness (SIC) that may be
important to the decision. I don’t speak Spanish and
therefore, feel less effective. (School Psychologist 3)

Several staff members directly involved with an in-
district dual language preschool program saw diverse ben-
efits from the program for all children; however, each also
saw the need for improvement and offered very similar
responses.

+e Dual Language Program is a wonderful program. It
was really heartwarming to see because as 3-year-olds,
many of these babies were not speaking. As 4-year-olds,
you don’t want to tell them to be quiet, but they were just
like Chatty Kathy, they go--both languages.+ey just took
off. It was really very nice. (LDT-C 1)

+e program was consuming and confusing. It seemed
less than ideal for such young children at three years of age
to move between classes to their Spanish or English world.
I saw a big difference with the 4-year-old dual language
program. +e program kept moving, but the ability of the
children didn’t always catch up quite as fast. (School
Psychologist 1)
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+e dual language program as it was originally conceived
by the now retired bilingual supervisor ran true to its
philosophical foundations for the 2009-2010 school year and
somewhat less in 2010-2011 school year. After those two
years and a third supervisor, the program no longer exists.
+e school practitioners interviewed stated that the parents
really wanted the program to continue. When asked what
they believed was the reason for this change, it was unan-
imously stated, “+e vision of the first supervisor.” +e
verbatim responses speak more to needed administrative
supports and provide insight into perceived barriers to
properly assess ELLs.

+e word “barriers” during the interview had a broader
than anticipated meaning. For example, school pro-
fessionals asked “Do you mean if the family is here legally?”
Although this concept had not been considered as a
component of assessment, occasionally it was discovered,
through the interview responses, that a family’s legal status
in the country may prohibit or hinder cooperation from the
family or the educator. Conversely, if a family intimated
somehow that they would not be living here much longer
that similarly presented a dilemma for the school pro-
fessional.+e respondents were encouraged to interpret the
word “barriers” however they chose. However, the general
responses could be categorized into two groups, school
professionals’ self-efficacy and school professional’s tan-
gential needs.

I have come to learn that we need to give ELLs time to
develop. We need to allow them that silent period of time
to take it all in, be exposed to it, digest it, and the new
language will come through. Many of the parents do not
speak English; the children go home to their native
language. At meetings, a bilingual coworker would tell
parents, “We want your children to speak in English in
school so you really shouldn’t”. . . and that’s completely
incorrect, completely incorrect. We should want children
to maintain their native language while developing their
second language. +e biggest difficulty comes from ev-
eryone having philosophical beliefs of what is correct.
(LDT-C 3)

+e relationship between culture and language is strong,
very strong. I believe that your experiences in language are
based on your culture. For example, what’s up with this
selective mutism diagnosis of 3-year-old ELLs who have
two emergent languages? Should we really believe they
have psychological issues? Or rather, should we explore
the cultural aspects of what a child is taught at home?
(LDT-C 2)

+e dual language preschool program was a great addi-
tion, but it would not be helpful in the upper grades.
Students enter middle and high school with zero English.
Now that’s a real challenge. Keeping sheltered immersion
is helpful, providing summer programs too. Yet, the need
to move them out the door quicker than they are ready
doesn’t make sense to me. I worry about the number of
dropouts and the threat of gang membership when
children have no options. (SW 3)

I am not confident in my knowledge of second language
acquisition. With the way the district has changed, even
general education teachers should be provided training on
this topic. (LDT-C 2)

Face it-there is not enough in place in each classroom to
facilitate enough infusion of the native language into the
program. +ey are going to acquire English but they are
not going to get to the level they need to be as English
learners until you can assess accurately what they know in
their own language. And build on that. +is goes back to
the other question-when you look at economically
challenged areas, it is not just a language barrier, it’s
economical, and it’s the education level of the parents, the
age of the parents. (SLP 1)

I have evaluated many ELLs. +ere are more barriers than
just language. A lot of times, children are middle school or
high school age, but did not go to school in their previous
country. So not only do they not have the English lan-
guage, they don’t understand any foundational skills. +e
problem is the curriculum the district uses for middle
school or high school does not teach at the level they are
at-possibly kindergarten/first grade. Because they did not
go to school, they cannot understand “add two plus two”
even if spoken in Spanish. How can you call them special
education if they haven’t been taught ever in their life?
(School Psychologist 1)

+emes emerged indicating need for supports as follows:

(i) More dual language/bilingual preschool programs:

+e dual language program was an option and a valuable
one at that. Although I do not teach, I often found myself
saying that maybe the program will be expanded next year
so that more children will have this opportunity. I felt
better about my decisions not to evaluate a child exhib-
iting a confirmed language difference with a possible
language disorder if he could get into a program where we
could see if a potential disability existed in the native
language as well. (SW 2)

(ii) Need for more bilingual speech-language patholo-
gists and bilingual child study team members:

You need to use assessments in their language and in
English and see where their strengths and weaknesses are
before anything else is done. Gather the baseline data.+is
is the ethical thing to do.+is is not done all the time. If we
test a child in English and the child speaks Spanish, well
what can we expect? (School Psychologist 2)

(iii) More information on second language acquisition:

I think because I went to an in-state college and the needs
are higher here, my graduate program was very culturally
involved. I did have a bilingual assessment course and
hands-on assessment in the classroom as part of my
practicum, but I never had a class on second language
acquisition. I do not feel competent making a decision
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regarding a language disability versus a language differ-
ence without consultation with a trained bilingual psy-
chologist or learning consultant. (School Psychologist 3)

(iv) Preservice experience with ELLs or if not possible,
then district mentor program that requires obser-
vation in bilingual classes for novice teachers:

You cannot do everything in Spanish because you want
them to learn English at the same time. Teachers will talk
all the time about the student’s behaviors, “+ey cannot
follow directions.” +is is all language-if you don’t un-
derstand, you’re going to have behaviors. If more pre-
service staff had the ability to see bilingual classes in action
and to work with ELLs, they would be better able to
address the needs of the children. (SLP 3)

4. Discussion

More research is needed to explore the multiplicity of causes
of disproportionate identification of CLD students [28, 29].
+is study’s rich textual descriptions and verbatim responses
allow the reader to feel the experiences through the words of
the school professionals and begin to elucidate true expe-
riences of a very complex problem. None of the participants
were cavalier about a pending classification of a disability. In
fact, their words indicated that recent evaluations were being
conducted with more interest in the child’s first language.
+is was not always found to be true in prior research
[23, 30]. Hence, decisions are now being made with greater
empathy and legality, and this self-efficacy made many of the
school professionals happier.

Certain ethnic and racial categories of students appear
to be overidentified or underidentified [14, 31]. +e dis-
proportionality of ELLs in special education placement
was explored in Arizona [29]. +e researcher wanted to
know whether patterns or predictors existed within district
characteristics, such as the number of teachers with ESL
certificates or socioeconomic status of the student would
increase the likelihood of special education placement
relative to their Caucasian peers. Also posited was the
lack of appropriate opportunity to learn within the state
mandated English-only curriculum. Using a relative risk
ratio, the results indicated that ELLs were more likely to be
identified as mentally retarded or as having a specific
learning disability disproportionate to their Caucasian
peers within many districts across the state. +e author
presented the literature that reflected findings that many
teachers refrain from referring young ELLs in the primary
grades. However, in third grade, when reading becomes a
content-driven skill, the overrepresentation begins. +is 8-
year study used existing data that reflected the number of
ELLs in special education, their disability, and placement
categories relative to their Caucasian peers. Of signifi-
cance, 91% of the students identified as ELLs spoke
Spanish. More studies are needed to examine causes within
the identification process and patterns of representation
within states suggesting that one factor cannot predict
disproportionality [29].

Other researchers agree that contributing factors to
disproportionality are inconsistent identification, assess-
ment, and state-to-state eligibility criteria for special edu-
cation categories [8, 10, 32]. +ese variations influence the
type and quantity of children classified in the more re-
strictive programming [14]. Another issue rests with the
child study teams who lack training and experience when
making decisions for ELLs [23]. Disproportionality may
also be due to bias and discrimination in the assessment
tool and/or in the tester [33]. Guiberson [34] conducted a
literature review to determine if Hispanic children are
disproportionally represented in special education. Focusing
on patterns of representation and implications for school
professionals, Guiberson determined that overrepresenta-
tion is not a national trend but occurs at the local level
and varies state to state and district to district. Patterns of
disability category showed more Hispanics identified as
learning disabled or speech-language impaired with in-
creasing numbers in Grades 6–12 [34]. +e evaluation of a
linguistically diverse student is complicated for many rea-
sons as discussed [18]. Furthermore, even if bias was re-
moved within the testing instruments, the testing specialists,
and the tests addressed English learners, children potentially
in need of special education services would still be subjected
to the various definitions and eligibility requirements within
each individual state [35].

Disproportionate representation of ELLs can be a result
of factors “outside the student and unrelated to the presence
of a disability per se” [29]; p. 331. +e 12 consistently agreed
upon themes that were illuminated from the data analysis
indicate that many forces work in tandem to cause dis-
proportionality. +erefore, from this research, it was ap-
parent that school professionals wanted more training in
topics that affect CLD students to include testing and second
language acquisition, believe cultural competence of the
entire staff is critical, need more bilingual CSTmembers, and
lastly believe bilingual program options for ELLs help
decision-makers be more effective.

+is current study and studies in the past [28, 29, 36]
have shown the need for better professional development. If
administrators wish to enhance the use of research-based
teaching strategies such as response to intervention, the
training needs to draw a connection between the in-
formation and how it can be implemented in the classroom
[37]. Lastly, even Latino/Latina teachers who have normal
psychocultural factors resulting from acculturation and
ethnic identity in a predominately Caucasian environment
will continue to need the same professional development as
their non-Latina/Latino colleagues [38].

Similarly, universities should be preparing preservice
teachers to educate students from CLD backgrounds. Many
interviewees had not heard of the silent or nonverbal period
of second language acquisition and became further con-
fused when the term “selective mutism” as a psychological
disorder took on some popularity in the district. Knowl-
edge of second language acquisition will help school
professionals more accurately discern the difference be-
tween a disability and a language difference during this
learning period [39, 40].
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+e findings in this study provide evidence that school
professionals feel more effective when they have more bi-
lingual program options. Krashen [41] recommended that
schools provide “aural comprehensible input” (p. 7) within
context using movement, pictures, and commands. A pre-
school classroom provides a naturalistic environment for
language to be learned as part of the day-to-day instruction.
However, when bilingual programs did not exist at the
preschool, many children were deemed unsuccessful, and
one respondent stated, “So off to special ed.” Several re-
spondents liked aspects of the dual language preschool
program from its inception, but once the program was
dissolved, the respondents believe that at a minimum, ELLs
should have the availability of a bilingual environment
whether it is the instructional assistant or the teacher who is
bilingual. +ey also felt that parents were more likely to be
supportive if Spanish was spoken in the classroom. +ese
findings are similar to [42]. +e authors conducted a
comparison study of the dual language program and an
English immersion program at the preschool level. +e
authors found that Spanish speakers had large gains in
Spanish receptive language and Spanish language develop-
ment improved for both ELLs and English-speaking chil-
dren; however, no significant differences were found on
English language measures for any group. Obviously, these
authors saw a need to explore the potential of improving
native language and the need of second language acquisition
for English speakers. However, the greatest distinction in the
current study lies in how children will be judged early on in
their school careers and the likelihood that Hispanic chil-
dren who cannot speak English well will be determined to be
unsuccessful or disabled as in [29] study. Second language
development varies among children withmany reaching oral
proficiency long before academic proficiency [43]. Some
educators have voiced their concern about the federal re-
quirements within NCLB that require ELL students to take
the state tests in English reading and language arts within
three years after entering the school system [44]. +is
predetermined language acquisition time fails to acknowl-
edge the differences among children in reaching overall
language competency. +e test scores also fail to indicate
whether a low score was due to English proficiency or lack of
knowledge in the content area [21].

Respondents also conveyed the need for bilingual per-
sonnel on child study teams and in the classroom. +is
concern and the shortage have been addressed in many
studies [15, 22, 29, 34]. To expect future qualified bilingual
staff to move to America from a Spanish speaking country
shows no urgency by our country’s educational leaders.
Serious language programs similar to how Europeans and
Asians learn English should be implemented.

+e barriers that were expressed during the interviews
included legal resident status, financial supports to include
staff and curriculum, and observation/evaluation supports
from administrators. Administrators have indicated that
they feel unprepared to help teachers with special education
assessment and CLD students [45]. +ese concerns may
mean that preservice leadership programs, similar to pre-
service teacher programs, must expose the school leaders to

matter beyond the general education classroom if decision-
makers in the schools are to feel supported.

+e most surprising finding was the unanimous need for
cultural competency of the staff. Although important, it was
not expected that so many in an urban area believed a lack of
cultural competency is what leads to poor decisions and a
lower self-efficacy. +e respondents were very sure of the
connection between language and culture. +erefore, if
school districts are designing professional development
programs, they should consider programs that expose
teachers to ways cultural competency is developed. Not only
does cultural competency includes racism and bias, but also
it includes ways to value the similarities and differences.
Preservice teachers may benefit from coursework; however,
inservice teachers may need coaching from a bilingual
teacher on teaching strategies for ELLs [34, 46, 47]. +is
finding may mean that more bias exists with this de-
mographic than originally assumed and that many school
professionals determined was necessary to mention.

5. Implication for Special Education

When school districts fail to provide adequate programs for
ELLs, the school professionals, through default, refer the
now struggling ELLs to the special education department for
evaluation by the child study team [14, 34]. Yet, there is no
inherent reason why second language learners should re-
ceive special education services more than their monolingual
peers [16]. +e inappropriate placement of ELLs into re-
strictive exclusionary special education programs is in vi-
olation of state and federal guidelines [15]. In response,
amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act [48] have strengthened non-
discriminatory mandates but to no avail [10]. Additionally,
young Hispanic children have limited access to early in-
tervention services and are least likely to be enrolled in
private preschool at age three if public school preschool does
not exist [3, 7]. High-quality preschool programs supported
with primary grade interventions are needed [9]. Un-
fortunately, many states remain unprepared to provide
substantive early intervention bilingual preschool programs
that reflect the needs of children currently in their school
districts [12]. Instead, schools are providing culturally un-
responsive interventions [7]. A twofold effect occurs when
the curriculum becomes comprehensible and tailored to
each student’s need; teacher’s expectations of student per-
formance increases, and students become actively engaged
in learning [49]. +erefore, when students appear successful,
school professionals are not being asked to consider special
education placements [10, 50]. Furthermore, inappropriate
labeling is discriminatory and has been correlated to de-
creased outcomes during and after the school years [51].
Given these persistent variations, underrepresentation,
overrepresentation, and misidentification of certain groups
may lie in the hands of the assessment and the evaluator.
+us far, there appears to be a gap in the literature about how
ELLs’ language assessments are administered, by whom, and
whether an informal and formal multimethod approach is
consistently applied [52].
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6. Limitations

+e limitations for this study include self-reported data in
response to the open-ended questions in the survey or
during the interviews. Self-reported data pose a limitation
because people want to give the socially correct answer even
when they know the research is conducted in an anonymous
format [53]. Additionally, the participants of the study are
limited to an urban northeast area. Furthermore, the school
professionals are those involved in child study team de-
cisions or those considered ex-officio members of CST.
Lastly, the adult participants are all female. +erefore, the
current study will not compare adult participant responses
by gender. +us, information gathered may only be con-
sidered reflective of female school professionals’ perspec-
tives. +e delimitation for the current study is the restriction
of school professionals to one urban northeast school dis-
trict. Inferences will reflect one district only. Lastly, it is
possible that Spanish speaking bilingual employees may have
believed themselves to be more efficacious.

7. Future Research

+e findings of this study have provided a qualitative per-
spective of lived experiences that strengthen the need for
recruitment of bilingual school professionals, continued
inservice training and preservice experiences for school
professionals with culturally and linguistically diverse stu-
dents [22, 36, 46]. Additionally, professional development in
topics such as second language acquisition, assessment of
ELLs, cultural competency, and lastly bilingual programs at
the preschool level provide options for ELLs and school
professionals [5, 13, 28, 29, 54, 55]. Furthermore, this study
may raise school professional’s awareness for ELLs who
legitimately require special education services and the need
for accurate unbiased identification. School professionals
will have greater confidence making a decision within the
continuum of special education services to bilingual edu-
cation or general education once the mandated IDEA op-
portunity to learn in a regular education classroom has been
fulfilled [48, 56].

+e research findings of this study supported previous
research on professional development and preservice and
inservice training. Furthermore, the overwhelming need for
cultural competency training in addition to second language
acquisition must be taken seriously. +e qualitative findings
from this research triangulated the quantitative findings
regarding the effects of a preschool dual language program
by Barnett et al. [42]. However, more research continues to
be necessary on this topic as this demographic grows.

Although this study addressed school professionals’
efficacy beliefs and its effect on overidentification of ELLs in
special education, it is imperative that the findings be
presented in a balanced manner. +erefore, although the
argument for overidentification is strong, future research
should also consider the underidentification of ELL stu-
dents, who truly are disabled, in an effort to find effective
ways to quickly and accurately identify those students who
are disabled. Similarly, with language always a monumental

part of the equation, future research should address means of
identification of gifted ELLs that puts less emphasis on
language in the entrance process. If this were possible, then
equal educational access may become a reality. “Research
must attend to the factors in general education systems that
contribute to disproportionality, as it is not a problem in-
herent in the special education system, but rather it is a
product of education as a broad cultural practice” [29]; p.
330. Lastly, the monitoring or tracking of ELL student’s
success rates as they outgrow one program but still require
supports is worthy of further research as a means to provide
appropriate opportunity to learn.

Appendix

A. Semistructured Interview Questions

Semistructured interview questions are as follows:

(1) Are you aware of any perceptions about disabilities
associated with the Hispanic culture? Please explain.

(2) How do you know they exist?
(3) What are your thoughts about working with cul-

turally and linguistically diverse students and their
families? What issues arise?

(4) In your opinion, what is the relationship between
culture and language?

(5) How, if at all, does the Pilot Dual Language Pro-
gram address this?

(6) When should a preschooler be classified?
(7) Have you ever evaluated an ELL for a gifted

program?
(8) How often have you assessed or been asked to

evaluate even informally an English language
learner?

(9) What do you believe is necessary to assess the
academic and language skills of ELLs?

(10) Are there any additional challenges you confront
when assessing an ELL?

(11) What prerequisites do you see as vital to assessing
ELLs?

(12) Are there any ethical issues?
(13) What do you think contributes to the mis-

identification and overrepresentation of English
language learners in special education programs?

(14) What factors determine placement of an ELL into a
school program?

(15) Tell me about your experience with using an
interpreter?

(16) What are the drawbacks and advantages?
(17) How confident are you regarding your knowledge

of second language acquisition?
(18) Tell me about coursework or inservice training you

have received regarding culturally and linguistically
diverse students
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(19) Do you think this specialized training would help
you?

(20) What do you know about second language
acquisition?

(21) Do you feel competent assessing and making a
decision regarding a language disability versus
language difference?

(22) How has working with ELLs changed over the
years?

(23) What supports do you need?
(24) Do you think there are barriers that are beyond

your control?
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